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Reference Respondent Location Question IACC Response 


 


Q1.0.1 The 


Applicant 


WB With reference to 


paragraph 5.5.44 of 
Chapter D5 Air Quality 


[APP-124] and Figure D5-1 
of APP-237, to what extent 
would there be flexibility for 


the location of the 
proposed packet sewage 


treatment plant, and has 
that flexibility any 
implications for the 


assessment made in 
relation to odour? 


 


Q1.0.2 The 
Applicant 


WB Paragraph 1.9.58 of 
Chapter D1 Proposed 


Development [APP-120] 
provides a conclusion on 
the potential for odours to 


be released from the 
proposed packet sewage 


treatment plant, and 
further context is provided 
by paragraphs 7.4.2 and 


7.4.4 of the MPSSSCoCP 
[App-415]. Further details 


are sought of the type(s) of 
packet sewage treatment 
system that have resulted 


in the conclusions within 
paragraph 1.9.58 and that 


would demonstrate the 
suitability of the approach 
in the MPSSSCoCP [App-


415]. 


 


Q1.0.3 The 


Applicant 


WB In relation to paragraphs 


1.9.57 and 1.9.58 of APP-
120, and paragraphs 


5.4.18 to 5.4.26 of APP-
124, should the sewage 
treatment plant be a 


separate numbered ‘work’ 
item within the 


development? 


 


Q1.0.4 The 


Applicant 


WB Paragraph 5.4.22 of 


Chapter D5 Air quality 
[APP-124] refers to 
‘embedded mitigation’ and 


other possible works in 
regard to the potential 
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effects of odour from the 


existing Cemaes Waste 
Water Treatment Works 
(‘WwTW’). How much 


certainty would there be in 
regard to the delivery of 


the mitigation (and other 
works) referred to in 
paragraph 5.4.22? 


Q1.0.5 The 
Applicant 


and NRW 


WB ES D13 paras 13.5.14-15 
state that construction 


derived sewage and site 
campus sewage would both 


have a maximum daily rate 
of discharge as 
1,598m3. It seems unlikely 


that the discharges would 
be exactly the same. [I3] Is 


this correct, are they both 
the same and is there a 
need for any limits to be 


set and controlled through 
a suitable mechanism? 


 
Is NRW content this could 
be controlled through the 


EP? 


 


Q1.0.6 IACC and 


NRW 


Q With reference to Table D5-


46 of Chapter D5 Air 
Quality [APP-124], and 


section 7.5 of the 
MPSSSCoCP [APP-415], the 
ExA notes that many of 


these measures are yet to 
be fully defined/specified, 


including the monitoring 
locations and plant 


emission standards (see 
paragraph 7.5.2 of [APP-
415]). IACC and NRW 


would also be involved in 
the specification of these 


works post-consent, and in 
determining any “additional 
modelling and assessment 


[that] would be undertaken 
to support the development 


of the scheme as it 
matures”. IACC and NRW 
are invited to comment on: 


whether they consider that 
it would be appropriate 


 


IACC considers that the dDCO (and the CoCPs) as currently drafted do not provide sufficient certainty and that more 
detail on these issues is required. There is no mechanism proposed which would allow the Council or NRW to 


challenge any inadequacy in the plans brought forward for these matters later. The IACC therefore objects to these 
plans being secured without at least outline detail during examination. The IACC would request that the standards to 
be applied and the processes for monitoring should be included within the certified CoCPs.  


 
As confirmed in the Air Quality LIR Chapter, during SoCG meetings the Council have received a draft Air Quality and 


Dust Monitoring proposal from HNP. The IACC has requested that this proposal is provided in updated versions of the 
Wylfa Newydd CoCP and sub CoCPS and submitted into the examination process. 


The detailed CoCP and sub CoCPs should include the following information; 
 Further detail of the real-time web-based environmental system including data management and access 
 The proposed locations of monitoring equipment for PM10, PM2.5, NOx, NO2 and dust deposition 


 Confirmation of the thresholds and exceedance trigger levels for dust, NO2, NOx, PM2.5 and PM10, and frequency 
of reporting (including amber and red trigger levels) 


 The process of investigating trigger exceedance in consultation with the IACC  
 Further detail of the process of receiving, investigating and responding to complaints 
 Further detail of the proposed Community Liaison Groups including frequency of meetings. The IACC considers 


that these meetings should be monthly until First Nuclear Concrete 
 


In addition during SoCG meetings the IACC have commented on Horizon’s additional mitigation proposals that include 
a commitment to use a higher percentage of newer construction plant that conform to stricter emissions 
requirements. The IACC has also requested that this additional mitigation to be detailed in updated versions of the 


CoCPs and sub CoCPS and submitted into the examination process. 
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these matters to be 


deferred until later; and, 
whether or not sufficient 
certainty is provided for 


their delivery through the 
provisions of the dDCO. 


Q1.0.7 The 
Applicant 


WF Paragraph 1.6.192 of the 
Application Reference No.: 


6.4.1 ES Volume D – WNDA 
Development D1 – 
Proposed Development 


[REF] With regard to steam 
plumes from the six 


auxiliary boilers; how often 
would the larger plumes 
(for example, up to 100m 


in length) be apparent? 
And, how many larger 


plumes would be expected 
to occur/be visible at any 
one time? 


 


Q1.0.8 The 
Applicant 


Q Please respond to the Betsi 
Cadwaladr University 


Health Board [RR-076] 
query on how the developer 


would ensure that there is 
no deterioration in local air 
quality (either short or 


long-term) and how this 
will be measured, validated 


and evaluated. 


 


Q1.0.9 The 


Applicant 


Q Please respond to the 


concerns expressed by 
representors (including RR- 
051, RR-52, RR-97, RR-


104, RR-002, RR-018, RR-
050, RR-054, RR-060 


and RR-063) regarding the 
potential for there to be 
effects from noise, dust/on 


air quality, lighting and 
general ‘pollution’. 


 


Reference Respondent Location Question IACC Response 


 


Q2.0.1 IACC and 


NRW 


WF Are IACC and NRW content 


that the baseline 


assessments for Soils and 


Geology in Chapter B7 [APP-


072] and Terrestrial and 


Freshwater Ecology in 


IACC has reviewed the information relating to Terrestrial and Freshwater Ecology contained in Chapter B9 [APP-074], 


and within Chapter D9 [APP-128] and the associated appendices.  The evidence base for the Ecological Impact 


Assessment is primarily set out the in ‘Technical Summary Reports’ (TSRs), generally one for each receptor or group 


of similar receptors, which summarise a number of survey reports from several years relating to each receptor.  


IACC’s review suggests that these documents largely provide a sufficient baseline for the assessment of effects for 


most receptors (notwithstanding issues of data age, see Question 2.0.49).  However, there are several areas where 
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Chapter B9 [APP-074] are 


sufficient? 


the TSRs are not clear, or where deviations from established survey guidance are not explained or justified.  This in 


turn does not allow aspects of the baseline as described in Chapter D9 to be substantiated, which introduces 


uncertainties into the assessment; this means that IACC cannot have confidence that the effects of the scheme on 


some receptors are sufficiently characterised to ensure that the proposed mitigation is robust and commensurate 


with the impacts.  The original survey reports have not been submitted with the application and so cannot be used to 


verify the statements provided within the TSRs or the ES and IACC requests that these are provided.  The main data 


gaps and uncertainties, and their implications for the ES, are identified within the ecology section of the WNDA LIR 


Chapter. 


IACC has reviewed the information relating to Soils and Geology contained in Chapter B7, [APP-072] and within 


Chapter D7 [APP-126] and the associated appendices.  The factual reports supporting the baseline assessment are 


not included within App D7-2 – Land Contamination Risk Assessment and Remediation Strategy and information on 


potential contamination arising from Tregele petrol station is not available.  


Q2.0.2 The 


Applicant 


WF Can the Applicant explain to 


what extent there is 


confidence that the 


ecological baseline, 


primarily based on 


ecological surveys 


undertaken in or before 


2016, is robust and suitable 


to inform the assessment of 


effects? 


 


Q2.0.3 The 


Applicant 


WA Chapter A2 [APP-056] para 


2.6.1 states that the spent 


fuel storage facility would 


not commence until year 15. 


Is the Applicant proposing 


to undertake pre-


construction surveys prior to 


this? 


 


Q2.0.4 The 


Applicant 


WA In Table 9-7, Chapter B9 


[APP-074], page B9-34 the 


Applicant states that the 


mechanism to achieve water 


level management at 


Cemlyn Lagoon is still under 


consideration. Can the 


Applicant explain whether 


this is required to mitigate 


significant effects, and as 


Cemlyn Bay is outside of the 


application site, how would 


these measures be secured? 
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Q2.0.5 The 


Applicant 


WA In Table 9-7 (Chapter B9, 


page B9-35), can the 


Applicant provide an update 


on the programme of 


monitoring beach profiles 


and water level changes 


within Cemlyn Bay? 


 


Q2.0.6 NRW and 


IACC 


WA Are NRW/IACC content with 


the 15 year lease 


arrangements described in 


Chapter B9 para 9.3.8 for 


the ecological mitigation 


areas? 


No. The 15-year lease arrangements are only acceptable provided that there is provision for this to be extended 


depending on the results of site monitoring and the success of the restoration; Horizon have not explained how the 


ability to require  such an extension is secured.  Colonisation of the restored habitats by target species must be 


confirmed before the lease is ended; it will not be acceptable to translocate or displace species and then remove the 


habitat support without evidence that the restored habitats are suitable and accessible.  


 


Q2.0.7 The 


Applicant 


WF Chapter B9 para 9.4.27 
explains that professional 


judgement will be applied in 
concluding significance. 
However, there appears to 


be some anomalies in 
implementing this 


methodology in Chapter D9 
eg: 
 


 para 9.5.152 notes a 


small magnitude 


change on lichen 


from habitat loss and 


concludes a 


negligible effect. 


Lichen are identified 


has having ‘medium’ 


value in Table D9-5. 


The significance 


scale in Figure B1-2 


indicates this 


combination should 


actually result in 


minor/moderate 


effects. 


 paras 9.5.158-159 


state that many 


invertebrates would 


die from vegetation 


and topsoil clearance 


and from attraction 


to light. Yet this is 
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considered to be a 


small magnitude of 


change. 


 Para 9.5.216 


identifies the 


potential loss of an 


entire Chough 


breeding population, 


yet this is only 


considered to be a 


medium magnitude 


of change in para 


9.5.217. 


 Para 9.5.359 


identifies a small 


magnitude of change 


for habitat loss and 


fragmentation to red 


squirrels and 


concludes negligible 


effect. Squirrels are 


of ‘medium’ value in 


Table D9-5. The 


significance scale in 


Figure B1-2 indicates 


this combination 


should result in 


minor/moderate 


effects. 


 Para 9.5.372 notes a 


‘large’ magnitude of 


change for 


fragmentation of 


hedgehog, yet para 


9.5.374 


subsequently 


downgrades the 


magnitude to ‘small’ 


without explanation. 


Can the Applicant clarify 


these anomalies? 


Q2.0.8 The 


Applicant 


WA How would the ‘other areas’ 


identified in Chapter D9 


[APP-128] para 9.3.30 be 
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secured in the MPSSSCoCP 


[APP-415]? 


Q2.0.9 The 


Applicant 


WA How would the buffer zone 


around Dame Sylvia Crowe’s 


Mound, described in Chapter 


D9 para 9.4.5, be secured? 


 


Q2.0.10 The 


Applicant 


WA How would no night working 


during site clearance, 
described in Chapter D9 
para 9.4.7, be secured? 


 


Q2.0.11 The 
Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 para 9.4.18 
refers to appendix D8-8 


Summary of preliminary 
design for construction 


surface water drainage 
[APP-167]. Should this be 
document be referenced in 


the MPSSSCoCP? 


 


Q2.0.12 The 


Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 para 9.4.24 


refers to pre-construction 
surveys detailed in the 


MPSSSCoCP. Can the 
Applicant explain where 
these are and how they 


would be secured? 


 


Q2.0.13 The 


Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 para 9.4.53 


details drainage measures 
which are contained in the 


MPSSSCoCP [APP-415]. Can 
the Applicant confirm where 
these are detailed? 


 


Q2.0.14 NRW WA Is NRW content with the 
mitigation measures 


described in the Mitigation 
Route Map [APP-422] Item 


0209 for protecting surface 
water quality at Tre’r Gof 
SSSI? 


 


Q2.0.15 The 
Applicant 


WA NRW does not agree with 
the Applicant’s 


hydrogeological modelling 
for Tre’r Gof and considers 


dewatering may cause 
significant damage. What is 
the Applicant’s response? 


 


Q2.0.16 The 
Applicant 


and NRW 


WA What would be the effects 
on Tre’r Gof SSSI if the 


drainage system cannot be 
improved compared to the 


baseline, and can further 
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refinements be included 


within the authorised 
development? 


Q2.0.17 The 
Applicant 


WA In Chapter D9 Table D9-11 
long-term botanical 
monitoring is proposed for 


Tre’r Gof SSSI. Can the 
Applicant provide more 


detail as to where the 
monitoring is presented? 


 


Q2.0.18 The 
Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 para 9.5.50 
identifies a number of 
measures implemented to 


protect the Tre’r Gof SSSI. 
Can the Applicant identify 


where all of these are 
secured in the MPSSSCoCP? 


 


Q2.0.19 NRW WA In its RR para 4.4.1 [RR-
088] NRW considers that 
there is inadequate 


consideration of direct 
mitigation at Tre’r Gof SSSI. 


Are there any further direct 
measures that NRW suggest 
to protect the SSSI? 


 


Q2.0.20 IACC and 
NRW 


WA Are IACC and NRW content 
that air quality monitoring 


as described in Sections 7.5 
and 7.6 of the MPSSSCoCP 


would be sufficient to 
protect Tre’r Gof SSSI? 


 
The IACC is deferring to NRW. 


Q2.0.21 NRW, NWWT 
and RSPB 


WA Do NRW, NWWT and RSPB 
agree that the creation and 
management of species - 


rich grassland with a close 
sward and coastal 


heath/grassland mosaic as 
described in Chapter 8.16 
[APP-424] paras 6.5.7 and 


6.5.12 and the management 
of Mound A as described in 


5.4.12 would be sufficient 
for providing optimal 
foraging for Chough? 


 


Q2.0.22 NRW, 
NWWT, 


RSPB 


WA Do NRW, NWWT and RSPB 
agree that the mitigation 


described in the MPSSSCoCP 
8.3.3 would be sufficient to 


protect Chough nesting sites 
from construction noise? 
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Q2.0.23 The 


Applicant 


WA Can the Applicant identify 


where in the Landscape and 
Habitat Management 
Strategy and the 


MPSSSCoCP the details are 
of Chough monitoring as 


described in Chapter D9 
Table D9-10 page 133? 


 


Q2.0.24 NRW WA Is NRW content that reptile 
translocation (Chapter D9 
paras 9.5.189 – 190 and 


para 9.5.337) could be 
secured through species 


mitigation licence, or should 
more detail be included in 
the MPSSSCoCP? 


 


Q2.0.25 The 
Applicant 


WA How would the measures in 
Chapter D9 para 9.5.247 to 


protect barn owl roosts be 
secured? 


 


Q2.0.26 The 
Applicant 


WA How would the measures to 
protect bats, at Chapter D9 


paras 9.5.294, 9.5.295, 
9.5.313 and 9.5.317 be 
secured? 


 


Q2.0.27 The 
Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 para 9.5.326 
states that all permanent 


culverts would be of 
appropriate diameter for 


otter and would have 
mammal ledges, how would 
this be secured? 


 


Q2.0.28 The 
Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 para 9.5.340 
states that the realignment 


works for Nant Caerdegog 
Isaf (Watercourse 13) would 


be programmed approx. 12 
months in advance of 
backfilling. How would this 


be secured in section 10.2 
of the MPSSSCoCP? 


 


Q2.0.29 The 
Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 para 9.5.350 
discusses mitigation in the 


form of water vole 
translocation, how would 
this be secured in the 


MPSSSCoCP? 


 


Q2.0.30 The 


Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 para 9.5.486 


details provisions to 
mitigate potential changes 


in water quality during 
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construction. Does the 


Applicant propose any 
specific mitigation during 
the operational phase? 


Q2.0.31 The 
Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 para 9.7.23 
Cors Gwawr and Cae Canol-


dydd SSSIs are identified as 
Ecological Compensation 


Sites. Has the Applicant 
undertaken baseline 
assessments of these sites 


to inform the likely success 
of the compensation 


measures? 


 


Q2.0.32 The 


Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 Table D9-10 


states on p133 that 
“Monitoring is detailed 
…within the Landscape and 


Habitat Management 
Strategy” and on p140 


“Monitoring of habitats and 
species surveys would be 
undertaken … in the Ecology 


and Landscape Management 
Strategy”. Can the Applicant 


clarify where the strategy is 
presented please? 


 


Q2.0.33 The 
Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 table D9-10 on 
page 136 states that the 
off-site enhancement area 


would be established prior 
to the commencement of 


start of Site Preparation and 
Clearance Work, how would 
this be secured? 


 


Q2.0.34 The 
Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 Table D9-10 
p137 states that “The 


clearance of vegetation, 
topsoil stripping and 


removal of dry stone walls 
would be carried out in a 
directional manner to 


encourage movement of 
notable mammals”, how 


would this be secured? 


 


Q2.0.35 The 


Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 Table D9-10 


states on p140 that annual 
monitoring of red squirrel 
within Dame Sylvia Crowe’s 


Mound would be undertaken 
during construction. Can the 
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Applicant clarify where the 


monitoring strategy is 
presented? 


Q2.0.36 The 
Applicant 


WA The MPSSSCoOP [APP-415] 
at para 4.4.1 states that 
“Construction lighting will be 


designed to reduce sky 
glow, glare and light spill 


onto sensitive receptors”. 
With the exception of Mound 
E, no maximum lux levels 


are given. Is the Applicant 
planning to develop a 


lighting strategy? 


 


Q2.0.37 The 


Applicant 


WA Should the SSSI 


compensation strategy 
documents (Appendices D9-
23 [APP-190] and D9-24, 


APP-191]) be certified 
documents and referred to 


within the dDCO? 


 


Q2.0.38 RSPB Q In its RR [RR-084] RSPB 


refers to a joint Ecological 
Options paper which sets 
out a series of 


recommendations for Natura 
2000 sites. Can RSPB 


provide a copy of the paper? 


 


Q2.0.39 RSPB, NT 


and NWWT 


WA In its RR RSPB is concerned 


that the measures chosen to 
protect the Tern colony are 
deficient. What measures do 


the RSPB/NT/NWWT suggest 
that have not been 


committed to by the 
Applicant? 


 


Q2.0.40 NT WF In its RR [RR-053] NT states 
that it is concerned about 
the lack of detail in relation 


to environmental 
monitoring. Can NT 


elaborate on these 
concerns? 


 


Q2.0.41 IACC WF In its RR [APP-020] para 
5.7.2 IACC expresses 
concern that the impacts on 


the natural environment 
have not been properly 


addressed. Can IACC 
elaborate on these 
concerns? 


 
IACC has concerns with the assessment of effects on some receptors and these are outlined in the ecology section of 
the WNDA LIR Chapter. These concerns refer in particular to the fact that the ES does not transparently assess the 


effects of the scheme on Section 7 (S.7) habitats, on the interest features of Trwyn Pencarreg Wildlife Site, effects on 
the Arfordir Mynydd y Wylfa–Trwyn Pen Carreg Wildlife Site and Chough due to visitor pressure (alone, and 


cumulatively with other effects) and effects on red squirrel and bats.  
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IACC agrees that the LHMS has the potential to enhance the ecological value of the site in the long-term and so 


provide net gain over the current baseline.  However, the construction stage effects will affect several hundred 
hectares and be in operation for a decade at least, with residual effects from this lasting substantially longer before 
the benefits of the LHMS are realised for many receptors.  As a general point, therefore, IACC believes that the 


impacts of the construction phase are generally under-explored and understated due to dominance in the mitigation 
narrative of the long-term measures provided by the LHMS. 


 


Q2.0.42 IACC ADB In its RR IACC has 


outstanding concerns 
regarding impacts on 
ecology including water 


voles. Can IACC elaborate 
on these concerns? 


 


IACC’s concerns relate to the proposed Park and Ride site at Dalar Hir.  The categorisation of the water vole 
population as ‘low value’ is potentially misleading. This may be consistent with the overall approach to the evaluation 
of ecological receptors undertaken by HNP, however established/self-sustaining water vole populations would almost 


certainly be of national (Wales/UK) nature conservation value. There is a focus of water vole activity within the site, 
which is part of the wider population associated with the ditch network.  There is residual uncertainty as to whether 


water vole habitats/burrows will be avoided or the extent of mitigation and displacement. 
 
IACC considers that the effects on water voles should be clearly assessed specifically within the context of: 


 
- The anticipated extent of habitat loss, the methods of water vole displacement and exclusion and habitat 


reinstatement and reconnection. 
-The implications of effects on other Ditches (e.g. Ditches 6, 7 and 8) and any opportunities to retain/enhance 
ditches. 


A commitment is required to establishing/maintaining a fenced, 15m wide (minimum) riparian buffer to either side of 
waterbodies that support this species and any that are potentially suitable for future water vole colonisation. 


- Enhancing/strengthening the fenced riparian buffer through habitat enhancement and clarifying the status of the 
riparian buffer pre-development, post-development and post decommissioning and reinstatement. 
- Measures to mitigate the risk of increased predator (rat) populations associated with waste (in food/organic waste) 


arising from construction and the operational site. 
- Post-construction management and monitoring and post-decommissioning/reinstatement commitments to water 


vole habitats/conservation. 
 
The majority of this information is covered/cross referenced generally in the document [APP-286], however an 


assessment clearly focused on these points would be more robust and in-keeping with the increasingly threatened 
status of water vole.   


 
There remain uncertainties regarding the scale of habitat loss/disturbance along watercourses that support water 


voles, with associated uncertainty regarding the mitigation approaches to be employed. Water vole mitigation will 
need to be planned in considerable site-specific detail and set out clearly in a method statement.  This should include 
the establishment, reinstatement and protection of a connected riparian habitat corridor and supervision of all works 


in proximity to ditches that support this species, as well as detailed, specific approaches to vegetation clearance, 
water vole displacement/exclusion, destructive searches and trapping.  The mitigation method statement would be 


subject to review/approval by IACC in consultation with NRW.  It has been assumed that water vole displacement 
and destructive searches of burrows can take place under an NRW licence and this will need to be clarified by NRW. 
 


Further detail is provided in the Dalar Hir LIR Chapter. 
 


Q2.0.43 NRW WF In its RR NRW [RR-088] 
para 4.5.1 NRW advises that 


the duration of post- 
construction monitoring is 
not satisfactory. What 


duration would NRW 
consider to be satisfactory? 
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Q2.0.44 The 


Applicant 


WA Chapter D7 [APP-126] para 


7.4.6 states that as “if any 
new foul water outfalls are 
required during construction 


or operation, they would not 
affect any sites of geological 


importance”. How would this 
be secured? 


 


Q2.0.45 The 
Applicant 


WA Chapter D7 para 7.4.7 
assumes that “the new 
discharge pipe would utilise 


this concrete channel as far 
as practicable such that any 


excavations into the local 
geology would be limited.” 
How would this be secured? 


 


Q2.0.46 The 
Applicant 


ADB Chapter F7 [APP-272] para 
7.4.21 states that pollution 


prevention strategies would 
be implemented during 


operation in accordance with 
section 10 of the Wylfa 
Newydd Code of Operational 


Practice. Should reference 
also be made to Section 


10.3 of the Park and Ride 
sub-CoCP [APP-418]? 


 


Q2.0.47 The 
Applicant 


ADD Chapter G7 [APP-310] para 
7.4.12 assumes that topsoil 
and subsoil stripped from 


the flood compensation area 
would be reinstated to the 


area following excavation of 
underlying geology to lower 
the landform. How would 


this be secured? 


 


Q2.0.48 The 


Applicant 


ADD Chapter G7 para 7.4.13 


states that the height of 
topsoil storage mounds 


would be limited to 2m. How 
would this be secured? 


 


Q2.0.49 NRW and 
IACC 


ADD Do NRW and IACC agree 
with the assumptions made 
in Chapter G9 [APP- 312] 


paras 9.3.4- 9.3.8 regarding 
ecological receptors, as the 


survey data is more than 
two years old? 


 
Chapter G9 [APP-312] relates to the A5025 Off-Line highway improvements, although the question of data age is 
somewhat broader than this as several surveys for the main site and associated development sites are over two 


years old, including those surveys undertaken for bats [APP-172] and reptiles [APP-177].     
 


Although ‘two years’ is often cited as the age-limit for ecological data, there are no set guidelines or requirements in 
this regard.  In practice, an appropriate age for data will depend on the receptors and effects being considered, and 
the likelihood of potentially significant changes in baseline occurring between data collection and determination.  


With regard to the site as a whole, IACC considers it unlikely that the baseline conditions will have changed 
substantially for most receptors and would not consider it appropriate to apply generic data age criteria for 







14 
 


acceptability.  However, variations in the survey methods employed by Horizon and the areas surveyed over several 


years result in partial coverage for some receptors.   
 
For example, the reptile TSR [APP-177] does state that “[Survey] limitations are unlikely to significantly alter the 


conclusions…primarily due the quantity of data available from four years of survey data, coupled with background 
data from Cofnod and incidental sightings”.  However, there are not ‘four years of survey data’ as stated but several 


surveys from several locations, undertaken during a four-year period.  No locations have ‘four years of survey data’ – 
for most locations there are only one or two years of survey data.  Some areas were only surveyed for reptiles in 
2010 but some of these areas (based on the descriptions in the TSR) may remain suitable for reptiles.  It is possible 


that survey limitations in a given year would affect results for locations surveyed in that year, which would not 
necessarily be ameliorated by further data from subsequent surveys. 


 
IACC considers that those datasets over three survey seasons old (i.e. from before 2016) should be identified by 
Horizon, and specific justification for their use or robustness be provided; this is to ensure that IACC has confidence 


in the accuracy of the baseline, to enable the Examining Authority and the Secretary of State to undertake its 
responsibilities under the Environment Act Wakes 2017.  


 


Q2.0.50 The 


Applicant 


ADD Chapter G9 para 9.4.4 


refers to site clearance 
information being shown on 
figures G1-2a to G1-2j 


((Application Reference 
Number: 6.7.48). Should 


these be in the Booklet? 


 


Q2.0.51 The 


Applicant 


ADD Can the Applicant clarify 


why in Chapter G9 Tables 
G9-10 and G9-11 changes 
in noise and vibration have 


been considered for bats, 
otter and fish during 


construction, but only for 
bats during operation? 


 


Q2.0.52 The 
Applicant 


ADD Can the Applicant confirm 
whether there is the 
potential for any combined 


effects to occur to ecological 
receptors from the A5025 


works? 


 


Q2.0.53 The 


Applicant 


ADD Chapter G9 para 9.5.47 


refers to a noise attenuation 
fence along the Afon Alaw 
crossing, can the Applicant 


confirm where this would be 
secured in the Code of 


Construction Practice? 


 


Q2.0.54 The 


Applicant 


ADD In relation to vehicle 


collision during operation, 
Chapter G9 refers to 
“embedded measures, 


described in the Wylfa 
Newydd CoOP…. [which] 
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would provide safe passage 


under the road.” (e.g. para 
9.5.469.5.64). Can the 
Applicant confirm where this 


would be secured in the 
Code of Construction 


Practice? 


Q2.0.55 The 


Applicant 


ADD Can the Applicant confirm 


where all of the strategies to 
protect protected and legally 
controlled species described 


in Appendix G9-10 [APP-
334] would be secured? 


 


Q2.0.56 NRW ADD Is NRW content that the 
habitat provisions and post 


construction monitoring for 
Great Crested Newts in new 
ponds, in Table G9-17, 


would be secured through 
the GCN Licence? 


 


Q2.0.57 The 
Applicant 


ADD Can the Applicant confirm 
where post-construction 


monitoring of bat boxes as 
described in Table G9-10 
would be secured? 


 


Q2.0.58 The 
Applicant 


ADD In Chapter G9, temporary 
land take for sections 3, 5, 


and 7 is less than that taken 
permanently. In addition, 


areas of habitat lost listed in 
Tables G9-12 to 16 do not 
always add up to the 


permanent or temporary 
habitat loss detailed within 


the text of Chapter G9. Can 
the Applicant clarify the 
total temporary and total 


permanent land take for the 
A5025 works? 


 


Q2.0.59 The 
Applicant 


ADD Can the Applicant clarify the 
total habitat provision for 


GCN in Section 3, as it is 
unclear whether the ponds 
described in Chapter G9 


paras 9.6.5 and 
9.6.6 are the same. 


 


Q2.0.60 The 
Applicant 


ADD Can the Applicant clarify 
how the mitigation 


described in Chapter G9 
paras 9.6.5, 9.6.6 and 
9.6.10 would be secured? 
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Q2.0.61 The 


Applicant 


ADD Can the Applicant confirm 


that the Landscape Plan in 
Appendix G10-9 [APP- 344] 
and dDCO requirements 


OH9 and OH10 [APP-029] 
satisfy the enhancements 


for species and groups 
described in Chapter G9 
paras 9.7.6 and 9.7.7, and 


not solely for water vole? 


 


Q2.0.62 NRW ADD Can NRW clarify why it 


suggests that long-term 
monitoring and 


management of land 
identified for mitigation 
and/or compensation 


measures is required to 
ensure that the project 


would not be detrimental to 
the maintenance of the 
Favourable Conservation 


Status of affected species? 


 


Q2.0.63 NRW WF Paragraph 4.4.3 of the 


MPSSSCoCP [APP-415] 
states that no lighting would 


be used for the MUGAs after 
21:00 hours during the 
winter months to prevent 


light trespass onto Tin-y-
Maes bat barn and the 


adjacent ecological 
mitigation area. Given that 
it would get dark earlier 


than this during winter 
months do you consider the 


proposed 21:00 curfew 
appropriate or should it be 


earlier and if so what time? 


 


Q2.0.64 NRW and 
IACC 


WF Are the trigger levels for 
dust at ecological receptors 


set out in paragraph 
7.6.6 of the MPSSSCoCP 


[APP-415] appropriate? If 
you consider that different 


trigger levels should apply 
then provide further 
details/explanation. 


 


 
The IACC is deferring to NRW. 


 
 


 
 


 


Q2.0.65 NRW and 


IACC 


WF Paragraph 7.6.9 of the 


MPSSSCoCP [APP-415] sets 
out the actions that would 
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occur should the trigger 


levels be exceeded. This list 
currently does not include a 
requirement to cease work – 


should it and if so why? 


Yes. The IACC notes that the fourth bullet of paragraph 7.6.9 of the MPSSSCoCp (APP-415) states that ‘other feasible 


and reasonable measures (which may include additional dust suppression, altering working methods, temporary 
suspension of the specific activity) would be implemented’. Confirmation is required that the suspension of works 
would be in place until further monitoring and investigation confirms no further exceedance of trigger levels. 


Q2.0.66 NRW ADB Can you confirm that you 


are satisfied with the 
proposed measures to deal 


with badgers, bats and 
water voles as set out in 
section 11 of the Park and 


Ride Sub CoCP [APP-418]? 


 


Reference Respondent Location Question IACC Response 


3. Climate Change and Resilience 


Q3.0.1 The Applicant Q Climate change and adaptation 


is covered in Section 5.6 of the 


Sustainability Statement [APP-


426], but the approach does not 


appear to fully comply with the 


requirements of EN-1 and EN-6. 


Section 5.6 explains how the 


project would help reduce 


climate change effects and 


mitigation during construction, 


but adaption is not so detailed. 


Can the Applicant demonstrate 


please how paras 4.8.6 - 4.8.8, 


4.8.10 and 4.8.12 of EN1 would 


be satisfied? 


 


Q3.0.2 The Applicant ADA In the Carbon and Energy report 


[APP-423] Carbon Footprinting 


Methodology, Figure 4-4 shows 


that Construction includes 


operation of the Campus but 


Table 4-1 only includes energy 


use for construction plant. 


Figure 5-5 does include the 


Campus. Can the Applicant 


clarify where the operational 


impacts of the Campus have 


been addressed? 


 


Q3.0.3 The Applicant WC Can the Applicant explain how 


potential storm surges resulting 


from climate change has been 


addressed for the protection of 


the MOLF and Power Station? 
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Reference Respondent Location Question IACC Response 


 


 Part 2  Principal Powers  


Q4.0.1 The 


Applicant 


Q Article 4 - Limits of Deviation 


Justify the flexibility provided by this article. 


 


Q4.0.2 IACC WF Article 5 - Effect of the Order on the Site 


Preparation Permission 


Is IACC, as LPA, content with the mechanisms proposed 


to enable an interface between the planning permission 


for the site preparation works and authorisation under 


the DCO for Work No 12? 


No, the IACC is not content with the mechanism proposed and has objections to drafting 


of Article 5.  


The IACC has made detailed submissions on this point in its Written Representation, 


section [4.3].  


 


Q4.0.3 IACC WF Article 5 - Effect of the Order on the Site 
Preparation Permission  
Do the requirements set out in Schedule 3 correspond 


with the planning conditions? 


 
No, the planning conditions are considerably more detailed and specific than the 
requirements and much of the detailed covered in those conditions (which is stated by 


Horizon to be covered in the CoCPs) is not set out in those documents.  In addition, given 
the greater scope of works in Work 12 than in the planning permission it is noted that the 


conditions, documents and plans approved for the planning permission would not have 
been drafted to cover all of the activities within the more extensive Work 12.  .   
 


Q4.0.4 IACC WF Article 5 - Effect of the Order on the Site 
Preparation Permission  


Would there be any unintended consequences for the 
LPA’s ability to enforce/would there be any uncertainty? 


– eg if Horizon serves notice on IACC informing it that it 
intends to undertake and complete the SP&C works 
under the DCO and therefore all conditions of the 


planning permission would become unenforceable, are 
there any conditions which need to have a life beyond 


the planning permission? 


 
The IACC considers that the approach proposed would create considerable uncertainty and 


a number of gaps in control, partly because the dDCO excludes site preparation and 
clearance works from the definition of commence, partly because the width of other works 


definitions sought is so wide that the IACC would find it extremely difficult to know if any 
element was unauthorised and partly because the CoCPs are unacceptably vague and the 
controls of the works are therefore very imprecise.  The IACC has made detailed 


submissions on this point in its Written Representation.  


Q4.0.5 The 


Applicant 


Q Article 6 - Maintenance of the authorised 


development 
Justify the flexibility provided by this article. 


Although this question is not directed at the IACC, the Council would like to note that it 


has serious concerns with the drafting of this definition and has made detailed 
submissions on this point in its Written Representation at section [4.2]. 


 


Q4.0.6 IACC Q Article 10 - Defence to proceedings in respect of 
statutory nuisance 


Is IACC, as Environmental Health Authority, content 
with the defence provided by article 10 – ie that there is 


sufficient mitigation for nuisance caused by noise, dust, 
vibration, dust or lighting proposed by the CoCPs. 


No. The IACC considers that the defence sought is too wide, goes beyond the intention of 
the legislation and undermines public protection.  The IACC has made detailed 


submissions on this point in its Written Representation at section [4.4]The IACC does not 
accept that sufficient mitigation is provided by the CoCPs as they lack the necessary 


detail.  The IACC has made detailed submissions on this point in its Written 
Representation at section [11] 


 


Q4.0.7 IACC Q Article 10 - Defence to proceedings in respect of 
statutory nuisance  


Does IACC, as Environmental Health Authority, wish 
comment on the Statement of Statutory Nuisances 


(APP-052) 


 
A number of statutory nuisances will be caused; a robust justification for the number and 


levels of nuisance is not given. The proposals to control nuisance through the CoCPs are 
too vague and require considerably more detail to be provided. Horizon are relying heavily 


on section 61 notices to control nuisance; the IACC considers that more detail on detailed 
measures to prevent and reduce nuisance should be included in the CoCPs 


 







19 
 


 


 


 Part 3  Streets  


Q4.0.8 IACC/ 


Highways 
Authority 


Q Confirm that all the streets listed in parts 1 and 2 of 


Schedule 5 (Streets subject to alteration of layout) are 
accurate? 


 


The streets listed as amended in revision 2 of the DCO (REP1-038) are correct. 
 


Q4.0.9 IACC and 
the Applicant 


Q Article 11 - Power to alter layout etc of streets and 
Article 12 Street Works 


 
11 (5) and 12 (3) 


(a) Can the applicant confirm if the days referred to 


are working days or consecutive days? 
(b) Have discussions been had, and agreement been 


reached with IACC, as local highway authority on 
deemed consent for applications after 56 days? 


 
a) Applicant to confirm. 


 
b) No discussions have been held between the applicant and the local highway authority.  
The IACC consents to the deemed consent provision in this case provided that the period 


remain 56 days and is not reduced.  The IACC has made detailed submissions on deemed 
consents and guillotine provisions in its Written Representation at section [4.5]. 


Q4.0.10 IACC Q Do you consider it necessary to stop up/extinguish the 
streets listed in Schedule 6? 


It is presumed that the question is referring to streets listed within Schedule 7.   
 
IACC are still reviewing the proposals and plans and will respond in detail on this point as 


soon that review is complete. 
 


Part 1 – Where a substitute is to be provided 
From reviewing the Right of Way Plans (doc 2.4) and the streets identified in Schedule 7, 
the proposed stopping up/extinguishing of streets is a direct result of implementing the 


A5025 Off-line improvements and the proposed power station access alteration.  
 


It is not currently clear under the proposals precisely where the IACC’s jurisdiction would 
end, including duties to maintain public highway. Plans showing these routes enlarged to a 
more appropriate scale. 


 


Q4.0.11 IACC and 


Interested 
Parties 


Q Do you consider the permanent stopping up or 


extinguishing of private means of access listed in 
Schedule 7 is necessary? 


 
If not please list the relevant streets that should not be 
included and explain why? 


 


Undertaking a review of all private means of access listed in Schedule 7 is an extensive 
piece of work and the IACC would intend to review accesses which do not connect to the 


public highway or which do not serve IACC. IACC are still reviewing the proposals and 
plans and will respond in detail on this point as soon that review is complete. 


Q4.0.12 IACC and 
the Applicant 


Q Article 16 - Temporary Stopping up of Streets and 
Article 18 - Access to Works 


 
Is the 28 days in referred to in 16 (8) and 18(2) working 


days or consecutive days? 
 
Have discussions been had, and agreement been 


reached with IACC, as local highway authority, on 
deemed consent for applications after 28 days in 16(8) 


given this would be outside the normal statutory 
process? 
 


Given the definition of ‘street’ under Article 2 
(Interpretation) what ‘other public rights of way’ may be 


temporarily stopped? Is the IACC satisfied that this 
would be necessary?  


 
a) Applicant to confirm. 


 
b) No discussions have been held between the applicant and the LHA. The IACC consents 


to the principle of the deemed consent provision in this case provided that the period is 56 
days in line with other such provisions and revision 2 of the dDCO.  The IACC has made 
detailed submissions on deemed consents and guillotine provisions in its Written 


Representation at section [4.5]. 
 


c).  The IACC has made detailed submissions on this article in its Written Representation 
at section [5.3].The IACC would prefer to receive clarification as to which other public 
rights of way would require temporary stopping up and to see those listed in the DCO 


rather than a general power being included. The IACC notes that Rights of Way plans 
indicate that Cycle Path outside Logistics Centre is to be temporarily stopped up. 
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Q4.0.13 The 


Applicant 
and IACC 


Q Are there any differences between the proposed 


restrictions and those that would apply under Road 
Traffic Regulations Act 1984? If so how do they 
compare? 


Yes. The article provide a much wider power than TROs, it lacks public consultation, and 


stops up streets for an undefined period limited by the completion of the works.  
 
The IACC has made detailed submissions on this article in its Written Representation at 


section [5.3]. 


Q4.0.14 The 


Applicant 
and 


Interested 
Parties 


Q Article 17 - Use of Private Roads for Construction 


 
17 – What private roads are intended to be used within 


the order limits during construction and have discussions 
been had, and agreement been reached with the owners 
of these roads regarding their use? 


 
Can the applicant confirm that there would be 


severance/access issues? 


 


Q4.0.15 IACC Q Article 19 - Construction and Maintenance of new 


and altered streets 
 
19 –Have discussions been had, and agreement reached 


over the proposed 12 month post completion 
maintenance proposals? 


No discussions have been held between the Applicant and the LHA. No agreement is in 


place for maintenance proposals. The IACC also has serious concerns about other effects 
of this article which include that highways constructed under the DCO which do not have 
to be constructed to the satisfaction of the highway authority. The IACC require that it has 


an opportunity to supervise the works of the roads which will become public highway and 
inspect the construction of these as required. In order to ensure that the Highway 


Authority is satisfied that new roads constructed are suitable and safe for public use 
before they open the DCO needs to be amended to provide that no new highway can be 
opened unless and until the authority agrees it is suitable.  


 
The IACC has made detailed submissions on this article in its Written Representation at 


section [5.4]. 


 Part 5   Powers of Aquisition  


Q4.0.16 The 


Applicant 


Q In relation to Compulsory Acquisition and with reference 


to the representation from Magnox Limited [RR-013], 
has any potential conflict been identified with the 
Nuclear Site Licence issued under the Nuclear 


Installations Act? 


 


Q4.0.17 The 


Applicant 


Q With reference to the representation from SP Energy 


Networks [RR-014], 
provide an update on negotiations in regard to the 


proposed protective provisions within Schedule 15. This 
to include updates in respect of negotiations with SP 
Energy Networks and any other parties. In doing so, 


please confirm any proposed amendments to the draft 
protective provisions within Schedule 15. 


 


Q4.0.18 The 
Applicant 


Q Respond to the matters raised in relation to compulsory 
acquisition by Davis Meade Property Consultants on 


behalf of MW, EW, & M Harper [RR- 048]. 


 


Q4.0.19 The 


Applicant 


Q Respond to the matters raised in relation to compulsory 


acquisition by Davis Meade Property Consultants on 
behalf of Messrs G & I Hughes [RR- 122]. 


 


Q4.0.20 The 
Applicant 


Q Respond to matters raised in the representation from 
the National Trust [RR-053], regarding National Trust 
land and proposed Compulsory Acquisition. Signpost 


where in the application, information is provided as to as 
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whether National Trust land is the subject of proposed 


Compulsory Acquisition. 


Q4.0.21 The 


Applicant 


Q Respond to the matters raised by Welsh Government 


[RR-092] in regard to the identification of Crown Land 
and the land referred to within the representation. 


 


Q4.0.22 The 
Applicant 


ADC Respond to the matters raised by Network Rail [RR-089] 
in regard to the proposed Compulsory Acquisition of the 
rights/land referred to within the representation. 


 


Q4.0.23 The 
Applicant 


Q In regard to the Book of Reference [Application 
Reference Number 4.3 Parts 1, 2 and 3], the Applicant is 


requested to provide a completed Compulsory 
Acquisition Objections Schedule. (See Annex A of this 


document) 


 


Q4.0.24 The 


Applicant 


Q For Compulsory Acquisition to be included in a DCO, 


s.122 of the 2008 Act states that the conditions in s.122 
(2) and (3) must be met. 
Please clarify the missing reference (currently stated to 


be “Error! Reference source not found”) at 
paragraph 9.2.4 of Statement of Reasons (APP-032). 


 


Q4.0.25 The 
Applicant 


Q Regulation 6(2) of Statutory Instrument 2015 No.462 
(“The Infrastructure Planning (Interested Parties and 


Miscellaneous Prescribed Provisions) Regulations 2015”) 
states that compulsory acquisition must be implemented 
within 5 years through the serving of a ‘notice to treat’ 


under section 5 of the Compulsory Purchase Act 1965. 
Provide details of how the applicant would meet the cost 


of the proposed compulsory acquisition within that 
timeframe. 


 


Q4.0.26 The 
Applicant 


Q Article 28(2) states that “..., nothing in this paragraph 
prevents the undertaker remaining in possession of land 
after the end of that period, if...”. Provide further clarity 


around the purpose and intent of this provision. 


 


Q4.0.27 The 


Applicant 


Q Confirm the purpose of, and reason for, including Article 


29 (6)(a). 


 


Q4.0.28 The 


Applicant 


Q The Explanatory Memorandum sets out the purpose of 


Article 31. Does this 
provide sufficient certainty for those who would be the 


subject of compulsory acquisition?. If not, why not? 


 


Q4.0.29 The 
Applicant 


Q Articles 31 & 32 are limited to ‘subsoil’, and the term is 
used elsewhere in the draft DCO. Should ‘subsoil’ be 


defined under Article 2? . 
If ‘subsoil’ is the soil lying immediately under the surface 


soil (or topsoil), is there certainty regarding the material 
below plot 88 and in other locations? If not, should the 


drafting include ‘…rock and/or subsoil…’? 


 


Q4.0.30 The 
Applicant 


Q Provide further details, within the context of the 
Explanatory Memorandum, for the approach set out 


within Articles 33(6)&(9) and the potential implications 
of such a decision for the delivery of the proposed 


development. 
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Q4.0.31 The 


Applicant 


Q Article 35(4) includes the following “...the undertaker 


must either acquire the land under paragraph 1(a) 
or,...”. Clarify the context and the nature of the 
acquisition referred to. 


 


Q4.0.32 The 
Applicant 


Q Article 39 – Clarify the article number referred to in the 
text “...which article 3838 (Apparatus and rights of 


statutory undertakers in stopped-up streets) or Part 3 of 
the 1991 Act applies...”. Is it article 38 as stated in the 


relevant part of the Explanatory Memorandum? 


 


Q4.0.33 The 


Applicant 


Q Paragraph 2(3)(b) of draft DCO Schedule 12 contains 


proposed replacement text for section 58 of the Land 
and Compensation Act 1973. The proposed replacement 
text appears to have the effect of introducing a 


restriction that would cause the last paragraph of 
section 58 to be only applicable to section 58(1) b. 


Please justify this or provide alternative drafting so that 
51 (a) is still effective. 


 


Q4.0.34 The 
Applicant 


Q Paragraph 3(2)(b) makes reference to “…paragraph 10 
of Schedule 13 to the Wylfa Newydd (Nuclear 
Generating Station) Order…”. Does this reference need 


to be corrected as there appears to be no paragraph 10 
in Schedule 13? 


 


Q4.0.35 The 
Applicant 


Q Paragraph 10.21 of the Explanatory Memorandum 
(Application Reference Number 3.3 Rev 2.0) notes 


Schedule 12 to contain modifications to extend 
compensation provisions and create of new rights and 
impose restrictive covenants. Please summarise these 


modifications and provide greater 
detail on their effects, including those within paragraph 


6 of the proposed Schedule 12 in relation to substitute 
section 8. 


 


 Part 6  Marine Works  


Q4.0.36 The 
Applicant 


WC/WD Article 43 – Incorporation of the 1847 Act 
Explain the practical effect of not incorporating sections 


3A to 34, 36, 40 to 50, 59, 60, 67, 71-72, 77 to 82, 85, 
89, 91 to 99, 101, 102, and 104 of the 


1847 Act into the DCO article 43 (1) 


 


Q4.0.37 The 


Applicant 


WC/WD Article 43 – Incorporation of the 1847 Act 


Provide the text of sections 35, 37, 39 and 69 of the 
1847 Act as amended 
by article 43 (2) to (5) 


 


Q4.0.38 The 
Applicant 


WC/WD Article 43 – Incorporation of the 1847 Act 
Explain the practical effect of construing certain 


definitions in the 1847 Act in accordance with article 43 
(6) 


 


Q4.0.39 The 
Applicant 


WC/WD Article 49 Maintenance of marine works 
 
Provide further justification for the power to ‘maintain’ 


the marine works – given the meaning of “maintain” as 
set out in Article 2: 
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Q4.0.41 The 


Applicant 


WC/WD Article 50 – Subsidiary works 


 
Please confirm whether the subsidiary works are 
identified in Schedule 1 (authorised development) and 


are therefore subject to requirements and 
caught by the proviso that such other works “necessary 


or convenient” must not give rise to any materially new 
or materially different environmental effects from those 
assessed as set out in the Environmental Statement 


 


Q4.0.42 The 
Applicant 


WC/WD Article 50 – Subsidiary works 
 


Provide justification as to why it is “necessary and 
convenient” to have the power to carry out each of the 


works identified in Article 50. 


 


Q4.0.43 NRW WC/WD Article 53 Power to dredge 


 
The applicant explains that 
 


Article 53 gives Horizon the right to dredge within the 
harbour limits for the purpose of constructing, 


maintaining and operating the Marine Works. 
These 
powers are subject to the requirements set out under 


the Marine and Coastal 
Access Act 2009 to obtain marine licences. In addition, 


the approval of NRW is required to deposit any dredging 
below mean high water springs, and  this 
approval can be given subject to conditions and 


restrictions. 
 


What is the additional approval to deposit referred to by 
the applicant and what does NRW need to consider 
before providing this approval? 


Having regard to the matters relevant to determining a 
marine licence (section 69 of the Marine and Coastal 


Access Act) is NRW content that sufficient conditions and 
restrictions on the power to dredge can be provided in 


the marine licence (and any other consent to deposit) 
and that no further controls are required in the DCO in 
relation to dredging? 


 


Q4.0.44 Trinity House WC/WD Articles 56, 57,58,59,71 
 


Is Trinity House content with the drafting and purpose of 
Articles 56, 57, 58, 59 and 71? If not, why not? 


 


Q4.0.45 MCA WC/WD Article 59 - Safety of Navigation 
 
Is the MCA content with the drafting and purpose of 


Articles 59? If not, why not? 


 


Q4.0.46 The 


Applicant 


WC/WD Article 61 - Byelaws 
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Is it the intention to allow all of the vessels referred to in 


sub-paragraph (i) top operate in the harbour? 


 Part 7  MISCELLANEOUS AND GENERAL  


Q4.0.47 The 
Applicant, 


IACC and 
GAPS 


Q Article 72: Explain and justify why, given the substantial 
archaeological investigation that has been carried out, it 


is necessary to introduce a special procedure for the 
removal of human remains? Identify any locations where 
there is a thought to be potential for the discovery of 


human remains that have not yet been identified. 


 
The IACC notes that the Order Land includes areas of greenfield land. Other developments 


on Anglesey have discovered previously unknown archaeological remains including 
settlements. The Council therefore considers that there is a realistic possibility that 
unknown, historic human remains may be uncovered during the works and that a process 


to allow Horizon to have these properly relocated is appropriate, The IACC therefore 
supports the inclusion of Article 72 within the DCO but would request that this is amended 


to provide that notices any notices served or published under this Article are required to 
be bi-lingual in both Welsh and English. 
 


Q4.0.48 The 
Applicant 


Q Article 73: Explain why it is necessary to “safeguard any 
agreement entered into by Horizon pursuant to its rights 


under article 9(1)(b) (consent to transfer the benefit of 
Order) so that no other enactment or rule of law may 


modify or frustrate the rights and obligations of the 
parties under any such lease or agreement”. In what 
circumstances might it be applied? 


 


Q4.0.49 The 
Applicant 


Q Article 74: Explain by way of justification the possible 
circumstances in 


which it might be necessary to carry out ‘permitted’ 
development within the Order Land on land defined as 


‘operational’ under the powers of the Town and Country 
Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 
in respect of Class B (harbour undertaking) and Class G 


(electricity undertakers) under Part B of the GDPO. Why 
is it necessary to seek permitted development rights and 


why will this potential development not be granted 
through the DCO? 


 


Q4.0.50 IACC Q Article 74: is the local planning authority content that 
the land within the Order limits is treated as ‘operational 
land’ and permitted development rights under (a) Part 


17 of Schedule 2 of the T and CP (General Permitted 
Development) Order 1995; and (b) Class B (harbour 


undertakings) and Class G (electricity undertakers) 
under Part B of the GDPO applied? 


The IACC considers it reasonable that the ‘nuclear island’ main site and marine elements 
are operational land for the purposes of the GDPO. The IACC does not consider that it is 
appropriate or necessary for these powers to apply to all of the order land. In particular 


these powers should not apply to the associated development sites as they are 
disproportionate to uses for which these sites are being consented.  


Q4.0.51 IACC Q Article 75: is the local planning authority content with 
the disapplication of the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 as 
proposed? 


The Hedgerow Regulations require land managers, developers, etc to notify the Local 


Planning Authority (LPA) if they wish to remove a hedgerow (with reasons) and the LPA 


has 42 calendar days from receipt of the notification to give or refuse consent.  It is a 


criminal offence for a land managers, developers, etc to remove a hedgerow in 


contravention of the Regulations.    


In this case, Important Hedgerows to be removed are listed in Schedule 17 and shown on 


the plans identified in Schedule 17 (although see answer to Question 100 below), so the 


final DCO and plans will be the notification and, if granted, the DCO will provide the 


consent for the removal of these Important Hedgerows.   


However, as shown on the plans, in some locations it is only parts of these Important 


Hedgerows that need to be removed.  The removal of any Important Hedgerow beyond 
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what is shown as necessary on the plans should be avoided and under the regulations 


would be considered a criminal offence.   


Therefore, Article 75 (3) should be more specific.  IACC suggest this is reworded with the 


additional words (in red) as follows:  


75 (3)  The undertaker may, for the purposes of the authorised development: 


(a) subject to paragraph (2), remove any hedgerows that are not important hedgerows 


within the Order Limits that may be required for the purposes of carrying out the 


authorised development; and 


(b) remove only those sections of the important hedgerows identified in Schedule 17 


(Removal of important hedgerows) and shown on the plans identified in Schedule 


17. 


75 (4)  The power conferred by paragraph (3) removes any obligation upon the 
undertaker to secure [any] consent under the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 for those 
sections of the Important Hedgerows in Schedule 17 and on the plans identified in 


Schedule 17, but does not remove the obligation upon the undertaker to secure consent 
under the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 for the removal of any other sections of Important 


Hedgerows. 
 


Q4.0.52 The 
Applicant 


Q Article 76: (a) clarify that all four volumes of the Design 
and Access Statement are included for certification; and 
(b) correct the duplication of ‘Wylfa Newydd CoCP’. 


 


Q4.0.53 IACC Q Article 77: is the local planning authority content with 
the arrangements for serving notices? 


 


   Schedule 2  


Q4.0.54 IACC Q Is IACC satisfied that the approved plans listed in 
Schedule 2 are correct and reflect any changes or 
amendments that may have occurred since the 


application was submitted? 


 
No. The plans have already been altered, non-material amendments to the project have 
been made, three further applications are currently being consulted on and the IACC 


expects that a considerable number of other changes will be required throughout 
examination.  The IACC considers it premature to confirm the accuracy of that schedule at 


this time as it will change and suggests that exercise would be more efficiently carried out 
at submission of the final dDCO.  
  


   Schedule 3  


Q4.0.55 The 
Applicant 


Q Explain how each requirement satisfies the tests for 
planning conditions (namely that they should be kept to 
a minimum and only imposed where they are necessary, 


relevant to planning and to the development to be 
permitted, enforceable, precise and reasonable in all 


other respects). 


 


Q4.0.56 The 


Applicant 


Q 3 (4) attempts to limit the extent to which a tailpiece (or 


other drafting) might permit changes to the approved 
scheme to only those minor or immaterial changes 
which have been subject to EIA. 


 
The applicant’s attention is drawn to: 


 


 







26 
 


Section 17 of Advice Note 15 


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp- 
content/uploads/2014/10/advice_note_15_version_1.pdf 
R. (on the application of Hubert) v Carmarthenshire CC 


Queen's Bench Division (Administrative Court), 05 
August 2015 


R. (on the application of Midcounties Co-operative Ltd) v 
Wyre Forest DC Queen's Bench Division (Administrative 
Court) 27 March 2009 


 
Having regard to the above, provide commentary for 


each requirement which provides flexibility in relation to 
approving and varying final details whether or not by 
use of a tailpiece (for example PR3 which would appear 


to have the same effect as a tailpiece in that it would 
allow the applicant to amend/alter the design and layout 


of the proposed park and ride facility at a later stage). 
 
This commentary should justify why the flexibility is 


necessary and confirm that it would not have the effect 
of allowing the LPA to permit materially 


different development from that assessed in the ES and 
fixed by the parameters of the DCO in the detailed 
design drawings (thereby bypassing the need to seek 


authorisation for a change through section 153 of the 
Planning Act 2008) or to dispense altogether with the 


need for any 
scheme. The applicant is also asked to have regard to 


Regulations 18 to 19 of the Infrastructure Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 
and the definition of “subsequent application” and to 


consider whether any drafting in the DCO (eg Article 79 
and Schedule 18) and requirements needs to be 


changed as a consequence. 


Q4.0.57 IACC Q PW7 / PW8 - The construction of the authorised 


development would be managed and controlled through 
either the Wylfa Newydd Code of Construction Practice 
[8.6] or a specific Code of Construction Practice [8.7- 


8.13]. Is IACC satisfied with the level of detail contained 
within these documents? 


No.  The IACC considers that these documents lack the detail necessary to control the 


development and to deliver the claimed mitigation for the project. The lack of detail in the 
CoCPs is in stark contrast to the detail that would have been expected in documents to be 
submitted for approval under requirements. The IACC maintains the criticism of these 


documents made at the first issue specific hearing (written summary REP1-018) and in 
response to action point 20 (REP1-019). 


 
The IACC has made detailed submissions on the CoCPs in its Written Representation at 
section [11].  The IACC has also noted in its Local Impact Report where specific detail for 


any topic is considered to be required in the CoCPs.  
 


Q4.0.58 The 
Applicant 


Q 1 (5) How are vents, chimney stacks and flues dealt 
with in Article 3 (1) (5) 


– are they included or excluded from the envelope of the 
building? 


 


Q4.0.59 The 
Applicant 


Q PW6 - specifically provides protection of breeding wild 
birds. Why are the same protections not proposed for 


 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/advice_note_15_version_1.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/advice_note_15_version_1.pdf
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other protected species such as Great Crested Newts, 


Bats etc 


Q4.0.60 The 


Applicant 
and IACC 


Q PW8 - the Wylfa Newydd Code of Conduct would appear 


not to need to be submitted to or approved by IACC. 
Has this been discussed and agreement reached 
between the Applicant and IACC? If not, why not? 


 


No there has been no discussion on or agreement of this approach. The IACC considers it 
to be fundamentally unacceptable that a mitigation strategy cannot be reviewed, 
challenged or tested, does not require to be approved and can be changed by the 


developer acting alone. Furthermore, it undermines the principle of securing delivery of 
mitigation that the developer can amend the strategy to rectify non-compliance by 


changing the standard and thereby circumvent enforcement. 


Q4.0.61 The 


Applicant 


Q PW9 –provide a justification as to why (1) one month 


and (2) three months would be appropriate timescales? 


 


Q4.0.62 The 


Applicant 


Q SPC4 – applies to European Protected Species. Should 


other protected species have similar requirements? If 
not, why not? 


 


Q4.0.63 The 
Applicant 


Q SPC5 –provide the information that is currently omitted 
and shown as [*]. 


 


Q4.0.64 The 


Applicant 


Q SP6 –why is this requirement necessary?  


Q4.0.65 IACC and 


the Applicant 


Q SPC12 – given the size of the proposed construction 


vehicles, is the proposed 8 meters setback for gates 
sufficient to ensure that waiting vehicles would be clear 


of the highway? 


Yes. 


 
This is in accordance with what was requested as part of the SPC TCPA application. 


However, it should be noted that the IACC would also seek adequate wheel washing 
facilities to be provided at each access point. 


Q4.0.66 The 
Applicant 


Q WN4A –why under the maximum parameter are there 
two columns for height – H (m) and H (m AOD) and why 
is there only H (m) for the minimum parameter? 


 


Q4.0.67 The 
Applicant 


Q WN7 – why is H (m above finished ground level) used 
here rather than AOD? 


 


Q4.0.68 The 
Applicant 


and IACC 


Q WN9 (1) – What is meant by ‘commissioned’ and should 
this be included in Article 2 - Interpretation? 


 
Is IACC satisfied with this as a trigger for the submission 


of the final landscape and habitat scheme? 
 
WN9 (2) Should this be reworded to include but not 


limited to details of? Should the list be expanded to 
include hard landscaping details; lighting; street 


furniture and signage; boundary treatment etc? 
 
WN9 (4) as worded this seems to place the onus on 


IACC to identify 
seriously damaged or diseased trees and shrubs during 


the 5 year aftercare period. If this is the case, does 
IACC have the resource and expertise to undertake this 


requirement and if not, why not? 


In general the triggers for submission of restoration plans are far too late in the 
development. Requirements SPC13, WN9, WN11, WN12 and 13, WN21, OH8 requirement 


submission of these pre-operation which could be post main construction of that element. 
The IACC requests that outline plans are required to be approved prior to the 


commencement of the relevant part of the development (this is being sought through a 
planning condition for the site preparation and clearance works). 
 


WN9 (1) 


IACC expects the landscape and habitat scheme to be implemented in a phased way as 


areas of the site become available for reinstatement and enhancement, so the final 


landscape and habitat scheme does need to be submitted and agreed well in advance of 


areas becoming available to facilitate this phased approach.  Detailed plans, in line with 


the approved outlines, should be required to be submitted for approval no less than 6 


months prior to the anticipated completion date of the construction or use of the relevant 


part of the project. 


Figure 2-1 in the Phasing Strategy (document 8.29) suggests that the final reinstatement 


of the site will commence in Q4 of Yr 7, well in advance of Unit 2 being commissioned in 


Q2 of Yr 9. Submission of the final landscape and habitat scheme to IACC 12 months prior 


to Unit 2 being commissioned is therefore considered much too late.   
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IACC notes the revision made to WN9(2) at revision 2 and considers it addresses the point 


raised.  


 


WN9 (4) 


IACC expects any necessary replacement of trees to be undertaken for a period of 10 


years, with shrubs and other vegetation for a period of 5 years.  Horizon has undertaken 


to use trees and shrubs of local or regional provenance, and this should be captured in 


this sub-paragraph.  In some cases, trees and shrubs may have a screening role and IACC 


would expect this function to be replicated by the replacement planting, so specimens 


would need to have a maturity greater than those originally planted, subject to this being 


appropriate for the successful establishment of the species.   


Therefore, IACC suggests that the wording of WN9 (4) is amended as follows (additional 


text in red): 


WN9 (4)  Any tree, hedgerow or shrub planted as part of an approved landscaping and 


habitat scheme under sub-paragraph (1) that, within a period of ten years (for 


trees) or five years (for hedgerows and shrubs) after planting, is removed, dies 


or becomes, in the opinion of IACC, seriously damaged or diseased, must be 


replaced in the first available planting season with a specimen of [the same] a 


species, provenance, size [as that originally planted, unless otherwise approved 


by IACC] and maturity to be approved by IACC.   


IACC expects some of the grassland habitats in the final landscape and habitat scheme to 


be established by way of seeds sown in the appropriate sowing season, as well as trees 


and shrubs planted in the appropriate planting season.  Therefore, IACC suggests that an 


additional sub-paragraph is added to WN9 to cover those habitats that would be 


established by seed sown in the appropriate sowing season as follows: 


WN9 (5)  Any vegetation sown as part of an approved landscaping and habitat scheme 


under sub-paragraph (1) that, within a period of five years after sowing, is 


removed, dies or becomes, in the opinion of IACC, seriously damaged or 


diseased, must be reinstated in the first available sowing season with seeds of a 


species and provenance to be approved by IACC.   


IACC’s resources are limited and, consequently, its ability to inspect the landscape and 
habitat scheme for the main site and, indeed, the landscape and habitat schemes for all 


other land and sites forming part of the project would be restricted.  IACC would, 
therefore, wish to see a commitment from Horizon to the funding of compliance officers to 


be employed by IACC for an agreed period of time beginning with the granting of consent.  
Such officers would be responsible for the discharge of requirements and for the 
monitoring of works against approved control documents. 


Q4.0.69 IACC Q WN11 (2) is IACC satisfied that the habitat and 
landscape works cover all the areas where management 


schemes would be needed? 


IACC considers the phrase “sympathetic agricultural use” in WN11 (2)(b) to be vague and 


unenforceable.   


With regards to the list of management schemes, IACC agrees that the list should be 


expanded to include all habitats and landscape works and features included in the final 


landscape and habitat scheme and suggests that the wording of WN11 (2) is amended as 


follow (additional text in red):  
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WN11 (2) The management schemes will be prepared and submitted under sub-


paragraph (1) for [the following] all habitat and landscape works [or] and 


features in the final landscape and habitat scheme, including but not limited to: 


(a) existing habitats associated with watercourse diversions; 


(b) all newly-created habitats and land returned to [sympathetic] agricultural use; 


(c) drainage channels and ponds; 


(d) Tre’r Goff SSSI; 


(e) Cae Gwyn SSSI / Great Crested Newt Receptor Site (relating to the small 


portion which will be owned by the undertaken when option land is purchased); 


(f) Wylfa Head (including the coastal strip which extends towards Cemmaes) That 


part of the Arfordir Mynydd y Wylfa – Trwyn Penrhyn Wildlife Site that is within 


the DCO limits;   


(g) Woodland designed by Dame Sylvia Crowe for the Existing Wylfa Power Station; 


(h) Retained ancient woodland; 


(i) Development buffer zones (around watercourses and designated sites); [and] 


(j) Wildlife structures (eg bat barns) and associated planting/buffers; 


(k) All new and existing hedgerows, woodlands, scrub and other vegetation; 


(l) Those parts of Cestyll Garden Registered Areas and Essential Setting (or 


Statutory Area once this has been confirmed by Cadw) that have been affected 


by the works, including but not limited to, the Kitchen Garden and original 


access lane; 


Hard landscaping features, including but not limited to: lighting, street furniture, signage, 
stiles, gates, cloddiau, stone walls, all other boundary treatment, etc. 


 
The terms of requirements WN11(2)(e)  are objected to as the period of maintenance or 


aftercare is limited by Horizon retaining an interest in the site. Horizon’s land interests 
must allow for a sufficient period of aftercare to be undertaken or the sites they have 
included, otherwise these are not appropriate sites for the purposes for which they are 


proposed. Please see the IACC’s general objection to the limitations on aftercare proposals 
set out in its Written Representation at section [7.4].  


Q4.0.70 The 
Applicant 


Q WN13 (1) should ‘Reptile Receptor Site has been…’ be 
replaced with ‘Reptile Receptor Site must be…’? If not, 


why not? 


 


Q4.0.71 The 
Applicant 


Q WN14 (1) should ‘Great Crested Newt Receptor Site has 
been…’ be replaced with ‘Great Crested Newt Receptor 


Site must be…’? If not, why not? 


 


Q4.0.72 The 


Applicant 
and IACC 


Q WN15 and WN16 – These requirements control the 


number of parking spaces proposed during construction 
and operation. Can the Applicant: 


 
(a) explain why this is worded as a maximum rather 


than a specific number? 
(b) Explain why there is no minimum number? 
(c) indicate where in the DCO, the design and layout of 


the car parking,(including provision of disabled 
parking spaces;electric vehicle charging points; 


lighting; drainage; provision of petrol/oil 
interceptors or other methods of pollution control 
etc) is detailed and secured?? 


 


No, the IACC is not content that only maximum numbers are specified. Various 
requirements (SPC2, WN15, WN16, OPSF5, PR5, LC5, LC6 and OH7) provide for 


maximums for the provision of car parking, bike spaces but set out no minimums which 
must be provided at any stage, phase or time. This is not acceptable to IACC as it offers 


no control to ensure that these facilities are available for use at the appropriate stages of 
the development. The IACC require minimum level of provision for each phase to be in 
place prior to the start of that phase and that this is clearly secured either in the 


requirements or is set out in a certified document (such as fuller phasing strategy) to 
provide certainty and enforceability. 


 
No. The IACC notes that the terms of requirement WN3 Power Station detailed design 
approval would not currently include the design and layout of car parking and considers 
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Is IACC, as Local Highways Authority, content that this 
refers only to a maximum number of spaces rather than 
a specific number of spaces? 


 
Is IACC, as Local Highways Authority, satisfied that 


there is a mechanism by which it will be able to ensure 
approval of the design and layout of the car parking? If 
so, how? 


that there is no mechanism in place for it to approve these matters. The IACC objects to 


this omission and considers that the design and layout should be added to the scope of 
details to be approved under requirement WN3.  


Q4.0.73 IACC Q WN19 - requires the submission and approval of the 
detailed design of the site campus. 


 
This appears to be the only requirement that seeks to 


secure the design/provision of the site campus. 
 
Is IACC satisfied that, with particular reference to the 


noise generated from plant; drainage (management and 
control); hours of use of the MUGAs; external lighting, 


parking and floodlighting etc, the requirement 
adequately secures these matters? If not, why not?  


 
No. IACC has fundamental issues with the approach to the site campus including the 


provision of leisure and recreational facilities, and parking and phasing being inadequate. 
The IACC has made detailed submissions on the site campus in the LIR.   


 
IACC objects to the requirement as the drafting limits it to being able to control only the 
detailed design of the building. This control is inadequate to deal with exterior lighting, 


noise, parking, hours of use of MUGA. 
 


 
 


Q4.0.74 The 
Applicant 


Q Table WN20 – no point from which height is to be 
measured is given – should this be AOD? 


 


Q4.0.75 The 
Applicant 
and IACC 


Q WN21(2) 
(a) should this list be prefaced with “include but not 
limited to”? 


(b) Should (e) include a reference to hedges? 
(c) Should the list be expanded to include means of 


enclosure; external and street lighting; street 
furniture and signage? 


Does IACC have the resource and expertise to undertake 


this requirement and if not, why not? 


The additional text suggested by the IACC is included in red below;  


a) IACC agrees that WN21 (2) should be reworded to say “… and include, but not 
limited to:”.   


b) IACC agrees that WN21 (2)(e) should include a reference to hedges and also to 
scrub, grasslands, cloddiau and stone walls. 


c) IACC agrees that the list in WN21 (2) should be expanded to include means of 
enclosure, external and street lighting, street furniture, paving, seating, signage, 
etc. 


d) Regarding resources and expertise, as noted in the answer to Question 71 above, 
IACC has no objection to being the relevant body within the requirement from 


which approval should be sought.  Indeed, it is important for IACC to be the 
approval and enforcement body.  However, IACC’s resources are limited and, 
consequently, its ability to inspect the landscape and habitat schemes for the main 


site and, indeed, the landscape and habitat schemes for all other land and sites 
forming part of the project would be restricted.  IACC would, therefore, wish to see 


a commitment from Horizon to the funding of compliance officers to be employed 
by IACC for an agreed period of time beginning with the granting of consent.  Such 
officers would be responsible for the discharge of requirements and for the 


monitoring of works against approved controlled documents.   
e) WN21 (4) also needs to be amended and an additional sub-paragraph (5) added, as 


per IACC’s recommendations for WN9 (4) (see Question 71 above).   


Therefore, IACC suggests that the wording of WN21 is amended as follows: 


WN21: Landscape Detailed Design 


(1) The occupation of the Site Campus may not commence until plans and written 


details of the landscape design and habitat scheme have been submitted to and 


approved by IACC and those plans and details have been implemented.  







31 
 


(2) The plans and details submitted under sub-paragraph (1) must be prepared in 


accordance with the landscape principles relating to the Site Campus in volume 3 


of the DAS and should include, but not be limited to:  


(a) location, number, species, provenance, size and planting density of any 


proposed planting; 


(b) cultivation, importing of materials and other operations to ensure plant 


establishment; 


(c) proposed finished ground levels; 


(d) hard landscaping, including but not limited to: surfacing materials, means 


of enclosure, external and street lighting, street furniture, paving, seating, 


signage, etc; 


(e) details of existing trees, hedgerows, scrub, grasslands, cloddiau and stone 


walls to be retained, with measures for their protection during the 


construction period; and 


(f) implementation timetables for all landscaping works.   


(3)  The landscaping of the Site Campus must be undertaken in accordance with the 


plans and details approved under sub-paragraph (1), unless otherwise approved 


by IACC.   


(4)  Any tree, hedgerow or shrub planted as part of an approved [detailed design] 


landscape and habitat scheme under sub-paragraph (1) that, within a period of 


ten years (for trees) or five years (for hedgerows and shrubs) after planting, is 


removed, dies or becomes, in the opinion of IACC, seriously damaged or 


diseased, must be replaced in the first available planting season with a specimen 


of [the same] a species, provenance, [and] size [as that originally planted, 


unless otherwise approved by IACC] and maturity to be approved by IACC.   


(5)  Any vegetation sown as part of an approved landscape and habitat scheme under 
sub-   


            paragraph (1) that, within a period of five years after sowing, is removed, dies or 
becomes,   
            in the opinion of IACC, seriously damaged or diseased, must be reinstated in the 


first  
           available sowing season with seeds of a species and provenance to be approved 


by IACC. 


Q4.0.76 The 


Applicant 


Q WN23 - this does not appear to provide a trigger 


date/activity for the submission of the decommissioning 
strategy and therefore as currently worded, could the 
site campus facility be permanently retained? 


 
As the site campus is defined as a temporary facility, 


how should the requirement be amended to include a 
trigger for the submission of these details? 


 


The IACC considers that the phased removal of the site campus should be secured as part 
of the phasing strategy with the prohibition on the commissioning of unit 2 as agreed at 
that stage. It is noted that the ES confirms that removal will be phased however this is 


not secured in the DCO documents. The IACC considers that all decommissioning and 
restoration should be secured through the phasing strategy – please see section [7.2] of 


the Written Representation.   
 
 


 


Q4.0.77 IACC and 


NRW 


Q WN25 - this only appears to require submission and 


approval of details for the marine works to NRW. 
 


Are IACC and NRW content? 


 


No. IACC maintains the position set out in response to action point 8 (REP1-019). IACC 
does not agree to relinquish the role of discharging authority within the inter-tidal area 


under the DCO. The legal regimes overlap because they have different statutory purposes 
with different considerations being applied when proposals are discharged. There is a 
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legitimate planning authority interest in the intertidal area at the same time a legitimate 


marine licensing authority interest. 


Q4.0.78 The 


Applicant, 
IACC and 
NRW 


Q WN26 (a), (b), (c) and (d) - is AOD the correct point of 


reference or would Above Chart Datum (ACD), Mean 
High Water (MHW) or Mean Low Water (MLW) be more 
appropriate? 


 
Should definitions be provided for crest and roundhead 


in Table WN26a? 


 


IACC considers that other measurement which more readily allow for impact assessment 
(such as MLW) would be more appropriate.  
 


IACC notes that further definitions have been added at revision 2 but don’t consider that 
these are particularly helpful.  


Q4.0.79 The 


Applicant 
and NRW 


WC/WD WN 28 - What is the relationship between this 


requirement and the consents required (by NRW) for 
depositing as set out in Article 53? Is the flexibility 
under the requirement “unless otherwise agreed with 


NRW” consistent with the need to secure a variation of 
any such consents? 


 
WN28 Disposal of Dredged Material 
Any surplus dredged material arising from the 


authorised development that cannot be re-used must be 
disposed of at Holyhead North, unless otherwise agreed 


with NRW. 


 


Q4.0.80 The 


Applicant 
and IACC 


Q OPSF2 – Is IACC satisfied that the requirement would 


adequately secure the proposed facilities including for 
example: drainage, noise from plant, archaeological 
implications and management, car park design and 


layout, refuse collection, cycle storage etc? 
 


(4) How would the landscaping details that would be 
managed by (4) submitted/approved? Should this be a 
separate requirement? Does IACC have the resource and 


expertise to undertake this requirement and if not, why 
not? 


 


No. IACC objects to the requirement as the drafting limits it to being able to control only 
the detailed design of the building. The council is not satisfied that any of the other 
matters could be secured or controlled.  


 
IACC considers that the landscaping and boundary treatment details should be subject to 


approval and should be added to the details to be approved under OSPF2.  
 
IACC has the expertise to undertake the work required but considers that the fees 


proposed for discharge of requirements are entirely inadequate to resource the officer 
time needed. Please see detailed submission on this point in the Written Representation at 


section [8, especially 8.4]. 


Q4.0.81 The 


Applicant 


Q Table OPSF3 – no point from which height is to be 


measured is given – should this be AOD? 


 


Q4.0.82 The 


Applicant 


Q OPSF5 - is entitled operational car and cycle parking but 


the requirement only refers to parking spaces –does the 
requirement need to encompass cycle parking? 
 


Emergencies does not appear to be defined in order to 
meet the enforceability test for requirements should it 


be? 
 
The car parking is stated as a maximum rather than a 


specific number, is this acceptable to the IACC/Highway 
Authority? 


 
Unless details are provided as part of OPSF2 the 
design/layout of the parking including drainage, lighting, 


disabled parking spaces and electric vehicle charging 
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points etc is not required to be submitted and approved 


– is this acceptable to the IACC/Highways Authority? 


Q4.0.83 The 


Applicant 


Q Signpost where in the application a decommissioning 


strategy for the off- site power station facilities is 
secured. 


 


Q4.0.84 The 
Applicant 
and IACC 


Q Confirm whether the detailed drawings relating to the 
park and ride facility in Schedule 2 of the draft DCO 
include details of landscaping and a maintenance regime 


given that there currently appears to be no requirement, 
apart from maintenance, regarding landscaping for the 


park and ride facility? 
 
IACC may wish to comment? 


 


WN0902-HZDCO-ADV-DRG-00035: Proposed Landscape Masterplan and WN0902-HZDCO-


ADV-DRG-00040: Proposed Restoration Plan Post Operation illustrate the outline 


proposals for landscaping the site during the operational phase of the facility and once the 


site is decommissioned respectively.   


PR3 (4) refers to “any tree or shrub planted as part of a detailed design under sub-para 


(1)” and sub-para (1) refers to “the approved Detailed Design Drawings … in Schedule 2 


of this Order”.  Schedule 2 lists the plans already submitted, including the two above.  


Therefore, the draft DCO does include outline landscape and restoration plans.   


However, the plans in Schedule 2 do not included any detailed landscape schemes and 


IACC would like two additional requirements to be added to the DCO to that require 


detailed landscape and restoration schemes to be submitted to IACC for its approval.   


Q4.0.85 The 
Applicant 


Q PR3 (4) explain how the landscaping details for any 
amended scheme that would be managed by (4) would 
be submitted/approved. Should this be a separate 


requirement? 
 


Does IACC have the resource and expertise to undertake 
this requirement and if not, why not? 


 
The IACC notes that unless the applicant determines to submit amended details there is 
no opportunity for it to consider any scheme beyond the outline submitted as part of the 


DCO application, as covered in the previous question IACC considers that an additional 
requirement is needed.  


 
IACC has the expertise to undertake the work required but considers that the fees 
proposed for discharge of requirements are entirely inadequate to resource the officer 


time needed. Please see detailed submission on this point in the Written Representation at 
section [8, especially 8.4]. 


Q4.0.86 The 
Applicant 


Q PR4 – no point from which height is to be measured is 
given – should this be AOD? 


 


Q4.0.87 The 
Applicant 


and IACC 


Q PR5 Operational parking –includes cycle parking – 
should this be retitled operational car and cycle parking? 


 
The parking spaces are stated as a maximum rather 
than a specific number, is this acceptable to the 


IACC/Highway Authority? Should a minimum number be 
defined? 


 
The maximum figure given is 1,900 – however the 
Planning Statement [8.1] (paragraph 4.3.16) states that 


it would provide parking for 1,900 cars, 55 minibuses 
and 35 motorcycles –clarify whether the number of 


parking spaces proposed includes or excludes the 
parking for minibuses and motorcycles? 
 


Unless details are provided as part of either PR2 or PR3 
the design/layout of the parking including drainage, 


lighting, disabled parking spaces and electric vehicle 
charging points does not appear to need to be submitted 


 
As per the response to 4.2.72, no, the IACC is not content that only maximum numbers 


are specified. Various requirements (SPC2, WN15, WN16, OPSF5, PR5, LC5, LC6 and OH7) 
provide for maximums for the provision of car parking, bike spaces but set out no 
minimums which must be provided at any stage, phase or time. This is not acceptable to 


IACC as it offers no control to ensure that these facilities are available for use at the 
appropriate stages of the development. The IACC require minimum level of provision for 


each phase to be in place prior to the start of that phase and that this is clearly secured 
either in the requirements or is set out in a certified document (such as fuller phasing 
strategy) to provide certainty and enforceability. 


 
The figures given should include figures for minibuses and motorcycles as well as cars.  


 
No. The IACC notes that the terms of requirement PR2 detailed design drawings would not 
allow any opportunity for the IACC to approve the design and layout of the facility. The 


dDCO requirements would allow construction of the A5025 offline sections (OH2), the park 
and ride at Dalar Hir (PR2) and the logistics centre (LC2) on the basis of the detailed 


design drawings submitted and certified as part of the examination. The IACC has a 
number of concerns with and objections to the details submitted. While the Council would 
prefer that details came forward at a later stage for approval allowing the examination to 
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and approved by IACC. Does IACC as Local Highways 


Authority, wish to comment? 


focus on the principle issues, the approach taken in the DCO means that IACC is currently 


preparing responses on the detailed design of these elements which will be submitted in 
due course. The IACC considers that given the DCO would consent the detailed design of 
these elements it is important that these are subject to detailed scrutiny now.  The IACC 


would therefore note at this time that it has objections to the detail of these proposals. 
The IACC considers that the list of details for which drawings must be submitted under 


PR3 should include drainage, lighting, disabled parking spaces and electric vehicle 
charging points and cycle parking provision.  


Q4.0.88 The 
Applicant 
and IACC 


Q PR6 - does not appear to provide a trigger date/activity 
for the submission of the decommissioning strategy and 
therefore as currently worded the park and ride facility 


could potentially be permanently retained. 
As the park and ride is defined as a temporary facility, 


how should the requirement be amended to include a 
trigger for the submission of these details? 
 


Is IACC satisfied with the list of details as to what the 
decommissioning strategy should include as set out in 


(2)? 


 
The IACC considers that this should be set out in a fuller phasing strategy. Detailed 
comments on this point have been made in the IACC's Dalar Hir LIR Chapter. 


 
Please note that the IACC objects to the changes made to this requirement at revision to 


amend the timing of the submission of the restoration plan to 3 months prior to unit 2 
commissioning.  
 


The handover environmental management plan must include an aftercare plan which 
includes a minimum aftercare period appropriate to the landscaping and ecological needs 


of that site for a period of not less than five years; together with an explanation of how 
this will be undertaken and funded by Horizon.  
 


 


Q4.0.89 The 


Applicant 
and IACC 


Q LC3 (4) - explain how the landscaping details for any 


amended scheme that would be managed by (4) be 
submitted/approved – should this be a separate 


requirement? 
 
Does IACC have the resource and expertise to undertake 


this requirement and if not, why not? 


 


The IACC notes that unless the applicant determines to submit amended details including 
this there is no opportunity for it to consider any scheme beyond the outline submitted as 


part of the DCO application, the IACC considers that an additional requirement is needed 
to secure this. 
 


IACC has the expertise to undertake the work required but considers that the fees 
proposed for discharge of requirements are entirely inadequate to resource the officer 


time needed. Please see detailed submission on this point in the Written Representation at 
section [8, especially 8.4]. 
 


Q4.0.90 IACC Q PR2 requires the submission and approval of the 
detailed design of the logistics centre. This appears to 


be the only requirement that provides any control over 
the design /provision of the logistics centre. 


 
Is IACC satisfied that, with particular reference to 
drainage (management and control); hours of use of 


use; external lighting etc, the requirement adequately 
secures these matters? If not, why not? 


 
It is assumed that this question is intended to refer to LC2. The IACC consider that LC2 as 


drafted would not require any submission or approval of detailed design for the logistics 
centre. 


 
No. LC2 would allow the construction of the facility in accordance with the approved 
drawings without any ability for IACC to consider any of the listed matters. This facility 


would in effect have a full planning permission under the DCO and such matter therefore 
need to be considered in this process. The IACC considers that the detail submitted so far 


is inadequate for that purpose.  
 


The dDCO requirements would allow construction of the A5025 offline sections (OH2), the 
park and ride at Dalar Hir (PR2) and the logistics centre (LC2) on the basis of the detailed 
design drawings submitted and certified as part of the examination. The IACC has a 


number of concerns with and objections to the details submitted. While the Council would 
prefer that details came forward at a later stage for approval allowing the examination to 


focus on the principle issues, the approach taken in the DCO means that IACC is currently 
preparing responses on the detailed design of these elements which will be submitted in 
due course. The IACC considers that given the DCO would consent the detailed design of 
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these elements it is important that these are subject to detailed scrutiny now.  The IACC 


would therefore note at this time that it has objections to the detail of these proposals. 
 


Q4.0.91 The 
Applicant 


Q LC4 - no point from which height is to be measured is 
given – should this be AOD? 


 


Q4.0.92 The 
Applicant 


Q LC6 – can the applicant provide details of what search 
and screening facilities, waiting and inspection mean? 
How many vehicles at any one time are likely to be 


undertaking these activities? 
Emergencies does not appear to be defined in order to 


meet the enforceability test for requirements should it 
be? 
 


The parking is stated as a maximum rather than a 
specific number, is this acceptable to IACC, as Local 


Highway Authority? 


 


Q4.0.93 The 


Applicant, 
IACC and 
Cadw 


Q LC7 as currently worded appears not to provide a trigger 


date/activity for the submission of the decommissioning 
strategy and therefore as currently worded the logistics 
centre could potentially be permanently retained. 


 
Given this is meant to be a temporary facility can the 


applicant reword the requirement to include a trigger for 
the submission of these details? 
 


Is IACC satisfied with the list of details as to what the 
decommissioning strategy should include as set out in 


(2)? 


 


The IACC considers that this should be set out in a fuller phasing strategy. Detailed 
comments on this point have been made in the IACC's Logistics Centre LIR Chapter.  
 


The IACC notes that it has no objection in principle to buildings on this site  being retained 
where a further use has been identified but considers this would need to done in line with 


the ES assessment or a future planning application.  
 
 


Q4.0.94 The 


Applicant 


Q OH6 - no point from which height is to be measured is 


given – should this be AOD? 


 


Q4.0.95 The 


Applicant 
and IACC 


Q OH8 (2) should lighting be included in this list? 


 
(4) Does IACC have the resource and expertise to 
undertake this requirement and if not, why not? 


IACC notes that lighting has been added at revision 2 and agrees with this addition.  


 
IACC has the expertise to undertake the work required but considers that the fees 
proposed for discharge of requirements are entirely inadequate to resource the officer 


time needed. Please see detailed submission on this point in the Written Representation at 
section [8, especially 8.4]. 


 


Q4.0.96 The 


Applicant, 
IACC and 
NRW 


Q OH9 (1) and OH10 (1) should this read ‘prior to 


completion’? 
 
Is this the right trigger for the submission of these 


details or should the information be submitted at the 
same time as the details for work No 8? 


 
Given that the works relate to a water vole 
enhancement area would they require clearance from 


NRW as well as IACC? 


 


IACC do not consider 'prior to completion' to be the appropriate trigger for submission of 
these details. IACC consider 'prior to commencement of the relevant activity' would be a 
more appropriate trigger. Providing enhancement after construction could result in double 


disturbance by then doing works in areas which species have relocated to. 
 


IACC advise that the works should be approved by IACC in consultation with NRW. 
 


Q4.0.97 The IACC 


and NRW 


Q ECS2 (1) given the works relate to ecological 


compensation sites would they require clearance from 
NRW as well as IACC? 


 


 


The IACC is deferring to NRW. 







36 
 


Are the IACC and NRW satisfied with the list contained 


within (2)? 


Q4.0.98 The 


Applicant 
and IACC 


Q ECS3 (1) should “will” be replaced with “must” in the 


last line? 


 


The IACC notes that that ‘will’ has been be replaced with ‘must’ in the last line of ECS3 (1) 
at revision 2 and agrees that ‘must’ is appropriate in order to ensure that Management 
Schemes are submitted for approval. 


 


Q4.0.99 IACC and 


NRW 


Q ECS4 are the IACC and NRW satisfied with the list 


contained within (1) and do the works require clearance 
from NRW as well as the IACC? 


 


The IACC is deferring to NRW. 
 


   Schedule 17  


Q4.0.100 IACC Q Schedule 17 (Article 75) is the local planning authority 


content with the list of Important Hedgerows to be 
removed? 


 


IACC has reviewed Schedule 17 and provided a Schedule of Corrections – See Appendix 
1A and Appendix 1B.    


 


   Schedule 18  


Q4.0.101 The 
Applicant 


Q Schedule 18 (Article 79): Provide a full explanation and 
justification for the departure from the standard drafting 


in relation to Procedure in relation to certain approvals 
set out in Appendix 1 of PINS Advice Note Number 15 


(rev. 2) Drafting Development Consent Orders published 
in July 2018. 


 


Q4.0.102 IACC and 
other 
discharging 


authorities 


Q Schedule 18 (Article 79 ): Comment on the procedures; 
timescales; categorisation of scale of development and 
fees proposed in relation to the appeals procedure 


proposed in Schedule 18 (Article 79). Are the proposals 
reasonable and proportionate and would they be 


adequately resourced? 


 
No, the IACC does not consider that the process proposed in schedule 18 (now 19) is 
appropriate. The IACC has made detailed submissions on this in its Written Representation 


at section [8]. 


   Schedule 19  


Q4.0.103 IACC Q Schedule 19 Part 1 (Article 80) proposes exclusion, 
modifications, etc to Public General Legislation. 


(a) (a) Is IACC as highway authority content with the 
disapplication of sections 141, 169, 171A and 173 of 
the Highways Act 1980 and that in the absence of these 


powers there is adequate control in application 
documents such as Wylfa Newydd CoCP, A5025 Off-line 


Highway Improvements sub- CoCP and the DAS? 
 


(b)  


 (b) Is IACC as planning authority content that it is 
appropriate that for the purposes of the CIL 


Regulations, any building within the authorised 
development will fall within the exemption under 
regulation 6 and will not to be considered as 


“development” for the purposes of levying CIL? 
 


(c) Is IACC as highway authority content with the 
disapplication of Sections 56(1), 56(1A), 56A, 61(1), 
62(2), 62(4), 63(1), 64, 66, 71 to 74A, 77, 78, 82(1) 


to 84, 86, 87 to 106 and Schedule 3A of the 1991 Act 
and that it is appropriate to disapply and/or that 


 
a) The disapplication of the above means that the IACC, as Local Highway Authority, 


cannot effectively and safely manage the public road network. IACC are willing and able 
to enter into agreements, or issue the necessary licenses (if applicable) to facilitate the 
works to the public highway in a manner which respects the Highway Authority's need 


to maintain control of the public highway network and to manage occupation of the 
carriageway it in the interests of public safety and effective traffic management. The 


CoCPs lack the necessary detail to provide any control of these matters and do not 
provide the reassurance which would be required to allow the IACC to be comfortable 
that these powers would be used in an appropriate and proportionate manner.  


 
The IACC would be happy to agree to disapplication of s141 for planting carried out in 


accordance with an approved landscaping plan, but not as general power.  
 
The IACC is not aware of where there would be any need or intention to erect 


scaffolding over the highway or to erect hoarding adjacent to the highway for this 
project and why that is necessary. It is considered Horizon should explain why and 


where they think they would need such a power.  
 
b) The IACC has no objection to the exclusion from CIL as there is no CIL schedule in 


place but can make no comment on the legality of such an approach at this time.  
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adequate controls are provided in application 


documents such as the Wylfa Newydd CoCP, Wylfa 
Newydd CoOP and/or relevant sub-CoCPs? 


 


(d) Is IACC as planning authority content that it is 
sufficient to apply section 57(2) of the 1990 Act so that 


(without any further controls) the "specific associated 
development" Work No. 3A (Site Campus), 6 (the Park 
and Ride Facility at Dalar Hir) and Work No. 7 (the 


Logistics Centre at Parc Cybi) revert to their original 
use following construction and that planning permission 


will not be required for the resumption of the purpose 
for which that land was normally used before the 
development consent was granted? 


 
(e) Is IACC as planning authority, and for the purposes 


of enforcing any section 106 agreement by ensuring 
that it binds all of the land and interests in it, content 
that the undertaker is to be deemed to be a person 


interested in the Order Land or any part of it when 
entering the agreement (notwithstanding the fact that 


the applicant may not have an interest in all of the 
land) and that any transferee is to be treated as a 
person deriving title (section 106 (3))? 


 
(f) (f) Does IACC have any comments on the applicant’s 


proposed application of section 239 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990? 


 
(g) (g) Does IACC as local authority have any comments 


on paragraph 6 of Schedule 19 which ensures that 


IACC must take into account the thresholds outlined in 
the Wylfa Newydd CoCP and any relevant sub-CoCPs 


before issuing a notice under section 60(5) and that 
any underground tunnelling works must be regulated 
by sections 60 and 61 of the Control of Pollution Act 


1974? 
 


(h) Is IACC as planning authority content with the 
applicant’s proposed disapplication of section 42 of 
Local Government (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976? 


c) These Sections of the 1991 Act relate to a wide range of highway matters such as 


Traffic Management, workmanship and reinstatement and works affecting a bridge 
structure. 
 


The disapplication of these appears excessive and unreasonable, and means that the 
IACC, as Local Highway Authority, cannot effectively and safely manage the public road 


network, co-ordinate roadworks as it is required to do by statute or effectively plan its 
own maintenance programmes. The IACC seeks to maintain control of the public highway 
network and to manage occupation of the carriageway in the interests of public safety and 


effective traffic management. 
 


No discussions have been held with the IACC as to the justification for the disapplication 
of such Sections of the 1991 Act.  
 


d) Yes, the IACC is content for this provision to apply. 
 


e) No, the IACC seeks an explanation from Horizon of the legal basis of this  proposal and 
how they consider it to be lawful  
 


f) The IACC has no objection to the applicant’s proposed application of section 239 of the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 


 
g) The IACC considers that the CoCPs are insufficiently detailed and precise to fulfil this 
purpose and objects to the inclusion of paragraph 6.  


 
h) IACC accepts that s42 would introduce uncertainty to the project. The IACC is content 


to accept this provision.  
 


 


Q4.0.104 IACC WF Schedule 19 Part 2 (Article 81) proposes amendments to 
Local Byelaws. 


 
Is IACC content with the disapplication of the Twrcelyn 


Rural District Council Foreshore Byelaw 1952 and does 
the DCO and its requirements provide sufficient controls 
in relation to the use of the foreshore within the 


parishes Llanbadrig and Llanallgo (namely, in relation to 
the ability to erect structures or park or drive vehicles 


along the foreshore)? 


Yes.  
 


This byelaw prohibits the use of the foreshore without a licence from the Council. The 
IACC confirms it has no objection to this article. 
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Q4.0.105 The 


Applicant 


Q With reference to Schedule 19 Part 1 (Article 80). 


 
(a) Identify why each of the provisions in Part 3 of 


the 1991 Act have been disapplied, ie by virtue of 


being not relevant, or managed through DCO 
powers (in which case stating the relevant 


power), or managed through protective provisions 
relating to apparatus owned by statutory 
undertakers (in which case identifying the 


relevant protective provision) or addressed 
through the Wylfa Newydd CoCP, Wylfa Newydd 


CoOP and/or relevant sub-CoCPs (in which case 
identifying the specific control in these 
documents). 


(b) Why is it necessary “for the avoidance of doubt” 
to apply section 239 (Use and development of 


burial grounds)? 
(c) Section 42 of the Local Government 


(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1976 provides as 


follows: 
 


42.— Certain future local Acts etc. to be subject 
to the planning enactments etc. except as 
otherwise provided. 


An Act or order to which this section applies shall 
have effect subject to— 


the provisions of the enactments relating to town 
and country planning; 


the provisions of the enactments relating to 
historic buildings and ancient monuments; 
except so far as the Act or order expressly 


provides otherwise. 
 


This section applies to an Act or order which is— 
a local Act passed after or in the same Session as 
this Act; 


a provisional order confirmed by an Act so 
passed; or 


an order which is made in the exercise of powers 
conferred by an Act and comes into force after the 
passing of this Act or in the same Session as this 


Act, and which authorises the carrying out on land 
specified in the Act 


or order of works of a kind so specified. 
Except so far as the Act or order expressly 
provides otherwise. 


 
1) (1) On what basis is the DCO is considered to be a 


‘local Act’ within the meaning of Section 42? 
 


(2) Provide greater justification for disapplying section 


42. 
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Q4.0.106 The 
Applicant 


WA Why are Work 1I (Simulator and Training Building) and 
Work 1K (Vehicle Inspection Bay) not included in the list 


of works covered by the Power Station Works 
Requirement (4) despite being referenced in WN4A of 
the Draft DCO [APP-029] 


 


   General Questions  


Q4.0.107 The 
Applicant 
and GCC 


Q [RR-021] questions the ability of DCO Requirements to 
ensure high levels of site campus occupancy and thus, 
reduce pressures on other areas. 


Would the draft DCO ensure high levels of campus 
occupancy and why? 


No, there is no mechanism in the DCO to ensure that the site campus is fully delivered or 
that it is occupied at all. The IACC has expanded on these points in the Site Campus 
Chapter of the LIR. The IACC considers it necessary that the completion of the site 


campus is delivered earlier (i.e. 4,000 bed spaces), maintained throughout the build and 
that the accommodation and facilities are not just suitable for but attractive to workers so 


that the occupancy is kept high through demand. To ensure this the design and quality of 
accommodation as well as pricing must be developed to ensure that this facility is 
preferred option by the requisite number of workers. 


Q4.0.108 The 
Applicant 


Q Draft DCO Schedule 3 requirement PW7 seeks to 
address the Wylfa Newydd Code of Construction Practice 


(‘CoCP’). Would the CoCP sufficiently address potential 
impacts of the proposed development on soils and 


geology, and from soils and geology on local 
communities (including in regard to contamination)? 


 


Q4.0.109 The 
Applicant 
and IACC 


Q Paragraph 7.4.62 of the Planning Statement states that 
the Accommodation and Tourism services would stay in 
place for the first two years of operation can the 


applicant: 
(a) Confirm if this is operation of the first or second 


reactor? 
(b) Why two years is considered an appropriate time 


period 


 
Can the IACC confirm if they consider two years would 


be an acceptable time period and if not can they outline 
how long they think would be necessary and why? 


Yes. The IACC considers 2 years post construction of the second reactor to be acceptable.  


Q4.0.110 The 
Applicant 


Q Provide a copy of the draft Heads of Terms for the s106 
under discussion for the DCO application? 


 


Q4.0.111 Applicant, 
IACC, NRW, 
Welsh 


Government 
and other 


parties 
involved with 
the S106 


Q Section 7.4 of the Planning Statement [APP-406] deals 
with Planning obligations and outlines the proposed 
heads of terms. Please set out how the proposals would 


meet with the tests for planning obligations. 


The IACC considers that it is unable to answer this question on the basis of the heads of 
terms as they are too undefined to allow meaningful consideration. The section 106 and 
the definition of those terms is however progressing. The IACC has provided detailed 


comments on the section 106 at this stage in its Written Representation at section [10]. 
The IACC suggests that this point is revisited once the draft section 106 is further 


advanced as that drafting includes consideration of this point and a joint submission with 
other parties on it is likely to be achievable at a later stage. 


Q4.0.112 The 
Applicant 


Q Can you confirm whether document 3.4 Draft Heads of 
Terms for Planning Obligations referred to in the Guide 


to the Application [APP-004] and in the Mitigation Route 
Map [APP-422] has been submitted or is intended to be 


submitted? 
 
If it has not been submitted or is not intended to be 


submitted can you confirm whether Section 7 of the 
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Planning Statement [APP-406] is the relevant document 


regarding the draft Heads of Terms and if this is correct 
can the application documentation be amended to 
correct the references to document 3.4? 


Q4.0.113 The 
Applicant 


Q The Applicant has provided a Mitigation Route Map (APP-
422) indicating the different pathways through which 


mitigation would be secured. The Applicant is requested 
to provide an updated Mitigation Route Map 


/Schedule of Mitigation which includes: 
 


 An update to the ‘Securing Mechanism’ column 


indicating by reference to specific paragraphs 
where the mitigation has been included; 


 A new column indicating the state of progress in 
relation to whether the mitigation proposed has 
been secured and if not why not; and 


 Deletion of mitigation that would be secured via 
a s106 Agreement. 


 
The Applicant is requested to provide a second 
Mitigation Route Map 


/Schedule of Mitigation which sets out: 
 


 The mitigation that is proposed to be provided by 
way of a s106 Agreement and the source of that 
mitigation; 


 A column providing clear reference to where that 
mitigation is included in the s106 Agreement; 


and 
A separate column indicating what would happen to that 
mitigation in the absence of a s106 Agreement. 


 


Q4.0.114 Applicant, 
IACC, Welsh 


Government, 
NRW and 


Emergency 
Services 


Q A Programme Board would be responsible for setting 
and reviewing the monitoring programme and having an 


oversight of the funding from the Section 106. Can 
further details be provided as to how this would work in 


particular what process/mechanism would be put in 
place in the event of a dispute? 


The IACC has made detailed submissions on the operation of the board in its Written 
Representation, please see section [10.2 ].  







41 
 


Reference Respondent Location Question  


Q5.0.1 The 


Applicant 


WA Chapter D9 para 9.5.451 [APP-128] states that 


geomorphological monitoring is proposed during 


operation to identify any changes in baseline conditions 


at Cemlyn Bay SSSI and SAC. Can the Applicant confirm 


that this is the marine programme referred to in Section 


14 of the CoCP? 


                                                                                                          


Q5.0.2 NRW and 


RSPB 


WFD In paras 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 of its RR [RR-088] NRW, and 


RSPB in its RR [RR- 084] consider that adverse effects 


on the Anglesey SPA cannot be ruled out due to noise, 


vibration and visual disturbance. Can NRW and RSPB 


explain why? 


 


Q5.0.3 NRW and 


RSPB 


WD What is NRW and RSPB’s views on the effectiveness of 


the monitoring proposals described in paragraphs 


10.3.43 – 10.3.53 of the Shadow HRA [APP-050]? 


 


Q5.0.4 The 
Applicant 


WF In para 4.3.7 of its RR NRW considers that adverse 
effects on the site integrity of the Dee Estuary SPA 


cannot be ruled out. Can the Applicant comment? 


 


Q5.0.5 The 


Applicant 


WA In para 4.3.9 of its RR NRW requests additional 


information on coastal processes modelling to assess 
adverse effects on Esgair Gemlyn. Can the Applicant 
provide this? 


 


Q5.0.6 The 
Applicant 


WA In para 4.3.10 of its RR NRW requires further clarity in 
relation to the mitigation measures detailed in 7.4.5 of 


the Shadow HRA and in relation to the drainage 
proposed on and around Mound E. Can the Applicant 


provide this clarity? 


 


Q5.0.7 The 


Applicant 


WA In para 4.4.7 of its RR NRW is not able to conclude that 


the proposed compensation package for Tre’r Gof SSSI 
will deliver adequate quantity or quality of replacement 
habitat. Can the Applicant comment? 


 


Q5.0.8 The 
Applicant 


WA In para 4.4.9 of its RR NRW states that chapter D9 does 
not fully address how mitigation measures will offset the 


air quality exceedances identified at Cae Gwyn SSSI. 
Can the Applicant provide further clarification? 


 


Q5.0.9 The 
Applicant 


WF Can the Applicant justify why the worst case scenarios 
given in Table 2.2 of the Shadow HRA [APP-050] were 


chosen and explain what the reasons are for those 
scenarios which differ from those used in the ES? 


 


Q5.0.10 The 
Applicant 


WF Can the Applicant explain why the ExA should be 
confident that all the relevant bird species and 
associated European sites have been identified, given 


the absence of survey data for certain areas affected by 
the Proposed Development as stated in para 4.7.2? 


 


Q5.0.11 NRW and 
RSPB 


WC/WD Can NRW and RSPB confirm that they agree that the 
seabird survey described in the Seabird Baseline Review 


[APP-225] and the Shadow HRA [APP-050] is adequate 
for the purposes of assessing effects on European sites? 
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Q5.0.12 The 


Applicant 


WD Can the Applicant provide summaries of raw data for 


the Minesto survey of seabirds in the vicinity of the 
disposal site referred to in the Shadow HRA [APP-050] 
para 6.5.35? 


 


Q5.0.13 The 
Applicant 


WD Can the Applicant explain why the ExA should be 
confident that the data is representative of the whole 


area of the Disposal Site and its associated Zone of 
Influence, given that paragraph 6.5.35 of the Shadow 


HRA states that the surveys only covered the southern 
part of the Disposal Site and Zone of Influence? 


 


Q5.0.14 NRW and 
RSPB 


WF Can NRW and RSPB confirm that they agree with the 
method of apportioning bird species to different 
European sites described in paragraphs 6.5.63 – 6.5.67 


of the Shadow HRA? If not, why not? 


 


Q5.0.15 The 


Applicant 
and NRW 


WF Can the Applicant and NRW comment on the decision to 


exclude in- combination air quality effects where the 
process contribution from the Proposed Development is 


less than 1% of the critical load in light of the 
judgement in Wealden v SSCLG [2017] EWHC 351 
(Admin)? 


 


Q5.0.16 NRW, RSPB, 
and NWWT 


WF Are NRW, RSPB and NWWT content with the Applicant’s 
conclusion regarding likely significant effects on 


European sites as expressed in the Shadow HRA and the 
Shadow HRA Addendum [AS-0101]? If not, why not? 


 


Q5.0.17 The 
Applicant 


WF In the light of the ‘People Over Wind and Sweetman v 
Coillte Teoranta’ judgement from the European Court of 


Justice (C-323/17), can the Applicant advise to what 
extent the decommissioning strategy secured through 
Requirement PW10 of the dDCO, constitutes a measure 


to avoid or reduce effects on European sites? 


 


Q5.0.18 The 


Applicant 


WD For discharges to the marine environment from 


dewatering, para 7.4.12 of the Shadow HRA, can the 
Applicant explain where the discharge points would be? 


How have ‘normal’ rainfall levels been defined? What 
suspended sediment levels would be expected when 
these normal rainfall levels do not apply? 


 


Q5.0.19 NRW WA Do NRW agree that there will be no adverse effects on 
integrity on the Cemlyn Bay SAC from the levels of 


dissolved copper, lead and zinc from discharges during 
construction, as described in section A2 of the Shadow 


HRA? 


 


Q5.0.20 The 


Applicant 


WA Can the Applicant explain how the estimates of salinity 


shown in Table 7-4 of the Shadow HRA have been 
calculated? 


 


Q5.0.21 The 
Applicant 


WA What evidence has the Applicant relied on in reaching 
the conclusion, in Table 7-29 of the Shadow HRA, that 
effects from the Visitor and Media Centre and the North 


Wales Connection can be managed and mitigated to 
result in no significant in-combination effects on Cemlyn 


Bay SAC? 
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Q5.0.22 The 


Applicant 


WD The predicted ambient noise levels during construction 


used for the assessment of effects on marine mammals 
does not include blasting (Shadow HRA para 8.3.116). 
Can the Applicant explain why the noise from blasting 


has not been considered and what effect would 
including blasting have on the conclusion of no adverse 


effects on integrity? 


 


Q5.0.23 The 


Applicant 


WD For in-combination effects on the designated marine 


mammal features of SACs, where the conclusions rely 
on the delivery of adequate mitigation by other 
projects, can the Applicant explain where it is relying on 


mitigation secured through consents and where it is 
relying on mitigation which it is assuming will be 


delivered? 


 


Q5.0.24 The 


Applicant 


WD For in-combination effects on the designated marine 


mammal features of SACs, where the conclusions rely 
on the assumption that underwater noise disturbance 
will be limited to a small area (for instance the effects 


from the tankers associated with the Amlwch Liquefied 
Natural Gas referred to in Table 8-55), can the 


Applicant identify the evidence that these conclusions 
are based on? 


 


Q5.0.25 The 
Applicant 


WD For in-combination effects on the designated marine 
mammal features of SACs, where the conclusions rely 
on the assumption that changes in turbidity or 


suspended sediment would only occur over a limited 
distance, can the Applicant identify the evidence that 


these conclusions are based on? 


 


Q5.0.26 The 


Applicant 


WD As LSE was identified for airborne noise on marine 


mammals and the potential for adverse effects on 
integrity are considered in the Shadow HRA, can the 
Applicant explain why in-combination effects can be 


excluded para 8.4.4 of Shadow HRA? 


 


Q5.0.27 The 


Applicant 


WA In para 10.3.44 of the Shadow HRA, can the Applicant 


explain what other feasible and reasonable measures 
can be used to reduce noise levels? 


 


Q5.0.28 The 
Applicant 


WA Can the Applicant indicate the likely duration and 
frequency of surface blasting at the main power station 


site during construction, and how frequently would 
noise levels be reached which would lead to ‘fly ups’ by 
Terns at the Cemlyn Bay colony? 


 


Q5.0.29 The 
Applicant 


WA Can the Applicant explain why the ExA should be 
confident that the noise levels reported for the trial 


blasting in Chapter 9 Appendix D13-13 [APP- 231] 
represent the noise levels likely to be experienced at 


the Cemlyn Bay Tern colony from surface blasting 
during construction? 


 


Q5.0.30 The 
Applicant 


WD The Shadow HRA, at para 10.3.79 -10.3.81, refers to 
modelling of light spill from the MOLF. Can the Applicant 
clarify in which document this modelling is presented? 
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Q5.0.31 The 


Applicant 


WA Can the Applicant confirm whether the calculation of 


numbers of fish likely to be entrained/impinged in the 
cooling water intake (paras10.3.228 – 
10.3.234 of the Shadow HRA) takes into account the 


use of the acoustic fish deterrent? 


 


Q5.0.32 NRW and 


RSPB 


WD/WE Do NRW or RSPB have any concerns about effects on 


the Anglesey Terns SPA for impacts resulting from 
change or loss of foraging habitat, changes in marine 


water quality or impingement/entrainment of prey 
species during construction and operation? 


 


Q5.0.33 NRW WD Can NRW provide the evidence that supports para 4.3.7 
of its RR [RR-088] that some Sandwich Terns that breed 
at Cemlyn also form part of the passage Tern feature of 


the Dee Estuary SPA and Ramsar site? 


 


Q5.0.34 NRW WD Do NRW agree that the Sandwich Tern population of the 


Anglesey SPA is approximately five times larger than it 
was at the point that the SPA was designated (para 


10.3.59 of the Shadow HRA), and if so would the 
conservation objectives for the SPA be undermined if 
the Sandwich Tern colony at the Cemlyn Bay colony 


experienced a reduction in numbers for the period of 
construction? 


 


Q5.0.35 The 
Applicant 


WA Para 10.3.40 of the Shadow HRA concludes that there 
would be no adverse effect on the integrity of the 


Anglesey Terns SPA as a result of intra-project effects 
during construction but it is not clear to the ExA why 
these minor effects would not combine to have an 


adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA. The Applicant 
is requested to provide a detailed explanation, with 


supporting justification/evidence where necessary, as to 
why the effects from construction identified in 
paragraph 10.3.40 would not undermine the 


conservation objectives of the SPA. 


 


Q5.0.36 The 


Applicant 


WA Table 10-12 of the Shadow HRA concludes that there 


would be no adverse in-combination noise and visual 
effects between the Proposed Development and Wylfa 


Decommissioning on the Sandwich Tern population of 
the Anglesey Terns SPA. Can the Applicant explain how 
the requirement for some of the Wylfa Decommissioning 


works to be carried out in the non- breeding season has 
been secured? Which works would be covered by this 


restriction? Given that the disturbance impact to birds 
from the Wylfa Decommissioning is reported as ranging 
from slight to moderate, why should the ExA be 


confident that adverse in-combination effects could be 
avoided? 


 


Q5.0.37 The 
Applicant 


WA Can the Applicant explain what evidence it has relied on 
in table 10-23 in reaching the conclusion that there 


would be no adverse effects on the integrity of the 
Anglesey Terns SPA from in-combination effects of the 
Proposed Development with the Anglesey Eco Park, the 
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North Wales Connection, the Holyhead Deep 10MW 


Tidal kite installation, the Demonstration Zone, the 
Amlwch Liquid Natural Gas and West Anglesey the 
Wylfa Visitor and Media Reception Centre? 


Q5.0.38 The 
Applicant 


WD/E For the resilience measures described in section 11.3 of 
the Shadow HRA, can the Applicant explain why an 


incident response plan to address adverse effects from 
increased sediment loads discharging to Cemlyn lagoon 


during storm events would not constitute a mitigation 
measure? 


 


Q5.0.39 RSPB, 
NWWT, 
NT and NRW 


WD/E Can RSPB, NWWT, NT and NRW confirm if delivery of 
the ‘resilience measures’ proposed in section 11.3 of the 
Shadow HRA would be sufficient to allay their concerns 


about the effects on the Anglesey Terns SPA? If not, 
why not and what additional measures would be 


required? 


 


Q5.0.40 The 


Applicant 


WD/E Can the Applicant confirm if they are developing a 


package of compensatory measures for effects on the 
Anglesey Terns SPA? What measures are they 
considering? 


 


Q5.0.41 NRW WD/E Can NRW advise if it would be possible to develop a 
package of compensatory measures for the effects of 


the Proposed Development on the Anglesey Terns SPA? 
What measures should be included in such a package? 


 


Q5.0.42 The 
Applicant 


WF In Table 11-1 of the Shadow HRA, can the Applicant 
explain why mitigation would not be secured directly 


through the dDCO, rather than through a number of 
certified documents, which would give more certainty 
that adverse effects would be avoided? 


 


Q5.0.43 The 
Applicant 


WA Measures to protect Cemlyn Bay SAC from the impact of 
increased visitor numbers during construction rely on 


the implementation of the Workforce Management 
Strategy [APP-413] via the Code of Conduct. 


Implementation and enforcement of a Code of Conduct 
(dDCO requirement PW8) will be the responsibility of 
contractors, can the Applicant explain why the ExA 


should be confident that the delivery of these measures 
would be adequately secured? 


 


Q5.0.44 NRW and 
NWWT 


WF Can NRW and NWWT confirm if, in their view, the 
measures proposed in the Workforce Management 


Strategy [APP-413] would be sufficient to avoid adverse 
effects on integrity from trampling and increased visitor 
use? If not, why not? 


 


Q5.0.45 NRW WF Can NRW either confirm that the conservation 
objectives in the Shadow Habitat Regulations 


Assessment are correct or provide the conservation 
objectives for the sites for which they feel likely 


significant effects cannot be excluded? 


 


Q5.0.46 The 


Applicant 
and NRW 


WA Can the Applicant and NRW review the recent 


judgement Case C-164/17: 
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Reference for a preliminary ruling from Supreme Court 


(Ireland) made on 3 April 2017 — Edel Grace, Peter 
Sweetman v An Bord Pleanala and advise on any 
implications they think the judgement has for the 


Appropriate Assessment of the Proposed Development? 


Q5.0.47 The 


Applicant 


WF ES D13 para 13.5.70 is somewhat contradictory with 


regards to the discharge point for the fish recovery and 
return system. It first states that the location has yet to 


be determined but is stated to be located ‘to the north 
of the eastern breakwater in the region of the -6.0m 
contour’. It subsequently states the discharge point 


would be fixed to the northern face of the eastern 
breakwater. Can the Applicant clarify? 


 


Reference Respondent Location Question IACC Response 


 


Q6.0.1 Cadw Q Outline the implications for the Examination, if any, of 


the provisions of the Historic Environment (Wales) Act 


(2016); including those provisions now in force and 


those yet to be implemented. 


 


Q6.0.2 IACC and 


Cadw 


Q With reference to 6.2.11 ES Volume B - Introduction to 


the environmental assessments B11 - Cultural heritage 


[APP-076] are you content with the Applicant’s 


methodologies; assessment criteria; measures of 


magnitude of change and impact and conclusions for 


Cultural Heritage across the project in relation to: 


 


(a) Planning Inspectorate Scoping Opinion 


particularly in relation to the ‘action taken’; 


(a) Statutory and non-statutory consultations 


carried out by the Applicant; 


(b) Topic specific methodologies and assessment 


criteria; particularly: 


 


i. Assessment of parameters 


ii. Identification of study areas  


iii. Identification of receptors 


iv. Identification of baseline conditions 


v. Assessment of effects 


vi. Limitations 


If not outline your concerns and explain how the issues 


might be resolved. 


a) The IACC is content that the assessment presented in the ES represents an appropriate 


response to the Planning Inspectorate Scoping Opinion, with the following exception: 
 
The statutory boundary for Cestyll Garden – this has been proposed by Cadw but is not 


yet confirmed.  The proposed statutory boundary, as supplied by Cadw to IACC and 
Horizon, encompasses the Valley Garden, Kitchen Garden, House Plot and most of the 


Essential Setting including the driveway and Felin Gafnan.  This has not been taken into 
account by Horizon yet but the statutory status and proposed statutory boundary should 
be taken into account in the Examination process.   


 
b) The IACC is generally content with consultation undertaken by the applicant to date, 


with the following exception: 
 
In its consultations with Horizon, IACC has repeatedly emphasised the need to avoid 


impacts on Cestyll Garden and its Essential Setting.  IACC has also provided Horizon with a 
detailed letter setting out the mitigation measures it would like to see incorporated into 


the Wylfa Newydd Power Station and Marine Works to avoid, minimise or compensate for 
the impacts on Cestyll Garden and its Essential Setting (see Q6.0.11).  IACC considers 
that some of the actions taken by Horizon so far in relation to consultations are not 


sufficient.   
 


c) The IACC have some concerns about the assessment methodology, which is based on 
DMRB. While the IACC notes that DMRB is a widely-used methodology for EIA assessment 
of effects on the historic environment, the assessment criteria do not adequately reflect 


the significance-based approach to understanding value of, and effects on, heritage assets 
as set out in NPS EN-1 or Cadw 2011 Conservation Principles: Policies and Guidance for 


the Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment in Wales and does not clearly 
reflect Cadw 2017 Setting of Heritage Assets in Wales. Uncritical use of DMRB can lead to 
some questionable assessments and can affect the consideration of appropriate mitigation. 


Specific issues are highlighted in the responses to questions where this uncritical use of 
DMRB appears to have influenced the assessment adversely. Key issues of principle are 
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set out below, but due to the case-specific nature of these concerns, suggested courses of 


action to achieve resolution are set out in the response to the appropriate questions.     
  
i) The parameters of development assessed within the ES appear to be generally 


appropriate.  However, the development parameters are very broad and Horizon has 
assessed only the worst case scenario and has not considered options that could avoid 


these impacts, nor provided sufficient information as to how these impacts could be 
mitigated within these parameters.  For example, as explained in the WNDA Historic 
Environment LIR, the platform height for the Power Station could vary by up to 16m and 


so could be up to 10m above or up to 6m below the level of the Kitchen Garden.  
Consequently, 10m above has been assumed in the ES and the Kitchen Garden is shown 


buried beneath a steep wooded slope.  It may be that the platform height could be level 
with the Kitchen Garden thereby making it possible for the Kitchen Garden and Gardener’s 
Cottage to remain in place and be fully restored (or be reinstated at the end of the 


construction phase).  The only option considered involves the loss of the Kitchen Garden 
and Gardener’s Cottage and, despite a commitment to “restore and/or enhance the former 


location of the Kitchen Garden” (ES Appendix D11-6 [APP-213] and ES Appendix D11-8 
[APP-215]), there are no details as to how this will be achieved (see Q6.0.11).  
  


ii) Study areas identified for the baseline studies and Environmental Statement appear to 
be appropriate and sufficient to identify all significant direct effects on the historic 


environment, although there is a lack of clarity on how the ZTV of the proposed 
development and modelled noise parameters have influenced the study areas considered 
for the assessment of effects arising through change to setting. 


 
iii) The receptors identified for assessment appear to be appropriate with some exceptions, 


which are set out in the responses to the ExA questions below. It is requested that 
assessments of effects on these assets be supplied to the examination. 


 
iv) The baseline environment has generally been appropriately identified. There are, 
however, some specific concerns regarding the valuation of some heritage assets: 


 
- The ES assessment methodology does not reflect the valuation of listed buildings set out 


in NPS EN-1. Grade II listed buildings are identified in the ES (following DMRB) as of 
‘medium’ value, scheduled monuments as ‘high’ and World Heritage sites as ‘very high’. 
NPS, however, distinguishes only between designated and non-designated heritage assets 


(NPS EN-1 5.8.15). Any subdivision or ranking of designated heritage assets within NPS 
EN-1 applies only to the substantial harm test (NPS EN1 5.8.14) and not to whether harm 


should be considered in the planning balance. This means that harm to the significance of 
listed buildings has not been appropriately weighted. 
 


- The ES assessment primarily considers individual features. This approach means that 
features such as the remains at Tyddyn Gele, which are assessed in the ES as of ‘low’ or 


‘medium’ value in isolation, may have greater significance. For example, the remains at 
Site 05 South (Asset 547, Romano-British settlement at Tyddyn Gele) comprises a 
coherent group of roundhouses, burnt mounds and other features. The ES assesses this 


site as of ‘high’ significance, but also identifies individual features (e.g. Asset 565, sub-
circular pit, Asset 537, ring ditch and burnt mound) as of between negligible and medium 


significance. It is not clear whether these features have been considered as components of 
this more significant feature.  This approach is also problematic with regards to Cestyll 
Garden, where the assessment of significance provided in Appendix D11-4 (6.4.75) 


assesses the significance of the Valley Garden, Kitchen Garden and House Plot individually, 
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but does not assess the contribution that the Essential Setting, driveway or Felin Gafnan 


make to the significance of the garden, or the group value of all these elements.  
Consequently, this assessment under-estimates the significance of the Kitchen Garden and 
House Plot and ignores the contribution that the driveway and Essential Setting make to 


the significance of the garden.   
 


-The significance of the Dame Sylvia Crowe designed landscape has been assessed as 
“medium” on the basis of a high historic value and medium evidential, aesthetic and 
communal values (ES Appendix D11-5).  However, for the reasons set out in the WNDA 


Historic Environment LIR, IACC is of the opinion that the historic, evidential and aesthetic 
values of this heritage asset should all be high and, consequently, the significance of this 


heritage asset should also be “high” rather than medium.   
 
v) the assessment of effects is generally appropriate, although: 


 
-The effect criteria cited in the assessment methodology reflect loss of historic fabric 


rather than loss of significance. This means that the historic interest of many heritage 
assets has not been appropriately considered in the assessment and that mitigation for 
this loss has not been considered in the proposed mitigation. 


 
-The effect criteria cited in the assessment methodology do not offer any guidance for 


assessment of whether or not harm would arise to the significance of a designated 
heritage asset or non-designated asset of equivalent significance. There are cases in this 
assessment where harm, including substantial harm, is likely to arise but has neither been 


considered as part of the planning balance within the Planning Statement nor has 
justification for that harm been offered. These comprise: loss of archaeological heritage 


assets identified as of ‘high’ significance at Tyddyn Gele, Porth-yr-Ogof, Porth Wylfa and 
Pennant; harm to the significance of listed buildings at Felin Gafnan and Llanbadrig, loss of 


non-designated historic buildings at Tyddyn Gele and Nant Orman, and harm to the 
significance of the Cestyll Garden and the Dame Sylvia Crowe designed landscape. 
 


-The significance of effect on heritage assets is considered, as is common practice in EIA, 
following the application of mitigation. This does not reflect the NPS provision (NPS EN-1 


5.8.19) that the ability to record archaeological remains should not be a factor in deciding 
whether consent should be given. It is therefore necessary to consider the justification for 
substantial harm to non-designated heritage assets of equivalent significance to scheduled 


monuments regardless of whether archaeological mitigation can be put in place. 
Archaeological mitigation should only be considered for these heritage assets where loss is 


demonstrably justifiable in policy terms. 
 
- It is concerning that the 10-year construction duration is characterised as ‘short-term’ 


and the 50-year operational life of the proposed development is considered ‘medium-
term’. These durations should be described as ‘medium-term’ and ‘long-term’ respectively 


as the combined 60 year duration of effects is a significant proportion of the lifespan of 
these heritage assets and of the people who would be denied the opportunity to properly 
experience them. In addition, the reversibility if any adverse change is a matter of some 


uncertainty. Consequently, the IACC does not consider that reversibility should be 
considered as a mitigating factor in any assessment.   


  
vi) Limitations of the assessment are generally appropriately considered. However, IACC is 
concerned about the implications of specific limitations to the assessment of particular 


heritage assets, specifically: 
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-There is no consideration of the implications of the absence of survey or additional 
documentary research at the Bristol Beaufighter crash site, which means that discussion of 
these remains in the ES is entirely conjectural. 


 
-There is no consideration of the implications of the absence of survey at non-designated 


buildings at Tyddyn Gele and Nant Orman, which means that conclusions on their 
significance and the acceptability of their loss remain entirely conjectural.  
 


-There is no consideration of the absence of detailed baseline or projected noise levels at 
Cestyll, Felin Gafnan, Cemlyn and Llanbadrig, which means that that little confidence can 


be placed in the assessments of effect on these heritage assets presented in the ES. There 
is also no clear statement of how noise effects have been considered. 
 


-Horizon has not provided an arboricultural survey of the wooded mounds in the Dame 
Sylvia Crowe designed landscape and, as explained in the WNDA Historic Environment LIR, 


the assessment of the cumulative effects of the Wylfa Newydd and NGET projects on this 
heritage asset (ES Appendix I5-1, 6.9.12) does not appear to have fully taken into account 
the likely extent of the loss of woodland on these mounds.   


 


Q6.0.3 The 


Applicant 


Q Referring to Table B11-14 DMRB criteria for establishing 


the value of heritage assets of 6.2.11 ES Volume B - 


Introduction to the environmental assessments B11 - 


Cultural heritage [APP-076]: 


 


(a) Explain why Scheduled Monuments and Grade l 


and Grade ll* buildings are not valued as ‘very 


high’? 


(b) Does a value of ‘high’ result in less than optimal 


mitigation? 


 


Q6.0.4 The 
Applicant 


Q With reference to para. 5.8.13 of EN-1 explain, with 
examples, how the significance, the contribution of their 
settings and the positive contributions heritage assets 


can make to sustainable communities and economic 
vitality has been sustained or enhanced across the 


project. 


 


Q6.0.5 IACC, Cadw, 


NT, GAPS 
and WHGT 


WF, WE, 


ADB, 
ADC 
and ADD 


Are you content with the Applicant’s approach to 


Cultural Heritage for each site as set out in D11 [APP-
130]; E11 [APP-248]; F11 [APP276]; G11 [App- 
314] and H11 [APP-365] and the Baseline Studies in 


APP-202 and APP-204 in relation to: 
 


(a) the study area; 
(b) the description and analysis of the baseline 


environment; 


(c) the design basis and proposed activities for the 
assessment of effects; 


The IACC is content that the Applicant’s approach to Cultural Heritage is generally 


appropriate, although some concerns remain and need to be resolved: 
 
a) The study areas for the EIA appear to be appropriate, although information on how 


observed and modelled noise has influenced the definition of study areas should be 
provided to the examination in order to demonstrate the robustness of these study areas.  


 
b) The description and analysis of the baseline environment refers to an appropriate range 
of sources and is informed by an extensive programme of archaeological evaluation work. 


However, specific concerns remain: 
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(d) the approach to the assessment of effects 


methodology; 
(e) the proposed approach to additional mitigation, 


including the proposed mechanisms to secure 


additional mitigation through the Codes of 
Construction Practice, sub Codes of Construction 


Practice and the proposed Section 106 
Agreement; and 


(f) the analysis of residual effects; 


 
during construction, operation and decommissioning for 


terrestrial archaeology, historic buildings and historic 
landscape types? 
 


If not please state the nature of the concern and how 
any issue might be dealt with. 


i) The description and analysis of the baseline environment for the Main Site (D11, APP-


130) does not effectively synthesise archaeological information from the extensive 
programme of evaluation. The results of archaeological fieldwork presented at appendices 
D11.2a (APP-204 and APP-205) and D11.2b (APP-206) do not form a complete record of 


archaeological works that have taken place. It is not clear to what extent the results of 
later works have been considered in the ES. A clear statement of what works have been 


carried out subsequent to those reported at AP-204, APP-205 and APP-206, setting out 
their scope, outline methodology and summary results, and a statement of how analysis of 
all of the archaeological evaluation works carried out to date have informed the ES, should 


be provided to the examination to fulfil the requirements set out at NPS EN-1 5.8.9 and 
5.8.10 and at JLDP Policy AT 4.  


 
ii) The description and analysis of the baseline environment presents an assessment of the 
significance of the Dame Sylvia Crowe designed landscape (ES Appendix D11-5) that 


appears to be based on a selective understanding of the LANDMAP data rather than on the 
extensive documentary and field study that was carried out to support this assessment. 


The conclusions on the significance of this heritage asset are also at odds with the totality 
of the LANDMAP assessment and appear to be a discernible understatement of its value. 
 


iii) As explained in the answer to Q4.0.100 (and the Schedule 17 corrections provided), 
there are some omissions in Schedule 17 and in some of the associated plans in terms of 


the Important Hedgerows that will be affected by the A5025 and development on the 
WNDA.   
 


c) The ES assessment does not consider the policy requirement for a more detailed 
understanding of the basis for design proposals in order to justify substantial harm to 


designated heritage assets or those of equivalent significance.  
 


-The justification provided for the extensive disturbance to the Registered Park and Garden 
at Cestyll in the Planning Statement (Vol 8.1, APP-407) does not reference any options 
appraisal documents or detailed design process that would have supported the iterative 


design process. 
 


At each stage, opportunities to avoid or minimise harm to the historic environment would 
have arisen. While it is recognised that harm to the historic environment should be 
balanced with other environmental and technical factors, there is no evidence that this 


balancing has been undertaken and it is therefore not clear that any regard has been had 
to these opportunities.  


 
This is particularly concerning in that the NPS EN-6 Site Selection study (NPS EN-6 Volume 
2) did not consider direct harm to Cestyll Garden and, consequently, cannot be considered 


to support substantial harm to the significance of this asset.  
 


Evidence of iterative design, demonstrating explicitly how harm to Cestyll Garden has been 
considered and minimised as part of a balanced design decision should be provided to the 
examination in order to establish that the tests set out at NPS EN-1 5.8.15 and JLDP Policy 


AT 1 have been met. 
 


-Justification for substantial harm to other designated heritage assets or non-designated 
heritage assets of equivalent significance, including archaeological remains within the Main 
Site, is not provided. Appropriate justification of this harm, including evidence of an 


iterative design process, demonstrating explicitly how harm to these heritage assets has 
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been considered and minimised as part of a balanced design decision should be provided 


to the examination in order to establish that the tests set out at NPS EN-1 5.8.15 and JLDP 
Policy AT 4 have been met. 
 


- As explained in the Park & Ride Landscape LIR, the design of the Park & Ride facility has 
not minimised the effects on Important Hedgerows and modifications to the design should 


be undertaken to reduce the loss of these heritage assets.   
 
d) The approach to the assessment of effects methodology raises a number of concerns as 


set out in the answer to Q6.0.2. In general, these do not materially affect the results of 
the assessment, but in certain cases as identified below, either more information is 


required or an additional judgement needs to be made. 
 
D11 (APP-130) 


 
-Effects on non-designated heritage assets of ‘high’ significance (i.e. of equivalent 


significance to scheduled monuments) within the Main Site at Tyddyn Gele, Porth Wylfa 
and Porth-yr-Ogof. It is not clear whether features identified as of ‘high’ significance at 
Porth-yr-Ogof and Porth Wylfa are considered in the assessment of effects on the early-


medieval cist cemetery at Porth Wylfa. It is also not clear whether prehistoric features of 
low and medium significance at Tyddyn Gele have been considered within the assessment 


of the effects on the Romano-British settlement at Tyddyn Gele. A clear statement of 
exactly how these heritage assets relate to the most significant archaeological remains 
should be provided to the examination. It is considered that the loss of these heritage 


assets should be considered as harm to significance of heritage assets of equivalent 
significance to scheduled monuments and would still need to be justified, regardless of the 


ability to record these heritage assets in line with NPS EN-1 5.8.15 and 5.8.19 and JLDP 
policy AT 4. 


 
E11 (APP-249) 
- The IACC is content with the process of the ES Assessment.   


 
F11 (APP-276) 


- The IACC is content with the process of the ES Assessment. 
 
G11 (APP-314) 


-the use of DMRB methodologies for assessment means that loss of historic interest at 
Capel Soar has not been considered and appropriate mitigation has not been offered. 


 
-The ES does not consider potential positive change in the settings of listed buildings and 
other heritage assets within the villages of Llanfaethlu and Llanfachraeth resulting from 


the removal of through traffic. 
 


H11 (APP-365) 
- The historic significance of the Trefignath burial chamber and Ty Mawr standing stones is 
not considered and no mitigation is proposed. This is contrary to JLDP Policy AT 4 and SPG 


Policy GP23 
 


e) The IACC does not accept that sufficient mitigation is provided by the CoCPs as they 
lack the necessary detail.  The IACC has made detailed submissions on this point in its 
Written Representation at section [11] The proposed approach to additional mitigation of 


direct effects appears complex, lacks transparency and does not address the loss of 
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historic interest inherent in the heritage assets that would be removed by the proposed 


development. The structure and means of securing additional mitigation is discussed in 
more detail in the response to Q6.0.8, but general points are raised below. 
 


i) The agreement of a written scheme of investigation (WSI) including appropriate analysis 
and dissemination would, in principle, be appropriate to mitigate loss of archaeological 


interest.  
ii) Any WSI should be agreed with GAPS in advance of the conclusion of the Examination 
to provide confidence that the proposals set out are appropriate and enforceable. 


iii) Any WSI must include proposals for the integration and appropriate dissemination of 
the results of works carried out to date in addition to any additional mitigation works 


carried out post-consent. 
iv) The securing of the WSI through a Construction Environmental Management Plan or 
Code of Construction Practice does not, as currently worded, set out an appropriate 


mitigation response. This document could be an appropriate mechanism, although it must 
remain clear that in many cases, archaeological field works should be completed in 


advance of construction. 
v) The WSI should include a table demonstrating the concordance of the DCO WSI with 
the WSIs submitted for the programme of investigation carried out under Horizon’s PD 


rights and the WSI agreed for the TCPA application for the Site Clearance works. The WSI 
should also include a statement to the effect that in the event of any discrepancies 


between the provisions of the WSIs that the procedures set out in the DCO WSI have 
primacy. 
vi) Archaeological investigation and recording would not offer mitigation of loss of historic 


interest, and further proposals for mitigation which would address this loss should be 
provided to the examination. This mitigation is discussed in more detail in the response to 


Q6.0.8, but should include proposals for:  
- engagement of various different audiences before, during and after the completion of 


archaeological fieldwork; 
- display and promotion of materials recovered during fieldwork; 
- enhanced interpretation materials to be provided in public-access areas;  


- enhanced public access to areas of archaeological interest; and 
- provision of a project-specific engagement officer to coordinate public engagement 


initiatives and act as a liaison between different stakeholders within the engagement 
process. This could br part of a community liaison brief.  
 


All other mitigation and compensation measures outlined in the Historic Environment LIRs 
should be secured by way of DCO requirements and S106 obligations.  The s106 is still at 


an early draft stage and is being progressed. The IACC has provided comments on that in 
its  Written Representation at section [10 ] 
 


f) The assessment of residual effects is generally appropriate. However, the assessment 
raises a number of specific concerns that need to be addressed. In some cases, further 


information is required. These are: 
 
-The Grade II* listed Corn Mill at Felin Gafnan. Insufficient information is provided to allow 


for an informed understanding of the effectiveness of mitigation for potential vibration 
effects on the structure of the asset to be able to confirm that substantial harm would not 


arise. More detail of these mitigation proposals should be submitted to the examination; 
-Nationally significant archaeological remains, including those at Porth Wylfa, Porth-yr-
Ogof, Pennant and Tyddyn Gele, where no justification for the total removal of these 
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heritage assets has been offered. More detailed justification for the requirement to remove 


these heritage assets should be provided to the examination;  
-Non-designated historic buildings at Tyddyn Gele and Nant Orman, where the valuation of 
these assets is in question as a result of limited survey work. Further information should 


be submitted to allow the examination to understand the significance of these heritage 
assets. 


-The assessment of the Dame Sylvia Crowe designed landscape appears to be understated 
as a result of a lack of baseline information (i.e. an arboricultural survey), the 
understatement of its value (should be high instead of medium), the lack of 


acknowledgement of its relationship with the wider landscape and an underestimation of 
the likely significant effects with the NGET project. Consequently, effects on this heritage 


asset should be treated as significant and adverse, and proposals for landscape mitigation, 
enhancement and ongoing management above and beyond the recording proposed should 
be provided to the Examination and a Woodland Management Plan should be secured by a 


DCO requirement or a S106 obligation. 
-While the ES assessment acknowledges that harm to the significance of Cestyll Garden 


will be significant, it does not acknowledge or consider a number of other potential effects. 
These include change to hydrology and drainage, the effect of noise and vibration on the 
specific soundscape of the valley garden, and the effects of the fundamental change to the 


landscape through which the Garden is approached. These effects should all be considered 
when developing an effective mitigation response. See response to Q6.0.11 for more 


detail. 
 


Q6.0.6 IACC, Cadw, 
Welsh 
Government, 


NT, GAPS 
and WHGT 


WF, WE, 
ADB, 
ADD 


and ADC 


Referring to Effects on Heritage Assets on all sites – 
D11-6 [APP-213], E11- 2 [APP-263], F11-5 [APP-301], 
G11-5 [APP-351] and H11-2 [APP-381] is 


the Applicant’s assessment of: 
 


(a) the likely effects; 
(b) the proposals for additional mitigation; and 
(c) the significance of residual effects 


 
Satisfactory for archaeological remains; historic 


buildings; and historic landscapes and gardens during 
construction, operation and decommissioning? 


 
If not explain why and outline what needs to be done to 
address any issues. 


a) The applicant’s assessment of the likely effects of the proposed scheme is generally 
appropriate. However, there are a number of specific issues where the assessment of IACC 
varies from that set out in the ES.  


 
D11-6 (APP-213) 


-Effects on the non-designated buildings at Tyddyn Gele and Nant Orman. There is a lack 
of clarity over the significance of non-designated buildings at Tyddyn Gele and Nant 
Orman which are considered as of equivalent significance to Grade II listed buildings under 


the ES assessment criteria, and consequently may be of listable quality. There is therefore 
insufficient information within the ES and appendices to confirm that the loss of non-


designated buildings at Tyddyn Gele and Nant Orman would not be significant and would 
not constitute substantial harm to heritage assets of equivalent significance to a listed 


building. Further evidence of the significance of these features, including building survey 
and desk-based records, should be provided to the Examination in order to allow an 
informed understanding of these effects in line with NPS EN-1 5.8.8 and JLDP Policy AT 3. 


- The Grade II listed church of St Patrig at Llanbadrig, where it is assessed that a 
significant adverse effect would arise, although no supporting evidence for this assessment 


is provided. Further information on baseline and projected noise levels (including results of 
any noise monitoring and modelled noise contours during construction) and their 
contribution/effect on significance should be provided to the Examination in order to fully 


understand the nature and magnitude of this effect in line with NPS EN-1 5.8.8. 
-The Grade II listed Old Farmhouse at Plas Cemlyn, where it appears likely that harm to 


significance would arise as a result of change to setting. A satisfactory basis for this asset 
having been scoped out of the assessment has not been offered. Further information 
regarding baseline and projected noise levels (including results of any noise monitoring 


and modelled noise contours during construction) and baseline and predicted views and 
their contribution to significance should be provided to the examination to fully understand 


the nature and magnitude of any effect in line with NPS EN-1 5.8.8.  
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-The Dame Sylvia Crowe designed landscape - IACC considers that the significance of this 


asset is high and the effects would be significant and adverse. 
-The magnitude of lasting change in the setting of the Grade II* Corn Mill and other listed 
buildings at Felin Gafnan appears understated. Mitigation proposals are considered in more 


detail in the responses to Q6.0.11 and 6.0.13. 
 


E11-2 (APP-263) 
- The IACC is content with the findings of the Assessment. 
 


F11-5 (APP-301) 
- The IACC is content with the findings of the Assessment, albeit that the impacts on 


Important Hedgerows have not been assessed and further mitigation should be secured to 
reduce the impacts on these heritage assets. 
 


 
G11-5 (APP-351) 


-While the assessment does not acknowledge limited degrees of short-term harm to Grade 
II listed buildings at Siop Soar and the Black Lion Inn during construction, IACC considers 
that best-practice mitigation of visual, noise, air quality and traffic effects during 


construction would present an appropriate response to these effects. 
-The assessment does not acknowledge the limited degree of lasting harm to the Capel 


Soar standing stone, which would arise primarily through loss of historic interest. No 
mitigation proposals are set out, and the IACC consider that some additional mitigation is 
warranted under the provisions of SPG Policy GP 23. 


-The assessment does not consider potential positive change in the settings of listed 
buildings and other heritage assets within the villages of Llanfaethlu and Llanfachraeth 


resulting from the removal of through traffic which should be balanced against the 
potential increased noise or visual intrusion from the proposed bypasses. These effects 


should be considered and the results provided to the Examination. 
 
H11-5 


-Harm to significance of the Trefignath burial chamber and Ty Mawr standing stones is not 
recognised. The historic significance of these heritage assets is not considered and no 


mitigation is proposed.  
 
Further mitigation is considered in more detail in the response to Q6.0.19. 


Q6.0.7 The 
Applicant 


Q List those Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, 
Conservation Areas and Registered Historic Landscapes 


and Parks and Gardens assessed as subject 
to substantial harm or total loss of significance as a 


consequence of the project in all of its phases and 
across all sites and in each case outline the reasons why 
the substantial harm or loss of significance is necessary 


in order to deliver substantial public benefits that 
outweigh that loss or harm; and the steps taken to 


mitigate the harm and/or loss of significance. 


 


Q6.0.8 The 


Applicant 
IACC, Cadw, 
NT, GAPS 


and WHGT 


WF, WA, 


WB, WC, 
WD, WE, 
ADB, 


ADC, 


Are the proposals for delivering a Cultural Heritage 


Management Strategy set out in section 12 of the 
relevant Code of Construction Practice and sub- Codes 
of Construction Practice [APP-414 to APP-420] adequate 


to effectively plan, manage and control all construction 
activities in relation to Cultural Heritage and deliver 


The proposals for delivering a Cultural Heritage Management Strategy (CHMS) as set out 


in Section 12 of the Code of Construction Practice do not represent an appropriate 
response to such a large and complex project and do not afford confidence that an 
enforceable programme of archaeological works would be undertaken in a way that would 


allow information recovery to be maximised and consistency of standards to be achieved. 
They also do not offer appropriate mitigation for loss of historic interest. Specifically, the 
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ADD and 


ADE 


acceptable outcomes that meet the criteria set out in 


EN-1Part 5.8 (Historic Environment) and heritage 
policies at national (Wales) and local levels? 
 


Indicate where there might be deficiencies and the 
action that might be taken to remedy them. 


CoCP sets out a piecemeal and ad-hoc approach that does not appear to address all of the 


measures that will be necessary to mitigate adverse effects on the historic environment. 
The CHMS does not address mitigation measures other than archaeological recording of 
at-risk heritage assets. 


 
The CHMS should set out a clear list of all specific documents that contain provisions for 


mitigation of effects on the historic environment to ensure that the delivery of these 
provisions can be effectively monitored. This concordance should also refer to any 
obligations/requirements that are used to secure mitigation measures. 


 
Mitigation proposals need to be considered in terms of four specific areas: 


 
a) Archaeological recording. An overarching Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) for the 
whole Wylfa scheme, including Associated Development, should be set out. This document 


would set out the structure, aims and methods for any archaeological investigation of 
below-ground heritage assets, historic buildings and historic landscapes as set out in the 


WNDA Historic Environment of the LIR.  
 
b) Landscape mitigation 


 
i) The agreed CMP for Cestyll and Felin Gafnan should be appended as a sub CoCP. 


ii) The agreed Woodland Management Plan for the Dame Sylvia Crowe designed landscape 
should be appended as a sub-CoCP. 
 


c) Best Practice Construction Mitigation 
 


Proposals for the management of dust, vibration, noise and visual intrusion of the 
proposed works should be cross-referenced in the historic environment section of the 


CoCP. In particular, a more robust description of the in-principle mitigation strategy for 
Felin Gafnan than has been set out in the ES, is required. A statement of how potential 
harm could be identified, before it reached a stage where damage has occurred and would 


be irreversible, should be provided to the Examination to provide confidence that any such 
effect could be avoided. 


 
d) Heritage Outreach 
 


Detailed proposals for heritage outreach aimed at mitigating loss of historic interests of 
heritage assets should be produced and appended as a sub-CoCP. This should set out 


proposals for heritage-based engagement as set out in the Historic Environment section of 
the WNDA LIR Chapter.  
 


Q6.0.9 The 
Applicant 


WF, WA, 
WB, WC, 


WD, WE, 
ADB, 


ADC, 
ADD and 
ADE 


Referring to Effects on Heritage Assets on all sites – 
D11-6 [APP-213], E11- 2 [APP-263], F11-5 [APP-301], 


G11-5 [APP-351] and H11-2 [APP-381]: 
 


(a) Explain the processes and timetables through 
which each of the additional mitigation measures 
proposed in respect of archaeological remains; 


historic buildings; and historic landscape types 
during construction, operation and 


decommissioning will be designed, approved by 


 







56 
 


the competent authorities and undertaken on 


site; 
(b) How will they be secured through the dDCO 


[APP-029] and relevant Code and Sub-codes of 


Construction Practice; 
(c) What measures will be taken to create the 


necessary partnerships and provide adequate 
resources to agree and implement these works 
and how can these be secured through the 


dDCO? 


Q6.0.10 The 


Applicant 


WA Outline in tabular form the programme for 


implementing the various measures of mitigation set 
out in section 12 of the relevant Code of Construction 


Practice and sub-Codes of Construction Practice [APP-
414 to APP-420] to enable the ExA to understand the 
sequence of activity in relation to heritage assets for 


each development site; the order of events; their broad 
timing and the length of period allowed for their 


implementation. 


 


Q6.0.11 IACC, Cadw, 


NT, GAPS 
and WHGT 


WF/WA With reference to Cestyll Garden (Historic Landscape 


Type 2) and on the Register of Parks and Gardens of 
Special Historic Interest in Wales and the sites of Cestyll 
House and kitchen garden, do you agree with the 


Applicant’s assessment of effects; proposals for 
additional mitigation; and the analysis of the 


significance of residual effect during construction, 
operation and decommissioning, as set out in 6.4.11 ES 
Volume D - WNDA Development D11 - Cultural heritage 


[APP-130]? 
 


Referring to the Relevant Representations submitted on 
this issue [RR-020; RR-053; RR-092]: 
 


(a) What further evidence is required to identify the 
extent of potential impacts? 


(b) What further detail is required to enable 
assessment of the harm? 


(c) Are there any additional measures that could be 
taken to mitigate the impact of the development 
on this heritage asset? 


(d) What should be included in the planning 
obligation to be agreed with National Trust, 


Cadw and Gwynedd Archaeological Planning 
Service referred to in para. 6.4.203 of 8.1 
Planning Statement [APP-406] intended to 


address the designs of appropriate landscape 
measures to restore and/or enhance the former 


location of the Cestyll Garden kitchen garden? 


The IACC accepts the applicant’s assessment that the proposed development, as currently 


designed, would give rise to substantial harm to the significance of Cestyll Garden through 
physical loss of a significant proportion of the Essential Setting and the entire Kitchen 
Garden, Gardner’s Cottage and former house site, and through changes to setting arising 


from visibility of and noise from the proposed development. There are, however, areas 
where the effect on the garden is not fully understood and more information is required to 


understand whether the effects could be reduced and what mitigation would be 
appropriate. 
 


a) As identified and explained in more detail in the Historic Environment Section of the 
WNDA LIR Chapter, the following further evidence is required: 


- Clear and convincing justification that demonstrates what, if any, loss is necessary in 
order to deliver the project. 
- Clarity regarding exactly what is to be lost and the mitigation and restoration proposed 


within and around the Garden.  
- The implications of the parameter approach on Cestyll Garden, including varying the 


height and location of the Power Station platform and associated elements of the project 
(such as Mound D) and the extent to which these measures could reduce the impacts on 


the Garden.  
- Potential changes to drainage, air quality and vibration across the site which may 
indirectly give rise to physical changes to the asset through erosion or damage to planting.  


- - The understanding of noise across the site needs to be more clearly modelled so that 
the extent of audible change can be better established.  For example, in Horizon’s 


assessment of effects on Cestyll Garden, it is stated that “it will get noisy here”.  However, 
their noise assessment predicts LAEQ 1hr levels of 70-75d (loud vacuum cleaner in the 
same room) at peak and 60-65db (loud enough to disrupt normal conversation) for much 


of the construction period during the day at Cemlyn and at Cestyll, and 45-50dB at night.  
Such high noise levels would result in harm to this heritage asset for the duration of the 


construction period.   
- An assessment of the combined impacts (noise, dust, vibration, lighting, visual impact, 
etc) on Cestyll Garden and its associated Grade II* Listed Building (Corn Mill), and the 


measures proposed to mitigate these.   
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b) the information provided to inform the understanding of the extent of potential change 


at (a) above will inform an understanding of the nature and magnitude of the effect.  
  
c) the mitigation outlined in the ES is not sufficient to mitigate the readily foreseeable 


effects of the proposed development and does not reflect the extent of effects that can be 
understood in principle but where insufficient information has been provided.   


- Archaeological recording of the Garden in its present setting should be the basis for 
proposals for informed restoration, enhancement and management, not an end in itself.  
- Proposals for transplantation and replanting of rare species are welcome, but evidence 


should be provided that this mitigation would be achievable and effective. 
-Appendix D11.8 (APP-215) does not present proposals for landscape restoration and 


management in sufficient detail to provide any confidence that the proposed mitigation 
would have any effect. 
- Additional mitigation is required, as set out in the WNDA Historic Environment LIR for 


Cestyll Garden.  
- Further proposed mitigation may also be needed to address any adverse effects 


identified as a result of information supplied in response to (a) and (b) above.   
 
d) the scope of the planning obligation should reflect the mitigation as developed at (c) 


above. At this stage it is not possible to develop a definitive scope for mitigation but, in 
addition to the DCO obligations suggested in the WNDA Historic Environment LIR, areas 


that should be considered for inclusion in the CMP also include: 
- Provision of new or replacement planting to screen construction works and elements of 
the completed development; 


- Transplantation/reseeding of rare species in advance of construction; 
- Monitoring of vibration and air quality with appropriate stand-down procedures where 


harm would arise; 
- Landscape and planting restoration following completion of the construction programme; 


- Provision of alternative access to the Valley Garden during construction and enhanced 
access thereafter, preferably by retaining and enhancing the existing driveway; 
- Provisions for removal and/or landscaping of works in Porth-y-Pistyll and other 


construction facilities (e.g. proposed WWTP) 
- Provisions for management and monitoring of drainage including flows in the Afon 


Cestyll; and 
- Provisions for additional landscape enhancement and restoration following the completion 
of the operational period. 


 


Q6.0.12 The 


Applicant 


WF/WA Respond to the Welsh Government’s comments in its 


relevant representation [RR-092] in relation to Cestyll 
registered historic park and garden and its setting that: 


 
(a) Greater detail should be provided on how the 


design of the proposed landscaping (mounding, 


tree planting, restoration of field boundaries) 
within the current essential setting has been 


informed by the impact on the registered park 
and garden. 


(b) Visualisations are requested to show how the 


power station will appear in views adjacent to 
the southern extent of the Cestyll and would 


inform a landscaping scheme for this area. 
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(c) Further clarification is required on how the valley 


garden will be accessed if the historic access is 
removed through the proposed landscaping 
mound/bank. 


Q6.0.13 The 
Applicant, 


IACC, Cadw, 
NT, GAPS 


and WHGT 


WF/WA With reference to: 
 


 Felin Gafnan Corn Mill (Grade ll* Listed 
Building); 


 Mill House at Felin Gafnan (Grade ll* Listed 
Building); and 


 The Corn-drying House at Felin Gafnan 


(Grade ll Listed Building); 
 


(a) Do you agree with the Applicant’s assessment of 
effects; proposals for additional mitigation; and 
the analysis of the significance of residual effect 


during construction, operation and 
decommissioning, set out in 6.4.11 ES Volume D 


- WNDA Development D11 - Cultural heritage 
[APP-130]? 


(b) Are there any additional measures that could be 


taken to mitigate the impact of the development 
on these heritage assets? 


a) The ES states that, following the application of mitigation, the Grade II* listed Corn Mill 
would be subject to a ‘short-term’ adverse change of major significance during 


construction (a 10-year period) and a lasting adverse change of moderate significance, 
even following the offsetting and mitigation measures. This assessment appears to be 


understated given: 
  
-the uncertainty over the effectiveness of mitigation for damage arising from vibration; 


-the duration of the effects during construction; 
-the permanent transformation of the setting of this asset resulting from construction of 


the breakwaters, which would permanently transform the existing coastal setting into a 
predominantly industrial aspect.  
 


It is therefore considered that even where structural damage to the asset can be avoided, 
that the transformation of the setting during construction would constitute, or approach, 


substantial harm. While this change would reduce following the completion of construction, 
the proximity and scale of the new power station and the retained MOLF and cooling water 
breakwaters would still present dominant and detracting elements in the setting of the 


asset. There would be a sizeable magnitude of harm that would remain for an indefinite 
duration. 


 
IACC is content that an assessment of harm to the significance of the Grade II listed 
buildings at Felin Gafnan is appropriate, given their increased separation from the 


proposed development and the nature of the contribution of views into Porth-y-Pistyll from 
these assets. 


 
Proposals for mitigation of adverse effects comprise a combination of monitoring the 
effects of vibration on the Corn Mill, recording and landscape mitigation. 


 
-The Corn Mill is a fragile structure containing surviving mill machinery. It is likely to be 


particularly sensitive to damage caused by vibration. It is appropriate that provision should 
be made to avoid any such effects and to monitor the effectiveness of such mitigation. 


Further detail of this potential mitigation is required, specifically: 
-a statement of the magnitude of vibration where it is considered likely that structural 
damage might arise, taking into account the specific conditions of the site and the nature 


and structural condition of the buildings; 
-a statement of the magnitude of vibration likely to arise, modelled on the observed 


ground conditions and the range of construction plant and activities anticipated to be used. 
-a statement of how monitoring would be undertaken and how potentially damaging 
effects would be identified and curtailment process put in place before damage occurs. 


-a statement of any alternative method to be used where observed vibration levels 
preclude the further use of planned plant or activities. 


-a clear statement of whether any structural works planned or required in advance of 
construction works that would reduce the potential for inadvertent harm. 
-a clear statement that non-damaging construction activities have been considered, 


providing clear reasons why these techniques have not been considered further. 
-a clear undertaking that any inadvertent damage will be appropriately repaired 


ii) Recording of these heritage assets in their current setting should be undertaken. A 
more detailed drawn and photographic survey of the Corn Mill and the historic mill 
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machinery within it should be undertaken in advance of construction work to stand as a 


record in case of inadvertent damage and to inform any structural works that may be 
necessary. 
iii) Landscape mitigation should be delivered in accordance with an agreed Conservation Management Plan for Felin 


Gafnan and Cestyll Garden (Q6.0.11, Q6.0.16) 


Q6.0.14 NT WF/WA In the light of the National Trust relevant representation 


[RR-053] in which it states that it has responsibility for 
three listed buildings which adjoin the proposed 


harbour, including Felin Gafnan a Grade II* mill. 
Explain: 
 


(a) The additional detail required to enable a full 
assessment of the impact of the proposal; 


(b) How sufficient weight should be given to the 
heritage assets; and 


(c) What an adequate level of mitigation and 


compensation might be? 
 


If appropriate the response might be contained in a 
statement of common ground. 


 


Q6.0.15 The 
Applicant 


WF/WA Respond in detail to the National Trust relevant 
representation [RR-053] in which it states that it ‘has 
responsibility for three listed buildings which adjoin the 


proposed harbour, including Felin Gafnan a Grade II* 
mill. The application lacks detail in order to assess fully 


the impact of the proposal. The application does not 
give sufficient weight to the heritage assets and an 
inadequate level of mitigation and compensation is 


proposed.’ 


 


Q6.0.16 The 


Applicant, 
IACC, Cadw, 


NT, GAPS 
and WHGT 


WF/WA Is there merit in drawing up a comprehensive 


Conservation Management Plan for the group of 
heritage assets comprising: 


 
 Cestyll Garden (Historic Landscape Type 2) 
 The sites of Cestyll House and kitchen garden 


 Felin Gafnan Corn Mill (Grade ll* Listed 
Building); 


 Mill House at Felin Gafnan (Grade ll* Listed 
Building); and 


 The Corn-drying House at Felin Gafnan 


(Grade ll Listed Building); 
 Cafnan House (Grade ll Listed Building) 


If so, how might this be done and how might it be 
secured through the dDCO? 


It is difficult to see how effective mitigation for the Cestyll and Felin Gafnan group of 


heritage assets could be secured without a comprehensive Conservation Management Plan 
(CMP) that sets out overall aims, methods and principles for the restoration, management 


and enhancement of these heritage assets. 
 
Attempts to deal with these heritage assets piecemeal would preclude any attempt to 


manage these features as a coherent group and would increase the risk of further 
fragmentation and loss of these highly significant heritage assets.  


 
The CMP should be: 
-developed by the applicant in consultation with the relevant landowners. This plan would 


set out proposals for further work required to restore elements of these heritage assets 
and their settings based on a clear understanding of their significance. 


-submitted to the Examination, and secured by a DCO requirement that ensures that the 
works set out in the CMP are carried out in line with the scope of works, standards for 


work and timetable set out within the CMP. 
 
It is recognised that the CMP would be enforceable only in terms of works that would be 


funded or carried out by the Applicant in mitigation of adverse effects on the Garden and 
associated heritage assets. It is important to note that the CMP sets out overarching aims 


and principles for work to ensure consistency between works carried out by the applicant 
and by third-party landowners in addition to detailed specifications and scopes of works 
required by the DCO as mitigation of the effects of the construction and operation of the 
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proposed development, and which are set out as advisory principles for ongoing 


management. 
 
Funding for the works required as mitigation for adverse effects of the scheme that would 


be carried out by third parties or on land not controlled by the applicant should be secured 
through an appropriate legal agreement in order to provide assurance that such works 


would be carried out. 
 
 


Q6.0.17 The 
Applicant 


WF/WA Produce a plan at scale 1:1250 of the area from Porth-
y-Pistyll extending south to Cemlyn Road showing the 


location of: 
 Cestyll Garden (Historic Landscape Type 2); 


 The site of Cestyll House and kitchen garden; 
 Felin Gafnan Corn Mill (Grade ll* Listed 


Building); 


 Mill House at Felin Gafnan (Grade ll* Listed 
Building); and 


 The Corn-drying House at Felin Gafnan 
(Grade ll Listed Building); 


 Cafnan House (Grade ll Listed Building) 


 
in relation to the boundaries of the WNDA area, the 


Wylfa NPS site and the Wylfa Power Station site. 
 
Show (a) the works planned for this location during site 


preparation and clearance and construction; and (b) the 
situation during the operation period, accurately plotting 


the proposed boundary fences, the proposed line of the 
Welsh Coastal Path and the proposed landform and 
landscape. 


 
How would the public access these heritage assets 


during construction, operation and decommissioning? 


 


Q6.0.18 IACC, Cadw, 


Welsh 
Government, 


NT and GAPS 


WF With reference to the Amlwch and Parys Mountain 


Landscape of Outstanding Historic Interest, do you 
agree with: 


 
(a) the methodology; 
(b) assessment criteria 


(c) evaluation of relative importance; 
(d) assessment of overall significance of impact; 


and 
(e) the conclusion that: ‘The overall impact of the 


development on the historic landscape on the 


Register has been assessed to be very low.’ of 
6.4.78 ES Volume D WNDA Development App D 


11-7 Assessment of the significance of the 
impact of development on the historic landscape 
for the Wylfa Newydd Power Station [APP-214]? 


 


 


IACC is in agreement with the Assessment of effects on the Amlwch and Parys Mountain 
Landscape of Outstanding Historic Interest contained within APP-214. 


 
a) the methodology appears to have been correctly applied; 
 


b) the assessment criteria appear to have been correctly applied; 
 


c) the assessment of relative importance appears appropriate; 
 
d) the assessment of overall significance of effect appears appropriate, although the 


provision of clearer explanations of how the magnitudes of change have been arrived at 
would make this process more transparent and easier to validate; and 


 
e) the overall conclusion of a very low magnitude of overall impact appears to be 
appropriate. 
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If not state why and suggest how the issue might be 


dealt with? 


IACC note that stage 5 of the ASIDOHL does not make any recommendation for mitigation 


or positive benefits that might be provided by the proposal as required by ASIDOHL 2 
Good Practice Guidance.  Potential benefits should be considered in terms of the wider 
landscape mitigation. 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 


Q6.0.19 IACC, Cadw, 


Welsh 
Government, 


NT and GAPS 


ADC 6.8.1 ES Volume H - Logistics Centre H1 - Proposed 


development [APP- 355] proposes the maintenance of 
the view between the Ty Mawr Standing Stone and the 


Trefignath Burial Chamber across the southern corner of 
the site. 
 


(a) Do the proposals illustrated in Fig A2-5 Logistics 
Centre Masterplan in 


8.1.10 ES Figure Booklet- Volume A [APP-06] achieve 
this objective in a satisfactory manner? 
(b) Are impacts on the significance of the setting of 


these scheduled monuments adequately mitigated? 
 


If not explain how the issues might be addressed. 


The construction of the logistics centre between the Ty Mawr Standing Stone and 


Trefignath Burial Chamber is considered by IACC to give rise to harm to the significance of 
these heritage assets. While the direct sightline would be retained in its narrowest sense, 


the logistics centre would still intrude on this visual link which contributes to historic and 
archaeological interest. Lighting of the logistics centre would also have the potential to 
further intrude on views of the winter solstice sunrise from Ty Mawr. The proposed 


mitigation set out in the ES (APP-355) is not adequate to mitigate the potential harm. 
 


In addition to the proposed mitigation, these effects could be minimised by designing the vehicle parking locations and 
lighting schemes to minimise intrusion on the sightline and by careful planning of any visual screening to retain the 
primacy of the existing sightlines between the assets. Mitigation of loss of historic and archaeological interest could be 


provided by management of lighting around the particular sunrise and sunset times that are understood to have 
informed the siting of these assets and through provision of enhanced interpretation materials at the assets 


themselves. 


Q6.0.20 The 


Applicant 


ADD Address the IACC concern in relation to the A5025 Off-


line highway improvements that: ‘ There is a lack of 
detail on possible impacts on heritage assets including 
Siop Soar and Black Lion Inn (Grade II listed buildings) 


and Capel Soar Standing Stone, and how these will be 
mitigated and/or compensated for’? 


 


Q6.0.21 The 
Applicant 


Q (a) How would an agreed archaeological excavation 
and recording programme be agreed, adhered to and 


completed prior to the Examination; and 
(b) Explain how archaeological mitigation is to be 
achieved across all the sites? 


Welsh Government [RR-092] IACC [RR-020] NT [RR-
053] 


 


Q6.0.22 The 
Applicant 


WF Further to the NT RR[RR-053] can you set out the 
marine archaeological assumptions concerning Porth-y-


Pistyll and Porth y Felin. 


 


Q6.0.23 The 


Applicant 


Q Would archaeological digs and/or archaeological finds 


be accessible to local groups as suggested by Cemaes 
Bay History Group [RR-016] and Jesse Hughes Youth 
Club [RR-051] and if so how would this be secured? 


IACC considers that the provision of appropriate access to archaeological investigations 


and their results is a policy requirement under NPS EN-1 5.8.20, and would be consistent 
with Wylfa Newydd SPG GP 23 Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment. While 
it is acknowledged that it would be impracticable to provide physical access to all 


investigations, it is reasonable to expect that reasonable provision should be made for 
public access, both physically and through a wider engagement programme. If consented, 
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the archaeological works for Wylfa Newydd would represent unique opportunity to engage 


with the archaeology and history of Anglesey and Wales, and there will be considerable 
public interest at local and national levels. 
 


IACC has set out, in the response to Q6.0.8, its expectations for mitigation of loss of historic interest of heritage 
assets within the site, which includes provision for access to archaeological investigations and their results. 


 


 


 


Reference Respondent Location Question IACC Response 


7. Landscape and Visual 


Q7.0.1 NRW, 


IACC,GCC, 


NT and Cadw 


Q Are you content with the Applicant’s 


approach to the assessment of 


Landscape and Visual effects as set 


out in 6.2.10 ES Volume B - 


Introduction to the environmental 


assessments B10 - Landscape and 


visual [APP-075] including: 


(a) Assessment of parameters 


(b) Identification of study areas 


(c) Identification of receptors 


(d) Identification of baseline 


conditions 


(e) Assessment of effects 


(f) The use of: 


i. Design Manual for Roads 


and Bridges assessment 


methodology for the A5025 


Off-line Highway 


Improvements; and 


ii. Night-time visual effects 


assessment methodology for 


the Power Station 


(g) Limitations 
 
If not state your reasons and 


recommendations for addressing any 


issues. 


 
The IACC considers that there is considerable detail required to properly answer this question and therefore 
includes the full response in appendix 2A. The reasoning and justification for the summary responses given 
below are set out in that appendix.  
 


a) No, because the worst case scenario is not always assessed 
b) Yes, in general, the study areas are sufficient to identify all significant effects on landscape character and 
landscape designations.   


c) No, not all receptors which should be included are identified and assessed. 
d) No, there is not a comprehensive inventory of the distribution and condition of individual landscape 
elements within the sites. 
e) No; the approach of relying almost entirely upon representative viewpoint assessments has substantially 
weakened the visual assessment.  The result is an absence of quantitative assessment of significant adverse 
effects.  
f) In general the IACC is highly supportive of the use of the DRMB for the A5025 Off-line Highway 
Improvements for the landscape and visual assessments, however the descriptors and definitions for the 
sensitivity, magnitude, significance and duration criteria are different to those used for the assessments of 
the other aspects of the Wylfa Newydd Project, which makes it difficult to compare the impacts of the A5025 
and the other developments, and also makes it difficult to undertake the assessment of cumulative intra-
project impacts based on these assessments.   


 
The approaches at these development sites do not reflect the methodology set out in ILP Professional 
Lighting Guide 04 foe night-time visual effects.  
 


g) IACC disagree with the statement in section 10.4.70 that “There are no limitations to the assessment 


undertaken within the scope of the methodology set out above”; the IACC considers that a number of 


limitations apply. 
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Q7.0.2 NRW, IACC, 


GCC, Cadw, 
NT, VCC, 
LdCC, LPCC, 


LbCC and 
TAG 


WF Is the Applicant’s approach to the 


landscape and visual effects of the 
development in relation to the Wylfa 
Newydd Development Area as set out 


in 6.4.10 ES Volume D - WNDA 
Development D10 - Landscape and 


visual [APP-129] adequate and if not 
how should any issues be addressed; 
with reference to: 


(a) The approach to the Study Area 
as described in section 10.2; 


including the Zones of Theoretical 
Visibility, the main Assessment 
Points and the extent of 


theoretical visibility of the 
different assessment points within 


the overarching study area, for 
the different assessment stages 
presented in figures D10-18 to 


D10-27 of 6.4.101 ES Volume D - 
WNDA Development Figure 


Booklet - Volume D (Parts 1 and 
2) [App-237 and APP-238]; 


(b) The summary of the landscape 


and visual baseline conditions 
within the study areas including 


the Value of Landscape Receptors 
summarised in Table D10-3; the 


selected Representative and 
Illustrative viewpoints for both 
daytime and night-time described 


in Section 3 and shown in Figures 
D10.14 – D10.17 of 6.4.101 ES 


Volume D - WNDA Development 
Figure Booklet - Volume D (Part 1 
of 2) [APP-237 and APP-238]; 


(c) Design basis and activities for 
construction, operation and 


decommissioning, including 
Embedded and Good Practice 
mitigation; 


(d) Assessment of effects including: 
 evaluation of sensitivity of 


receptors 
 effects on landscape and 


seascape character 


 daytime and night-time 
effects 


 effects on landscape and 
seascape character 


 visual effects 


The IACC considers that there is considerable detail required to properly answer this question and therefore 
includes the full response in appendix 2B . The reasoning and justification for the summary responses given 
below are set out in that appendix.  


 


a)  No, IACC disagrees with the presentation of the ZTVs being restricted to either A3 scale or 4no ZTVs per 


A3 sheet.  IACC requests that ZTVs are generated to provide linear diagrammatic representations of the 


visibility of the main components of the construction and operation periods along linear routes. 


 


b) IACC broadly agrees with the attribution of landscape value as set out in Table D10-3 and that no 


landscape receptors possess low or negligible value.  However, the categories are broad and the 


categorisation coarse such that no distinction in made between the values of the locally designated and 


undesignated landscapes.   


 


IACC agrees with the selection of the viewpoints in the overarching study area as shown in Figure D10-14 


but are not in agreement with the viewpoint typology adopted that is set out in Section 10.4.23 of B10 


[APP-075]. IACC requests the inclusion of the additional Representative and night-time Viewpoints (please 


see appendix). 


 


d) The approach in ES Chapter D10 [APP-129] does not separately assess the direct and indirect impacts 
and “averages” the impacts over each landscape and seascape character unit.  It is also vague in terms of 


the geographical areas within which the impacts would be significant 
The majority of the assessments in ES Chapter D10 are of daytime effects.  Assessments of night-time 


effects have been undertaken for the construction and operational phases and for visual receptors only.   


For local communities IACC agree with the overall evaluation of high sensitivity for residents in Cemaes and 


Tregele but considers that residents in Llanfairynghornwy and Llanfechell should also be ascribed with high 


sensitivity as opposed to medium sensitivity. IACC does however highlight several shortcomings and 


omissions in the visual assessment.  These are set out in the WNDA Visual chapter of the LIR 


 


e) IACC welcomes all the embedded, good practice and additional mitigation measures specified in the 


application, however, IACC also expects various additional mitigation and schemes identified in the LIR to be 


secured by way of DCO requirements and some compensation measures to be secured by way of S106 


obligations 


 


f) IACC is in broad agreement with the residual effects and mitigation contained in Tables D10-43, D10-
44 and D10-45 [APP-129].  However, IACC is of the opinion that there would be some significant 


residual impacts on landscape and/or seascape character during the operational phase. IACC also 
notes that due to the large and spatially extensive nature of the visual receptor groups included, the 


assessments are too general to allow the effectiveness of the adoption of the additional mitigation 
measures to be meaningfully evaluated.   
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(e) Additional mitigation during 


construction, operation and 
decommissioning; 


(f) Residual effects and Additional 


Mitigation for construction, 
operation and decommissioning 


summarised in Tables D10.43 to 
D10 for landscape; daytime 
visual; night-time visual; and 


(ecological compensation sites) 
receptors. 


Is the approach of using 
representative community views as 
opposed to individual viewpoints 


sufficient for assessing daytime and 
night- time visual effects on 


community receptors? 


Q7.0.3 NRW, IACC, 


NT 
and IPs 


Q (a) Bearing in mind the special 


qualities of the Isle of 
Anglesey AONB as set out in 
the AONB Management Plan 


(see para 2.1.30 of 8.16 
Landscape and Habitat 


Management Strategy (Part 1 
of 2) [APP- 424]) are the 
mitigation measures outlined 


in D10.14 of ES Volume D - 
WNDA Development D10 - 


Landscape and visual [APP-
129] in relation to the Isle of 
Anglesey AONB sufficient to 


meet the policy objectives of 
EN-1 paras. 5.9.9 to 5.9.11 


and both Welsh national and 
local planning policies, 


including policies in the AONB 
Management Plan, as 
summarised in paragraphs 


6.4.244 to 6.4.257 of 8.1 
Planning Statement [APP-


406]? 
(b) If not what additional 


measures could be taken to 


meet the policy objectives and 
how might they be secured 


through the dDCO? 


 


 
The AONB Management Plan (Table 4) identifies three features and fourteen special qualities that make up 


the resources in the AONB and states (para 4.1) that the maintenance of these resources is central to the 


sustainability of the AONB.   


 


The LHMS (para 2.1.30) lists these slightly out of order as the features are the 1st, 2nd and 5th bullets and 


the special qualities are the other bullets.  Also, the 13th bullet should read “rural agricultural/coastal 


communities”.   


 


IACC is not sure what is meant by “D10.14” in ES Chapter D10 [APP-129].  However, all the embedded and 


good practice mitigation described in the Wylfa Newydd CoCP (8.6), the Main Power Station Site sub-CoCP 


(8.7) and ES Chapter D10 (6.4.10, paras 10.4.19 – 10.4.28, paras 10.4.36 – 10.4.41, and paras 10.4.44 – 


10.4.47) and the additional mitigation described in ES Chapter D10 (6.4.10, Table D10-40, Table D10-41, 


Table D10-42, Table D10-43, Table D10-44 and Table D10-45) are necessary to mitigate the impacts of the 


development on the AONB and Heritage Coast.   


 


As identified by Horizon in Table D10-43, even with all these mitigation measures, the impacts on the 


special qualities of the AONB will still be Major adverse significant during the construction phase and early 


part of the operational phase, will remain Moderate adverse significant throughout the remainder of the 


operational phase and will be Major adverse significant during the decommissioning phase.   


 


Also, as identified by Horizon in Table D10-43, even with all these mitigation measures, the impacts on the 


special qualities of the Heritage Coast will be Major adverse significant throughout the construction, 


operational and decommissioning phases.   


 


However, as noted in the IACC WNDA Landscape LIR, these impacts are predicted by Horizon for those parts 


of the AONB and Heritage Coast that are within the WNDA only and Horizon considers the impacts on the 


AONB and Heritage Coast “overall” to be not significant during the operational phase.  However, as 


explained in the IACC WNDA Landscape LIR, there would also be Negative (Moderate adverse significant) 


indirect impacts on the wider AONB and Heritage Coast during the operational phase up to 5km from the 


WNDA.   
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As noted in the list in the LHMS and AONB Management Plan, two of the special qualities of the AONB are 


“Built Environment including Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings” and “Archaeology and Ancient 


Monuments/ Historic Landscapes, Parks and Gardens”.  As noted in the IACC WNDA Historic Environment 


LIR, there would also be Negative (adverse significant) direct and indirect impacts on Listed Buildings, 


archaeology and historic landscapes, parks and gardens within the AONB, including Cestyll Garden and its 


associated listed buildings and Dame Sylvia Crowe’s designed landscape.   


 


IACC is extremely concerned that these long term Negative direct and indirect impacts could significantly 
affect the ability of the AONB and Heritage Coast to fulfil their purposes in this part of North Anglesey.  


Consequently, additional mitigation measures and compensation proposals will need to be agreed and 
secured, which could include mitigation and compensation measures elsewhere in the AONB and Heritage 


Coast, to protect and strengthen these designations.  These additional mitigation and compensation 
measures are described in the IACC WNDA Landscape and Historic Environment LIRs and should be secured 
by way of DCO requirements and S106 obligations. 


 


Compliance with EN1 and PPW cannot currently be agreed as the proposal lacks the detail necessary to 


demonstrate that the development has been sensitively designed or that harm to the landscape is 


minimised; the colour palette for the external finishes is not defined (the DAS gives options for schemes 


only, at p93 stating buildings could be green to blend with the landscape or have a painted finish to create a 


bold structure)  and landscaping proposals are too high level for any meaningful assessment to be 


undertaken.  


 


Please see the WNDA chapter of the LIR for a more detailed consideration of the proposals and the IACC's 


proposals for mitigation.  


 


Q7.0.4 The 


Applicant 


Q IACC [RR-0202], NRW [RR-088] and 


NT [RR-053] raise concerns over 
impacts on the Anglesey AONB. 
Respond to the assertions that: 


(a) Detailed proposals will need to 
be submitted to ensure 


mitigation of impacts upon the 
AONB are fully developed and 


to confirm that the power 
station’s landscape and visual 
integration with the AONB has 


been developed to best effect; 
and 


(b) Landscape harm in and 
adjoining the Anglesey AONB 
is underestimated and 


inadequate mitigation and 
compensation is proposed 


 
Show how in relation to: 
 


 Wylfa Newydd Development Area 
 Off-site Power Station Facility 
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 A5025 Off-line highway 


improvements 
 Logistics Centre at Parc Cybi 
 


the mitigation measures outlined in 
D10.14 of ES Volume D - WNDA 


Development D10 - Landscape and 
visual [APP-129] in relation to the Isle 
of Anglesey AONB meet the policy 


objectives of EN-1 paras. 5.9.9 to 
5.9.11 and both Welsh national and 


local planning policies, including 
policies in the AONB Management 
Plan, as summarised in paragraphs 


6.4.244 to 6.4.257 of 8.1 Planning 
Statement [APP-406]? 


Q7.0.5 NRW, IACC, 
GCC, Cadw, 


NT, VCC, 
LdCC, LPCC, 
LbCC, NAP, 


TAG and IPs 


WF Are the photomontage views across all 
sites as set out in [APP-199]; [APP- 


200]; [APP-261], [APP-378], [APP-
296] and [APP-343] adequate and are 
you satisfied with: 


 
 The choice of selected locations; 


 The methodology for 
photomontage; 


 The chosen timeframes for the 


images? 
 


(a) Are there any additional 
viewpoints that would be helpful? 


(b) Do the images raise any issues or 


concerns and how might these be 
addressed? 


 
WNDA –  


IACC are satisfied that the locations selected and shown on Figures D10-15 and D10-16 [APP-237] are 


suitable but as set out in response to Q7.0.2 IACC strongly recommends that a number of additional 


photomontages are provided to illustrate a greater range of the views that will be available to residents in 


the settlements of Cemaes, Tregele and Llanfairynghornwy.  A proportion of these additional locations are 


either Illustrative Viewpoints or Representative Viewpoints whilst some are new locations that have been 


identified by IACC. 


 Revised Representative Viewpoint 16 (Cemaes) should be located on the western end of Maes Cynfor.   


 Revised Representative Viewpoint 12 (Cemaes) should be located further to the east along Stad 


Castellor.   


 Revised Representative Viewpoint 13 (Cemaes/Wales Coast Path) should be located on the Wales 


Coast Path to the immediate north-west of the house shown in the current viewpoint photograph.   


 Illustrative Viewpoint F – Western end of Ffordd y Traeth in Penrhyn..  


 New Photomontage Viewpoint - Illustrative Viewpoint G (Cemaes) should be moved approximately 


50m further.  


 New Photomontage Viewpoint - to be sited at the elevated eastern end of Maes Capel in south-


western Cemaes.   


 New Photomontage Viewpoint - A second location on the PRoW that skirts the western edge of 


Cemaes. 


 New Photomontage Viewpoint – On the pavement outside No 9 Gwelfor in the elevated eastern part of 


Cemaes.   


 New Photomontage Viewpoint – Wales Coast Path close to Trwyn y Parc at the entrance to Cemaes 


Bay. 


 New Photomontage Viewpoint –midway along Esgair Gemlyn along Cemlyn Bay which forms a 


seasonal variation of the Wales Coast Path. 


 New Photomontage Viewpoint - South-eastern end of Cae Garnedd in Tregele. 


 New Photomontage Viewpoint - Parking bay on road through Llanfairynghornwy between 


Representative Viewpoint 8 and Illustrative Viewpoint Y.   


 


Off-Site Power Station Facilities –  


IACC are satisfied that the photomontage locations selected and shown on Figure E10-5 [APP-265] are 


suitable but recommends new photomontages are provided from two additional locations: 







67 
 


 New Photomontage Viewpoint – eastern side of Llanfaethlu Primary School in open carpark location.  


This is a closer variant on Viewpoint 2 avoiding the screening effect of the Primary School itself.  


Worst case scenario for any residents in Llanfaethlu.  


 New Photomontage Viewpoint – southern view from A5025 driveway entrance at Pant to the 


immediate north of the Facilities site.  At present there are no viewpoints or visualisation from the 


small group of residential properties close to the north of the Facilities. 


 


It should be noted that Figures 01 and 02 [APP-265] describe Viewpoint 7 as being on a footpath in the 


AONB south of the MEEG but, as illustrated by the location plans on these figures, Viewpoint 7 is located on 


a footpath in the AONB west-northwest of the MEEG.   


 


Parc Cybi Logistics Centre 


IACC are satisfied that the photomontage locations selected and shown on Figure H10-5 [APP-383] are 


suitable being close to the two Scheduled Monuments. IACC recommends that the photomontages are 


revised to show colours for the main components at the proposed operational Logistics Centre, especially 


the lorries. The use of a universal grey rendering in the photomontages in APP-6.8.26 makes them more 


difficult to understand.  IACC recommends that an additional photomontage is provided from one location: 


 Representative Viewpoint 7 – Penrhyn Giergol and Hunter’s Close, Trearddur.  This is recommended 


to show the scale and mass of the operational Logistics Centre in the visual context of the former 


Aluminium Works and how would impact on views to the sea and north-west Anglesey coast that are 


likely to be valued by residents in this settlement.  


 


Dalar Hir Park and Ride 


IACC are satisfied that the photomontage locations selected and shown on Figure F10-5 [APP-303] are 


suitable.  IACC have reviewed the Representative Viewpoints [APP-295] for Dalar Hir and recommend the 


photomontages are produced from two additional viewpoints: 


 Representative Viewpoint 5 – NCR8 and minor road to the south to provide an understanding of the 


operation of the Park and Ride Facility in a wider landscape and it visual context..  


 Representative Viewpoint 6 – A5 on south side of Park and Ride.  Representative of the most widely 


available view to visual receptors using A5 and to a lesser extent, the A55.  


 


A5025 


IACC are satisfied that the photomontage locations selected and shown on Figures G10-13 to G10-17 [APP-


354] are suitable.   


 


The photomontage methodology as set out in Appendix D10-8 [APP-199], which is common to all the 
photomontage visualisations, is fit for purpose with only minor points raised. 


 
Section 1.2.4 in Appendix D10-8 [APP-199] describes ascertaining the correct field of view for the 


photomontage images using landmark features cross referenced against corresponding features in AutoCAD. 
This is an acceptable way to ascertain alignment it may have potential to equate to inaccuracies on the 
horizontal angle of view shown on the final drawings. The current drawings show a 400mm wide image as 


being an 80° horizontal angle of view, which need to be checked for accuracy dependent upon the pixel 
dimensions of the original photography.  


 
Section 1.3.9 in Appendix D10-8 [APP-199] explains the decision to render all the proposed buildings in the 


Power Station using a plain grey colour to represent a concrete finish.  IACC understand the justification for 
this decision and concur that the final choice of the colour scheme will subject to “ongoing design 
development following grant of a DCO”.  However, IACC also note that for the Power Station, as set out in 
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the Visual Effects Schedule in Appendix D10-7 [APP-199], the adoption of a naturalistic colour scheme as an 


additional mitigation measure is assessed at a limited number of Representative Viewpoints as justification 
for reducing the residual magnitude of visual change at these viewpoints.  The ability to select a bold 
scheme under the DAS is therefore not allowed for under that mitigation; to accord with the DAS both colour 


scheme options should be assessed or the bold option should be removed from the DAS.  
 


Section 1.4.2 in Appendix D10-8 [APP-199] explains about the need to “trim” some photomontage buildings 
in Adobe Photoshop to contain them within the extent of the parameter envelope. Where the 3D model has 
been adjusted in this way it could be suggested that these specific photomontages should state this as 


having been the case in the drawing notes to allow IACC and other parties to understand where this 
measure has been implemented. 


IACC concur with the chosen time frame for the images at all the AD and A5025 off-line photomontages.   


At the WNDA IACC agree that the selection of season variations and that for the operation period the 


selection of Year 1 and Year 15 represent established best practice.   


 


At the WNDA IACC object to the omission of images representing the construction period given its longevity 


and the intensity and spatial extent of the construction activities.  As demonstrated in the landscape and 


visual effects schedules (Appendices D10-6 & D10-7 [APP 198 &199] and the main LVIA [APP-129], for 


many landscape and visual receptors the greatest magnitude of change will be sustained during the 


construction period.  For the visual impact assessment this statement is especially relevant to residential 


visual receptors in properties in parts of Tregele and Cemaes.  As a consequence, IACC have requested 


(letter of 011018) images of the formation of Mounds A and B from a limited number of viewpoints: 


 


 IACC recommends wireline visualisations at the end of construction year 1 from the viewpoints listed 


below.   


 


 Representative Viewpoint 16 - Cemaes; 


 Illustrative Viewpoint F – Cemaes; 


 Illustrative Viewpoint G – Cemaes; and  


 Representative Viewpoint 18 – Tregele. 


 


The wirelines should be imposed upon the winter baseline photography.   


 


IACC acknowledge that visualisations of the Site Campus are provided in the Appendix 1-2 of Volume 3 of 


the Design and Access Statement [APP-409].  IACC recommend that these are supplemented by 


photomontage visualisations showing the fully operational Site Campus during the construction period.  


Photomontages are to be provided from: 


 Representative Viewpoint 10: Wyfla Head; 


 Representative Viewpoint 13: Wales Coast Path at Penrhyn; and 


 Representative Viewpoint 11: Porth Llanbadrig. 


 


Q7.0.6 The 
Applicant 


WE All the viewpoints in 6.5.23 ES Volume 
E - Off-Site Power Station Facilities: 
AECC ESL and MEEG App E10-5 - 


Photomontage viewpoints [APP-261] 
are described as “view from footpath 


south of the MEEG”; this cannot be 
accurate in each case. Please provide 
a corrected version. 
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Q7.0.7 The 


Applicant 


WF The Tregele Action Group [RR-101] 


and other local residents [RR-117 and 
RR-118] are concerned about how 
effective the artificial drumlins will be 


in protecting the quality of life of 
Tregele residents. 


 
Provide a set of photomontage images 
from Representative Viewpoint 18 


(left) to show the position and height 
of the proposed mound opposite the 


residential properties on the A5025 in 
Tregele and explain the extent to 
which it will mitigate noise, dust and 


light pollution during construction and 
operation. 


 


Q7.0.8 The 
Applicant 


WA In relation to the proposed 
Breakwater and MOLF: 


(a) Provide information on the 
potential range of materials for 
their construction and the 


potential palette of colour 
through the operational period. 


Explain how the selected 
colours would be maintained. 


(b) How would the agreed 


materials and colour be 
secured within the dDCO? 


(c) Explain the purpose and use of 
the MOLF post-construction? 


 


Q7.0.9 NRW, IACC, 
NT, 
Cadw and 


IPs 


WE Is the Applicant’s approach to the 
landscape and visual effects of the 
development in relation to the Off-Site 


Power Station facilities as set out in 
6.5.10 ES Volume E - Off-Site Power 


Station Facilities: AECC ESL and MEEG 
E10 - Landscape and visual [APP-248] 


adequate and if not how should any 
issues be addressed; with reference 
to: 


 
(a) The approach to the Study 


Area as described in section 
10.2; including the Zones of 
Theoretical Visibility (Fig 


E10.1[APP-265]). 
(b) The summary of the landscape 


and visual baseline conditions 
within the study areas; 


(c) The selected Representative 


viewpoints described in 6.5.22 
ES Volume E - Off-Site Power 


(a) The approach to the Study Area, as detailed in Section E10.2 [APP-248] is acceptable and IACC 


agrees that effects on landscape character, landscape designations and notable views to the Off-Site 


Power Station Facilities are likely to be limited to the area described and illustrated in the 2km 


detailed study area. The approach to the ZTV should take note of IACC responses to Q7.0.1 and 


Q7.0.2, above.  


(b) IACC agrees with the general observations of the Landscape Baseline as set out in Section E10.3 


[APP-248], but requests that detailed surveys of the hard and soft landscaping on the site are 


provided to inform the final design and mitigation options, as noted in the Dalar Hir LIR Chapter.   


(c) In terms of Visual baseline, IACC considers that there are gaps in the assessment presented by 


Horizon.  The manner in which residential receptors in a settlement or community are grouped 


together results in gaps.  Consequently, variations in baseline conditions, in the magnitude of change 


and hence upon the significance of residual effects that are likely to be sustained between residential 


receptors are missed.  IACC considers that the assessment of effects upon individual residential 


properties is also necessary to properly inform the consideration of effects and the necessity or 


otherwise of further mitigation.  


IACC is satisfied with the location and selection of viewpoints as shown in App E10-4 [APP-260]. 


e) As is noted in detail in both the Landscape and Visual chapters of the LIR, additional mitigation 
proposals should be secured by DCO requirements.    


• evaluation of sensitivity of receptors As is noted in the Local Impact Report, the IACC does 


not agree with the manner in which residential receptors in a settlement or community are 


grouped together, which does not allow assessments to be sufficiently accurate.  IACC 
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Station Facilities: AECC ESL 


and MEEG App E10-4 - 
Representative viewpoints 
[APP-260]; 


(d) Design basis and activities for 
construction, operation and 


decommissioning, including 
Embedded and Good Practice 
mitigation; 


(e) Assessment of effects during 
construction, operation and 


decommissioning, including: 
 evaluation of sensitivity of 


receptors 


 effects on landscape 
character 


 daytime and night-time 
effects 


 visual effects 


(f) Additional mitigation during 
operation (Table E10.30); 


(g) Residual effects (Table 
E10.4)for construction, 
operation and 


decommissioning. 
 


(6.5.20 ES Volume E - Off-Site Power 
Station Facilities: AECC ESL and MEEG 


App E10-2 - Landscape effects 
schedule [APP-258] and 6.5.21 ES 
Volume E - Off-Site Power Station 


Facilities: AECC ESL and MEEG App 
E10- 3 - Visual effects schedule [APP-


259]) 


considers that the assessment of effects upon individual residential properties is also 


necessary to properly inform the consideration of effects and necessity or otherwise of further 


mitigation. 


• effects on landscape character  IACC agrees that the effects on landscape character (of the 


site and surrounding area) would not be significant during the early construction and 


decommissioning phases).  However, IACC is of the opinion that the presence of the buildings 


during the operational phase would be a very noticeable additional feature which would 


contrast with the current landscape character in both the AONB (Viewpoint 7) and in the local 


landscape (Viewpoint 8).  The proposed new planting would progressively ameliorate these 


adverse effects on local landscape character within 15 years (Figure 08) but would have no 


ameliorating effects on landscape character within the AONB (Figure 02).  Various additional 


measures are suggested in the Landscape LIR to help assimilate these buildings into their 


surroundings (see answer to (f) below).   


• daytime and night-time effects; The assessment of daytime and night-time effects is 


considered adequate, although the proposals for “low lighting levels” as described in Chapter 


E10 [APP-248] are not adequate and a detailed lighting scheme should be provided. 


• visual effects.  As is noted in detail in the Local Impact Report, in addition to the effects 
identified by Horizon, IACC concludes that there are a number of visual receptors where the 


magnitude of visual change should be assessed as being higher than that which has been 
reported within Appendix E 10-3. Also please refer to general comments in response to 
Q7.0.1 (e) above.  


f) Additional mitigation during operation (Table E10.30); IACC agrees with the general approach to 
mitigation, but considers that additional mitigation measures should be secured to minimise impacts 


upon both the landscape and visual receptors.  Proposed mitigation is suggested in the LIR Additional 
planting should be undertaken both within and outside the site at the earliest possible opportunity, to 
allow the screening to become effective early in the life of the development. 


 


g) Residual effects (Table E10.4) for construction, operation and decommissioning. As is noted in the 


LIR, IACC has identified negative impacts in addition to those assessed by Horizon.  IACC 


recommends that additional landscape planting be undertaken within and outside of the site.  


Compensation in the form of improvements to the local public footpath network should also be 


provided. 


Q7.0.10 NRW, IACC, 


Cadw and NT 


ADC Is the Applicant’s approach to the 


landscape and visual effects of the 
development in relation to the 
Logistics Centre as set out in 6.8.10 


ES Volume H - Logistics Centre H10 - 
Landscape and visual [APP-364] 


adequate and if not how should any 
issues be addressed; with reference 
to: 


 
(a) The approach to the Study 


Area as described in section 
10.2; including the Zones of 
Theoretical Visibility (Fig E10.1 


[APP-383]). 
(b) The summary of the landscape 


and visual baseline conditions 
within the study areas; 


 


(a) The approach to the Study Area, as detailed in Section H10.2 [APP-364] is acceptable and IACC 


agrees that effects on landscape character, landscape designations and notable views to the Logistics 


Centre are likely to be limited to the area described and illustrated in the 2km detailed study area. 


The approach to the ZTV should take note of IACC responses to Q7.0.1, above.    


(b) IACC agrees with the general observations of the Landscape Baseline as set out in Section H10.3 


[APP-364]In terms of Visual baseline, please refer to the response to Q7.0.1 (d) above.   


(c) IACC is satisfied with the location and selection of viewpoints as shown in Figure H10-5 [APP-383], 


notwithstanding general comments in response to Q7.0.1 and Q7.0.2.   


(d)  As noted in the LIR, IACC agrees with the embedded and good practice mitigation proposals (but 


not the detail of the draft CoCPs which does not secure all of the identified measures) and requires 


additional mitigation and schemes to be secured by way of the DCO requirements.  These include 


modifications to the design in order to retain more of the existing mature woodland on the site, the 


materials, colour and design of the proposed buildings, fencing and other structures, a detailed 


lighting design, a detailed materials handling scheme and detailed hard and soft landscape schemes 


for both on and off-site planting, all to be submitted to and agreed with IACC.   


(e)  
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(c) The selected Representative 


viewpoints described in 6.8.24 
ES Volume H - Logistics Centre 
App H10-4 - Representative 


viewpoints [APP-378]; 
(d) Design basis and activities for 


construction, operation and 
decommissioning, including 
Embedded and Good Practice 


mitigation; 
(e) Assessment of effects during 


construction, operation and 
decommissioning, including: 
 evaluation of sensitivity of 


receptors 
 effects on landscape 


character 
 visual effects for 


recreational, community 


and transient receptors and 
visitors to the Trefignath 


Burial Chamber and the Ty 
Mawr Standing Stone 


 long distance views 


 night-time views 
(f) Additional mitigation during 


construction (Table H10-3) 
and operation (Table H10-4); 


(g) Residual effects for landscape 
(Table H10.5) and visual 
(Table H10-6) for construction 


and operation. 


 evaluation of sensitivity of receptors; Please see detailed response to Q7.0.1, above. 


 effects on landscape character; IACC agrees that the residual impacts on landscape character will 


be moderate adverse (in the short to medium term, up to the end of the operational phase of the 


Logistics Centre) with no significant long-term adverse effects (once the site is satisfactorily 


decommissioned).     


 visual effects for recreational, community and transient receptors  and visitors to the Trefignath 


Burial Chamber and the Ty Mawr Standing Stone; IACC agrees that significant adverse effects will 
be sustained by visitors to the two nearby scheduled monuments, community receptors in the 


closest parts of Kingsland (some properties around Cweryd Villas) and Trearddur and recreational 


and transient receptors using the closest sections of two cycle ways and the Service Road.   


 long distance views;  IACC considers the range of viewpoints provided to be sufficient. 


 night-time views. As is noted in the LIR, IACC requires the provision of a detailed lighting scheme 


that minimises the number of lighting columns and avoids light spill onto surrounding buildings, 


watercourses and boundary features (to minimise night-time glow and effects on landscape 


character, the special qualities of the AONB and Anglesey’s Dark Sky status aspirations), to be 


submitted to and approved by IACC prior to work commencing on the site.   


(f) Additional mitigation during construction (Table H10-3) and operation (Table H10-4);.  Please see 


the Dalar Hir LIR chapter for the additional mitigation and detailed schemes that should be secured 


by way of DCO requirements. 


(g) Residual effects for landscape (Table H10.5) and visual (Table H106) for construction and operation.  


IACC generally agrees with the conclusions reached by Horizon in the landscape and visual 


assessment but has identified opportunities for additional mitigation including both on and off-site 


planting.  This would provide additional screening of views into the site. 


 


Q7.0.11 NRW, IACC 


and 
IPs 


ADB Is the Applicant’s approach to the 


landscape and visual effects of the 
development in relation to the Park 


and Ride facility at Dalar Hir as set out 
in 6.6.10 ES Volume F - Park and Ride 
F10 - Landscape and visual [APP- 


275] adequate and if not how should 
any issues be addressed; with 


reference to: 
(a) The approach to the Study 


Area as described in section 


10.2; including the Zones of 
Theoretical Visibility (Fig F10.1 


[APP-303]). 
(b) The summary of the landscape 


and visual baseline conditions 


within the study areas; 
(c) The selected Representative 


viewpoints described in 6.6.30 
ES Volume F - Park and Ride 


 


(a) The approach to the Study Area, as detailed in Section F10.2 [APP-275] is acceptable and IACC 


agrees that effects on landscape character and notable views to the Park and Ride are likely to be 


limited to the area described and illustrated in the 3km detailed study area. The approach to the ZTV 


should take note of IACC responses to Q7.0.1, above.   


(b) IACC general comments made in Q7.0.1 and Q7.0.2 apply.  It is considered that the baseline 


information provided is not sufficiently detailed, is inconsistent and should be updated, as noted in the 


Landscape and Visual sub-section of the Dalar Hir Park and Ride chapter of the LIR.  
(c) IACC is generally content with the selection of viewpoints. However please refer to response to 


Q7.0.1(e) for further comments on viewpoints and their use in the assessment. 


(d) As is noted in the Landscape and Visual sub-section of the Dalar Hir Park and Ride chapter of the LIR, 


it is considered that the layout could be modified in order to retain more of the Important Hedgerows 


on the site, there is a lack of information on the lighting and security measures proposed and there is 


insufficient mitigation included in Horizon’s proposals.  These can be addressed by a DCO 


requirement(s) for a modified design to be submitted to and approved by IACC that incorporates 


these modifications, mitigation measures and additional detailed schemes.   


(e) Please refer to response to Q7.0.1 (c) for general comments on receptors.   


• effects on local landscape;  Please note the comments made in the Landscape and Visual sub-


section of the Dalar Hir Park and Ride chapter of the LIR, and the mitigation required to reduce the 
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App F10-4 - Representative 


viewpoints [APP-295]; 
(d) Design basis and activities for 


construction, operation and 


decommissioning, including 
Embedded and Good Practice 


mitigation; 
(e) Assessment of effects during 


construction, operation and 


decommissioning, including: 
 evaluation of sensitivity of 


receptors 
 effects on local landscape 
 visual effects for 


recreational, community 
and transient receptors 


 night-time views 
(f) Additional mitigation during 


construction (Fig F10.3), 


operation (Fig F10.4) and 
decommissioning (Fig F10.5); 


(g) Residual effects for landscape 
(Fig F10.6) and visual (Fig 
F10-7) for construction, 


operation and 
decommissioning. 


impacts on landscape fabric and character.  IACC is of the opinion that there would be significant 


effects on landscape fabric (not assessed by Horizon) and that, without the additional mitigation 


suggested by IACC, the significant effects on landscape character would be greater than predicted 


by Horizon.   


• visual effects for recreational, community and transient receptors; As is noted in the LIR, IACC 


considers that there are gaps in the assessment present by Horizon, overlooking residential visual 


receptors in properties located within the study area and ZTV but outside the communities of 


Bodedern and Llanfihangel-yn-Nhuwyn.   Whilst IACC accepts that the methodological approach 


under which visual effects upon residential receptors as confined to residents in communities was 


agreed between Horizon and IACC, the Council considers that the assessment of effects upon 


individual residential properties is also necessary to properly inform the consideration of effects 


and necessity or otherwise of further mitigation.     


• night-time views Please refer to response to Q7.0.1 (f, ii). 


(f) IACC has identified a number of additional mitigation measures beyond those identified by Horizon.  


Full details of these mitigation measures can be found in the Landscape and Visual sub-section of the 


Dalar Hir Park and Ride chapter of the LIR 


(g) As noted in answer to (e) above, IACC is of the opinion that there would be significant effects on 


landscape fabric (not assessed by Horizon) and that, without the additional mitigation suggested by 


IACC, the significant effects on landscape character would be greater than predicted by Horizon.  The 


construction, operation and decommissioning of the park and ride facility would generate a small 


number of adverse significant visual effects upon the groups of visual receptors located within the ZTV 


and the study area.  Some of these effects have been identified by Horizon; however IACC concludes 


that there are in addition, a small number of visual receptors where the magnitude of visual change 


should be assessed as being higher than that which has been reported within (Table 1-1 Visual 


Effects, Appendix 10-3, [APP-259]). 


 


Q7.0.12 The 
Applicant 


ADB Applicant – Please confirm the 
proposed hours of lighting for the Park 
and Ride? (paragraph 4.3.1 of the 


PRSCoCP [APP-418]) 


 


Q7.0.13 NRW, IACC 


and 
IPs 


ADC Is the Applicant’s approach to the 


landscape and visual effects of the 
development in relation to the A5025 


Off-line highway improvements as set 
out in 6.7.10 ES Volume G - A5025 
Off-line Highway Improvements G10 - 


Landscape and visual [APP-313] 
adequate for: 


 
Section 1: Valley 


 Section 2: Llanfachraeth 
 Section 3: Llanfaethlu 
 Section 7: Cefn Coch; and 


 Power Station Access Road 
Junction 


 
and if not how should any issues be 
addressed; with reference to: 


 


(a) IACC finds the approach to the Study Area and ZTV acceptable, with note of general comments made 


in response to Q7.0.1 and Q7.0.2, above. 
(b) IACC generally agrees with the presentation of landscape and visual baseline information although 


some of the baseline information is inconsistent and out-dated, and none of the baseline surveys 


include a survey of the existing hard landscape elements (including stone walls and cloddiau) within 


the DCO limits, which needs to be provided.  The inconsistencies and gaps in the baseline data are set 


out in the A5025 off-line Highway Improvements Landscape chapter of the LIR. 


(c) Generally the IACC agrees with the selection of viewpoints. 


(d) IACC will require substantially more detailed information for landscape and visual mitigation, the 


scope of which has been described in detail within the Landscape and Visual sub-section of the A5025 


Off-line Highway Improvements chapter of the LIR. 


• evaluation of sensitivity of receptors;  IACC generally agrees with the approach to evaluating the 


sensitivity of receptors.  


• effects on local landscape  IACC generally agrees with the assessment of effects on local landscape 


resources. 


• visual effects for residential, users of community areas, users of PROW, transport routes and 


visitors to selected receptors; As is noted in the Landscape and Visual sub-section of the A5025 


Off-line Highway Improvements chapter of the LIR, the IACC agrees with the levels of impact 


identified by Horizon for landscape resources and the majority of receptors but has identified an 


additional number of receptors where it considers that the magnitude of change experienced by 
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(a) The approach to the Study 


Area as described in section 
10.2; including the Zones of 
Theoretical Visibility (Fig G10-


13 to G10-17 [APP-354]). 
(b) The summary of the landscape 


and visual baseline conditions 
within the study areas; 


(c) The selected Representative 


and Illustrative viewpoints 
described in 


6.7.37 ES Volume G - A5025 Off-line 
Highway Improvements App G10-5 - 
Representative viewpoints [APP=340] 


and 6.7.38 ES Volume G - A5025 Off-
line Highway Improvements App G10-


6 - Illustrative viewpoints [APP-341]; 
(d) Design basis and activities for 


construction and operation, 


including Embedded and Good 
Practice mitigation; 


(e) Assessment of effects during 
construction, operation and 
decommissioning, including: 


 evaluation of sensitivity of 
receptors 


 effects on local landscape 
 visual effects for 


residential, users of 
community areas, users of 
PROW, transport routes and 


visitors to selected 
receptors; 


 night-time views 
(f) Additional mitigation during 


construction and operation 


(Table G10- 9); 
(g) Residual effects for landscape 


character (Table G10-11) and 
visual (Table G10-12) for 
construction and operation? 


the viewer would be greater than that reported, leading to an additional number of negative 


impacts.   


• night-time views; Please refer to the response to Q7.0.1, above, for general comments regarding 


night-time views. 


(e) All the additional mitigation during construction and operation, as described in Tables G10-9 and G10-


10, are welcomed and the various detailed schemes will need to be submitted to and approved by 


IACC prior to work commencing on-site.  As is noted in the Visual section of the WNDA LIR Chapter, 


for locations where negative impacts have been identified, either by Horizon or, in addition by IACC, 


there are a number of additional mitigation measures which could be introduced in addition to those 


currently proposed within the ES documentation.  IACC has identified a number of locations for off-


site planting and requests that consideration be given to them.    


(f) As noted above, IACC is of the opinion that further mitigation measures should be incorporated into 


the design that could further reduce the adverse impacts and bring about greater benefits to the 


landscape and visual resource of the study area.  These mitigation measures are outlined in the LIR. 


(g) As noted above, IACC is of the opinion that further mitigation measures should be incorporated into 


the design that could further reduce the adverse impacts and bring about greater benefits to the 


landscape and visual resource of the study area.  These mitigation measures are outlined in the LIR. 


 


  


Q7.0.14 The 
Applicant 


ADD In relation to residential properties at 
Llanfachraeth (R24, R25, R27, R28, 


R30, R33, R36 and R40) and any 
other residential properties which 


experience very large or large adverse 
effects from light spillage during both 
construction and operation of the 


A5025 Off-line highway improvements 
explain how these impacts would be 


mitigated in practical terms with the 
aid of plans and sections. [APP-313]. 
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Q7.0.15 The 


Applicant 


ADD Residents of Plas Ellen [RR-063] are 


concerned about (a) noise from 
increased traffic on A5025; (b) visual 
impact & noise from proposed bypass; 


and (c) closer proximity to our 
property, of proposed bypass. 


 
Explain how this situation would be 
mitigated including whether noise 


abatement barriers to the east side of 
the A5025 are to be installed. 


 


Q7.0.16 The 
Applicant 


Q Chapter G1 states that operational 
lighting is required for section 1 (para 


1.3.46) and the power station access 
road (para 1.3.197) – Please can you 
provide design drawings for this 


lighting or indicate where in the 
documentation this information can be 


found and indicate how this lighting 
would be secured. 


 


Q7.0.17 The 
Applicant 


Q Chapter D1 para 1.6.97 refers to 
heavy lift cranes of different heights 
(“two very heavy lift cranes up to 


270m high, one mobile very heavy lift 
crane up to 220m high, approximately 


40 tower cranes up to 192m high and 
a large number of smaller mobile 
cranes”). The heights do not accord 


with the max heights provided in 
Table D1-4; it is assumed this 


discrepancy is because of 
measurements in Table D1-4 are AOD 
(and it is these heights that accord 


with Tables WN2B & WN2C of the 
draft DCO). Similarly, the number of 


cranes in Table D1-4 do not accord 
with paragraph 1.6.97; it is therefore 


unclear how many would be in use at 
any one time. 


 


Q7.0.18 The 


Applicant 


WF Explain how the ‘proposal to create 


artificial drumlins and 2 metre 
perimeter fencing close to us will have 


a permanent impact upon our 
environment’ will be mitigated during 


construction and operation [RR-007]. 


 


Q7.0.19 The 
Applicant 


WF Provide a CGI of the main site and 
WNDA area at 5-year operational 


stage at maximum parameters (i.e. 
maximum height of buildings and 


structures and minimum height of 
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landscape re-modelling, including new 


‘drumlins’) 
from the bend in the A5025 at GR 
3170 8866. 


 


 


Reference Respondent Location Question IACC Response 


  


Q8.0.1 NRW and 


IACC 


Q Are IACC and NRW content that the 


surveys to inform the baseline 


assessments of the marine 


environment given in Chapter B13 


[APP-078] are sufficient? If not, why 


not? 


The IACC is deferring to NRW. 


Q8.0.2 The 
Applicant 


Q Can the Applicant explain the extent to 
which it considers the marine 


ecological baseline remains accurate 
considering that surveys were taken in 
or before 2016? 


 


Q8.0.3 NRW WC/WD Is NRW content with the assessment in 
Chapter D13 [APP-132] Table D13- 4 


of the value of marine environment 
receptors, e.g. rocky shore and pool as 


medium? 


 


Q8.0.4 The 


Applicant 


WC/WD Can the Applicant identify VP-1 on 


Figure D13-12 [APP-238]? 


 


Q8.0.5 The 
Applicant 


WD Can the Applicant clarify the measures 
taken to prevent polluted water from 


the concrete batching plant from 
entering the sea? 


 


Q8.0.6 The 
Applicant 


WC/WD Are the metrics used for the 
assessment of underwater noise 


consistent with the Marine Strategy 
Framework Directive and the UK 
guidance documents? 


 


Q8.0.7 The 
Applicant 


WD Chapter D13 para 13.5.8 states that 
run off would be treated if pH levels 


exceed 8, would this be secured in the 
CoCP? 


 


Q8.0.8 The 
Applicant 


WD How would monitoring of suspended 
solids in seawater, Chapter D13, 


para13.5.27, be secured? 


 


Q8.0.9 The 


Applicant 


WD How would maximum lighting levels 


Chapter D13, para 13.5.74, be 
secured? 


 


Q8.0.10 The 
Applicant 


WD Can the Applicant confirm that the 
dredging plan referred to in Chapter 
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D13 para 13.5.78 would be secured in 


the CoCP? 


Q8.0.11 The 


Applicant 


WD In Chapter D13, para 13.6.13, limits 


for sewage discharge are given, how 
would these be secured? 


 


Q8.0.12 The 
Applicant 


WD Chapter D13 para 13.6.45 gives 
exclusion limits for grazing, how would 
these be secured? 


 


Q8.0.13 The 
Applicant 


WD Chapter D13 para 13.6.281 gives worst 
case hammer parameters used for 


modelling. Are these parameter 
restrictions secured in the dDCO? 


 


Q8.0.14 The 
Applicant 


WD Chapter D13 para 13.6.366 states that 
JNCC best practice for piling will be 


adopted. What measures would be 
taken for other noise impacts during 
construction? 


 


Q8.0.15 NRW WD Can NRW confirm that they are content 
that the Disposal Site described in 


Chapter D13 section 13.7 would be the 
best available site and would have 


sufficient capacity? If not, why not? 


 


Q8.0.16 NRW WD Is NRW content that the additional 
mitigation outlined in Chapter D13 


para13.8.6 would be sufficient to 
reduce the significance from moderate 


to minor for the introduction and 
spread of non-native species? If not, 


why not? 


 


Q8.0.17 NRW WC/WD Is NRW content that the enhancement 
described in Chapter D13 para13.8.8 


would be sufficient to reduce the 
significance from moderate to minor 


for effects on subtidal and intertidal 
habitats from direct loss under the 


footprint of the Marine Works? 


 


Q8.0.18 The 


Applicant 


WC How would the enhancement measures 


for ecological enhancement described 
in Chapter D13 para 13.8.8 and the 
monitoring programme in 13.8.9 be 


secured? 


 


Q8.0.19 The 


Applicant 


WD Para 8.3.12 of the Marine Works sub 


CoCP ([APP-416]) details noise 
limitation measures for Tern. Can the 


Applicant describe how day to day 
decisions would be made? 


 


Q8.0.20 The 


Applicant 


WC NRW in its RR [RR-088] para 4.2.2 


advises that further information is 
required to demonstrate that benthic 


invertebrates in the Skerries Water 
Body would not be at risk of 
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deterioration. Can the Applicant 


provide this information? 


Q8.0.21 The 


Applicant 
and NRW 


WC/WD NRW in para 4.2.9 of its RR does not 


agree that “there are no effects 
predicted on the bathing water at 
Cemaes, and that the Wylfa Newydd 


Project is considered to be compliant 
with the Bathing Water Directive”. Can 


the two parties resolve NRWs 
concerns? 


 


Q8.0.22 NRW WC In its RR para 4.3.3 NRW identifies 
potential increased impingement of fish 
by the creation of a sheltered bay. Can 


NRW suggest how this can be 
predicted? 


 


Q8.0.23 The 
Applicant 


and NRW 


WD In its RR para 4.6.1 NRW advise that 
there is insufficient evidence to 


demonstrate that cumulative effects of 
the project on benthic habitats are 
insignificant? Can the Applicant 


comment? 


 


Q8.0.24 The 


Applicant, 
IACC and 


NRW 


Q Paragraph 6.4.127 of the Planning 


Statement [APP-406] makes reference 
to the fact that there is a flood risk for 


the proposed Park and Ride. It then 
states that ‘Proposed additional 
mitigation measures would be 


implemented…’ Can the applicant 
confirm what these additional 


mitigation measures would be and 
whether they would be implemented? 
 


Can the IACC and NRW confirm what 
additional measures they consider 


would be necessary and how they 
would wish to see these additional 
measures secured? 


 


As confirmed in the Dalar Hir LIR chapter, the IACC has significant concerns about potential flood risk 
impacts at the site and the implications that these may have for the operational phase of the park and ride 


facility.  It notes that Horizon has committed to further mitigation following more detailed assessment, and 
states that it will ‘design out’ the risk.  
 


Despite this the ES does judge the potential flood risk effect as ‘significant’ and Horizon states that the detail 
to address the risk referred to will be provided post-DCO.   


 
This is not acceptable to IACC which has not seen the details of the mitigation referred to and requires 
sufficient information to be provided in advance of any decision to enable it to fully assess the implications 


of flooding at the site. IACC will assess the appropriateness of the ‘further mitigation’ in liaison NRW before 
considering whether it is acceptable.  


 
The IACC’s concern is twofold: 
1) That satisfactory deliverability (to TAN-15 requirements) of a mitigation within the available land is 


unclear without sight of the further modelling proposed by Horizon and 
2) That it remains concerned about the safe operation of the park and ride for site personnel at all 


times during the construction phase.  Without understanding how the stated flood risk issues will be 
managed it is not possible to confirm the park and ride will be operationally safe, and the knock-on effects 
to congestion/travel of site construction workers should sections of the park and ride become unavailable 


due to a flood event. 
 


Further detail on managing the future car parking areas that will be at risk of flooding - people, vehicles 
and movements and impacts on construction operations are required.  This should set out what will 
happen during a flood event with regard to forecasting, evacuation and the process of notification.   


 


Q8.0.25 IACC and 


NRW 


Q The requirements as currently worded 


rely on the CoCP [APP-414-APP-421] to 
deliver the detail with regards to 


 


The IACC does not accept that sufficient mitigation is provided by the CoCPs as they lack the necessary 
detail.  The IACC has made detailed submissions on this point in its Written Representation at section [11] 
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drainage strategies and flood 


mitigation plans. Whilst the CoCPs 
refer to the drafting of these 
documents by the applicant it does not 


appear that they would have to be 
submitted to or be approved by either 


the IACC or NRW (eg section 10.5 of 
the WNCoCP [APP- 414]). Given the 
concerns in relation to drainage and 


flooding (particularly in relation to the 
proposed Park and Ride) are the IACC 


and NRW satisfied with these proposals 
and if they are not what mechanisms 
would they want to see put in place to 


control these elements of the scheme? 


 


The IACC would wish to be fully involved in the drafting of these detailed drainage strategies/flood 
mitigation plans. 
 


The following mechanism is proposed: 
 


In the event that the detailed drainage strategies and flood mitigation plans are not submitted prior to the 
close of examination then IACC would propose that the most appropriate mechanism is to include either a 
new project-wide DCO Requirement or specific requirements for each project/site component such that a 


detailed drainage strategy for the control of surface water and for the mitigation of flood risk is submitted 
to and approved by IACC prior to commencement of development.  IACC would consult with NRW on the 


information received.   
 


Q8.0.26 The 


Applicant, 
IACC and 


NRW 


WA The Wylfa Newydd Code of Operational 


Practice [APP-421] in 10.3 refers to the 
development of a flood mitigation plan 


for the operational phase. 
 
Applicant – would this plan be drawn 


up in conjunction with IACC and NRW 
and would it be submitted for approval 


to IACC and/or NRW? 
 
IACC/NRW – would you want this plan 


to be submitted to you for approval? 


 


The Flood Mitigation Plan should be drawn up in conjunction with the IACC and NRW. The Plan should be 
submitted to IACC for approval in consultation with NRW. This request could either be referenced within 


an amended certified CoCP or be the subject of a new DCO requirement. 
 


Q8.0.27 The 


Applicant 


WF ES D13 para 13.5.70 is somewhat 


contradictory with regards to the 
discharge point for the fish recovery 


and return system. It first states that 
the location has yet to be determined 
but is stated to be located ‘to the north 


of the eastern breakwater in the region 
of the -6.0m contour’. It subsequently 


states the discharge point would be 
fixed to the northern face of the 


eastern breakwater. Can the Applicant 
clarify? 


 


Reference Respondent Location Question  


     


Q9.0.1 The 


Applicant 


Q Paragraph 6.4.13 of ES document D6 


Noise and vibration [APP-125] notes 


that final reinstatement activities 


would begin in month 112 i.e. after 


the end of year 9 (108 months). This 


appears to conflict with the 


information in the Gantt style chart at 


Figure A2-6 Construction Timeline of 


ES document A2 [APP-056], which 
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indicates that final reinstatement 


would take place in years 7 – 9. 


Please explain this apparent 


discrepancy. 


Q9.0.2 The 
Applicant 


WF Paras 6.4.39 – 6.4.41 ES document 
B6 [APP-071] states that a 


spreadsheet technique, that employs 
an empirical prediction method, has 


been used to estimate vibration 
levels. These paragraphs suggest 
that the approach is justified as the 


accurate prediction of vibration 
propagation requires complex 


computational models populated with 
detailed input data, and that this is 
beyond the scope of a vibration 


assessment at this stage of the 
proposal. It is also stated that 


empirical prediction methods tend to 
overestimate vibration levels so 
therefore represent a conservative 


method. Please confirm whether this 
approach was agreed with relevant 


consultees. 


 


 


 
 


    


Q9.0.3 IACC and 
NRW 


WF Paragraph 6.4.61 of ES document D6 
Noise and vibration [APP-125] 
identifies a number of potential noise 


sources that have been scoped out of 
the assessment on the basis that 


they are likely to have negligible 
effects. It is not indicated whether 
this approach was agreed with the 


relevant consultation bodies. Please 
could IACC and NRW confirm the 


extent to which they are happy that 
all relevant noise sources have been 
taken into account? 


 
The IACC is satisfied that all relevant noise sources have been taken into account concerning operational 
matters (but not all activities which could fall within the definition of maintenance during the operational 


period which are not specified).  IACC is also satisfied that any environmental permit issued for the 
operational activities associated with the ABWR’s shall be in accordance with the most up-to-date 


guidance and legislation; bearing in mind that operational activities are estimated to commence in the mid 
2020’s. 
 


Q9.0.4 IACC and 
NRW 


WF In respect of potential noise from the 
fans used to push air through the 


reactor building stacks, paragraph 
6.4.62 of ES document D6 Noise and 


vibration [APP-125] notes that the 
exhaust system is not yet specified 
and the noise levels are unknown, 


and that a combined sound power 
worst case scenario of approximately 


110dB(A) has been assumed based 
on professional judgement. It is not 


 
As these are considered point source emissions, the expectation is that they shall be detailed as emissions 


and monitored under the environmental permit issued by NRW and ONR.   
 


However, IACC is satisfied by HNP’s approach to this matter using professional judgement as the design 
specification for the exhaust system has not been finalised and no similar systems currently exist in which 
to benchmark against or monitor.  Therefore, using the ‘worst case scenario’ was deemed acceptable to 


IACC for the purposes of this modelling / estimation.  The actual sound power being emitted from the 
reactor building stacks during full operation must not give rise to unacceptable levels of noise at the 


nearest sensitive receptor.  As such, further noise modelling and/or mitigation design measures may be 
necessary when the technical specifications of the reactor building stack fans are known. 
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indicated if this has been discussed 


with relevant consultation bodies. 
Please could IACC and NRW indicate 
if they have any objections to the 


assumptions made to establish the 
worst case for the exhaust system, ie 


the level of 110dB(A). 


Q9.0.5 The 


Applicant 


WF Paragraph 6.4.63 of ES document D6 


Noise and vibration [APP-125] sets 
out the building platform heights that 
were used for the noise modelling. 


These do not reflect either the 
minimum or maximum parameters 


for any of the zones as specified in 
Table WN5 of Requirement WN5 in 
Schedule 3 to the dDCO [APP-029]. 


Please explain the basis for the 
platform heights that were chosen for 


modelling purposes. 


 


Q9.0.6 The 


Applicant 


Q Table D6-18 (on Page D6-41) of ES 


document D6 Noise and vibration 
[APP- 125] presents the predicted 
significance of construction noise 


effects at residential receptor groups 
A – H in terms of the number of 


dwellings that may be affected 
according to each magnitude of 
change criterion (large to 


negligible). The subsequent 
information summarises the results, 


however there appear to be some 
omissions/discrepancies: 
 


 no reference is made to 
receptor group C, although of 


the 5 groups for which there 
would potentially be a large 


magnitude of change it 
contains the second highest 
number of dwellings (8), 


resulting in a major significant 
effect; 


 within the table, 416 
dwellings (the largest number 
affected in any one location) 


are identified in receptor 
group H as experiencing a 


moderate significant effect 
due to a small magnitude of 
change, although it is stated 


that the assessment will focus 
mainly on additional 
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mitigation for properties in 


groups B and F on the basis 
that the greatest 
improvements might be made 


at those locations; 
 in paragraph 6.5.12, 814 


dwellings in total appear to be 
anticipated to experience a 
‘moderate significant’ effect 


due to a small magnitude of 
change, although 815 are 


identified in the table; and 
 in paragraph 6.5.15, 44 


dwellings in total are 


anticipated to experience a 
minor effect (not significant) 


due to a negligible magnitude 
of change, although 43 are 
identified in the table. 


 
Please could the Applicant 


explain/clarify these apparent 
discrepancies and any implications 
for the assessment, particularly in 


terms of the need to mitigate any 
significant effects? 


Q9.0.7 The 
Applicant 


Q Tables D6-19, D6-20 and D6-21 of 
ES document D6 Noise and vibration 


[APP-125] present the equivalent 
information as above for hotels and 
schools (also identified as high-


sensitivity receptors); community 
buildings and places of worship 


(identified as medium-sensitivity); 
and commercial buildings and offices, 


respectively. However, the names 
and locations are 
not identified. In order to provide the 


context for these receptors, the 
Applicant is requested to provide this 


information or state where it may be 
found in the application documents. 


 


Q9.0.8 The 
Applicant 


Q In relation to operation, Table D6-26 
(page 52) of ES document D6 Noise 
and vibration [APP-125] is described 


as presenting the initial estimated 
impact level during normal operations 


for the most affected property within 
each residential receptor group (prior 
to modification for relevant 


contextual factors). However, it does 
not include receptor group H. Please 
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could the Applicant provide this 


information or explain the apparent 
omission. 


Q9.0.9 IACC Q Please could IACC state whether they 
agree with the Applicant’s 
assumption in paragraph 6.5.111 of 


ES document D6 Noise and vibration 
[APP-125] that emergency alarm 


tests would not result in a likely 
significant effect at nearby noise 
sensitive receptors, despite the 


apparent lack of detail to inform this 
view? 


 
IACC considers this a valid explanation within the vicinity of the proposed Wylfa Newydd 
development.  The Magnox site was operational within the nearby vicinity for nearly 45 years between 


1971 and 2015; with such alarm testing protocols regularly enacted by the Magnox operations.   
 


However, there is certainly a real potential for disturbance to be caused through the activation and/or 
testing of any alarm associated with this development.  It is only through active community engagement 
and notification procedures as detailed by HNP that such issues can be effectively minimised so as not to 


cause significant disturbance.  IACC is satisfied by the proposed management techniques, but the fact of 
the matter remains that such alarms can cause significant effects if they are operated for example too 


frequently, at inappropriate times and at a decibel level that is too loud. 
 


Q9.0.10 The 
Applicant 


Q In relation to the construction of the 
radioactive waste facilities, the 
Applicant concludes in paragraph 


6.5.115 of ES document D6 Noise 
and vibration [APP-125] that the 


potential effects are not likely to be 
significant. It is also stated that the 
plant list and programme for the 


construction of the spent fuel store 
have not yet been compiled and as a 


result no noise or vibration modelling 
has been undertaken. Please could 
the Applicant justify the conclusions 


reached as to the absence of likely 
significant effects from activities 


associated with the waste facilities 
when there is so little detail currently 
available regarding their 


construction? 


 


Q9.0.11 The 


Applicant 


Q The predicted significant noise and 


vibration residual effects are set out 
in Table D6-35 in Section 6.7 (Pages 


D6-77 to D6-82) of ES document D6 
Noise and vibration [APP-125]. Para 
6.7.2 states that no significant 


residual effects were identified for the 
operational or decommissioning 


phases, however this conflicts with 
the information contained in Table 


D6- 35, which identifies a major 
effect during the decommissioning 
phase. The significant residual effects 


are identified as follows: 
 


 a major effect at 321 and a 
moderate effect at 850 
residential properties from 
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exposure to construction 


noise (mainly in receptor 
groups B and H); 


 a major effect at 1 hotel and 


a moderate effect at 4 hotels 
from exposure to construction 


noise; 
 a moderate effect at 1 school 


from exposure to construction 


noise; 
 a moderate effect at 1 place 


of worship from exposure to 
construction noise; 


 a moderate effect at 1 


commercial property and 5 
offices from exposure to 


construction noise; 
 a moderate effect at 


residential properties, and 


other buildings discussed in 
(ES D6) Section 6.5.29 


onwards, which are in close 
proximity to the WNDA from 
exposure to construction 


vibration; and 
 a major effect on residential 


properties, schools and hotels 
during the decommissioning 


phase from exposure to 
decommissioning noise. 


 


In respect of the sixth bullet above in 
relation to construction vibration, the 


pre-mitigation effect is described for 
all receptors as major, which is 
reduced to moderate for all receptors 


following additional mitigation. 
However, in Section 6.5 the pre-


mitigation effects for a number of the 
receptors are predicted to be 
moderate. It is unclear to which 


receptors it refers. Please could the 
Applicant identify the specific 


receptors for which a significant 
residual effect is predicted in respect 
of construction vibration and the level 


of significance of the effect? 


Q9.0.12 IACC Q It is not stated whether the list of 


projects included in the cumulative 
effects assessment were agreed with 


relevant stakeholders. Please could 
IACC state whether they are satisfied 


 


IACC has responded to the Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects (RFFPs) that have been proposed by 
Horizon for inclusion in the Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA).  Consensus has been reached between 


IACC and Horizon with respect to a majority of the RFFPs which have been scoped-in for the purpose of 
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that the list encompasses all the 


developments that could contribute 
to a cumulative significant effect 
together with the proposed 


development, and if not, identify 
other developments that they 


consider to be relevant. 


the CIA.  IACC has, however, requested that Horizon include the following RFFPs in the project’s 


Cumulative Impact Assessment: 
 


   Project AN12 – West Anglesey Demonstration Zone (Mentor Mon) 


 
IACC identified to Horizon in December 2017 that this demonstration tidal energy project was actively 


progressing via Morlais Tidal Energy with project management by Mentor Mon and that the latter had 
advertised for a number of posts for key personnel to take the project forward.  IACC recommended that 
Horizon contact Mentor Mon to obtain relevant information such that it could be included in the CIA. 


 
 Project AN17 – House building programme (IACC) 


 
IACC stated to Horizon that the Council had secured funding to bring forward the construction of 400 units 
over the period 2018-2022.  IACC requested that Horizon should include the provision of this significant 


number of new dwellings within the scope of the CIA. 
 


 Project AN22 – Third bridge across the Menai Straits (Welsh Government) 
 
IACC response for this project is provided in relation to PINS Question Ref: Q11.1.50. 


 
 Project CN02 – Improvements to Junctions 15 and 16 of the A55.   


 
IACC identified to Horizon that the Welsh Government has confirmed a single option strategy for this 
scheme and that a contractor has been appointed to progress and develop the delivery of this option 


through to the construction phase of the project.  A public enquiry is anticipated in Summer/Autumn 2019 
with construction planned to occur between Autumn 2020 and Autumn 2022.  IACC has noted to Horizon 


the potential for significant effects on travel times related to the 90 minute catchment applied for the 
WNP. 


 
Further to the above, IACC has provided additional advice on the scope of the RFFPs that should be 
included within the scope of the CIA via email to Horizon dated 31st January 2018 as follows: 


 Stena Ports Ltd and IACC - Holyhead Outer Harbour Breakwater Restoration/Improvements Scheme 
– IACC recommends that Horizon should make enquiries with the Port Authority to gain 


confirmation as to the environmental information that is available.  
 


 Joint Local development Plan Allocations - IACC referred Horizon to The Planning Inspectorate’s 


Advice Note 17 which states that sites identified in the Joint Local Development Plan are recognised 
as Tier 3 ‘other developments’. IACC provided their opinion to Horizon that the LDP allocations 


should be included in the list of Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects (RFFP) and thus included in 
the cumulative impact assessment. 


 


Horizon confirmed (in an email from Sarah Price addressed to Dylan Williams of IACC dated 6th February 
2018) that the request made by IACC for the inclusion of the RFFPs identified above was not possible due 


to the need to finalise the DCO documentation as a whole.   
 


Q9.0.13 The 
Applicant 


WF In respect of the Power Station 
transformers, paragraphs 6.4.89 to 
6.4.92 of ES document D6 Noise and 


vibration [APP-125] describe the 
noise near field limits that are set out 


in the Wylfa Newydd Code of 
Operational Practice (‘CoOP’) [APP-
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421], and notes that these have been 


discussed with the IACC, although it 
is not indicated if they were agreed. 
Paragraphs 


6.4.95 – 6.4.97 state that the 
modelling indicates that the limits 


would be exceeded at particular 
receptors and that there are various 
ways of achieving the required 


reduction. An example is provided. 
The information in the CoOP does not 


provide any more details of specific 
mitigation and therefore certainty 
that effective measures would be 


implemented. Please could the 
Applicant identify the proposed 


mitigation measures, set out where 
they are secured in the dDCO [APP-
029] or other application document, 


and justify the confidence they have 
in their efficacy? 


Q9.0.14 IACC Q Paragraph 6.4.26 of ES document D6 
Noise and vibration [APP-125] states 


that compliance with the Noise and 
Vibration Management Strategies set 
out in the Wylfa Newydd Code of 


Construction Practice (‘CoCP’) and 
the MPSSSCoCP [APP-414 and APP-


415, respectively] would be a 
requirement of the contract between 
Horizon and the contractors 


appointed to undertake the works. 
Section 2.4 of APP-414 notes that the 


contractors would be required to 
prepare Construction Environmental 


Management Plans (‘CEMPs’) 
accordingly, which would be 
‘reviewed and accepted’ by the 


Applicant prior to commencement of 
the works. Please could IACC indicate 


if they are content with this 
approach? 


 
The IACC does not accept that this approach is acceptable as the CoCPs lack the necessary detail and 


there is no opportunity for IACC to review and approve the CEMPs which will sit under those CoCPs. The 
CEMPS are not control documents in any sense as they are approved only by the applicant. The 
requirements to be complied with and which are enforceable by the IACC as LPA therefore need to be set 


out in the requirements or the certified CoCPs.   
The IACC has made detailed submissions on the inadequacy of the CoCPs in its Written Representation at 


section [11] 


Q9.0.15 IACC and 
NRW 


Q Section 6.4 of ES document D6 Noise 
and vibration [APP-125] provides a 
high level description of the proposed 


mitigation measures and states in 
relation to a number of them that 


they will be implemented ‘as far as 
practicable’. Although cross-reference 
is made to the Wylfa Newydd Code of 


Construction Practice [APP-414] no 
more specific information is provided 


 
In addition to the objections to the CoCPS referenced in the previous question the IACC submits that 
requiring the implementation of measures only so far as practicable renders them unsecured due to being 


enforceable in practice as proving that something was not practicable is extremely difficult due to the 
vagueness of that standard. Such measures therefore cannot be relied upon to deliver any mitigation and 


should not be given weight. The lack of precision and uncertainty caused by such wording is entirely 
inappropriate in the DCO context where non-compliance can carry criminal consequences.  
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within that document. Are IACC and 


NRW satisfied that implementation of 
the proposed measures is sufficiently 
certain? 


Q9.0.16 The 
Applicant 


Q Paragraph 6.4.28 of ES document D6 
Noise and vibration [APP-125] states 


that heavy plant and equipment 
would comply with the noise limits 


quoted in the Outdoor Noise Directive 
2000/14/EC, as set out in the Wylfa 
Newydd Code of Construction Practice 


(WNCoCP) [APP-414]. However the 
noise limits have not been specified 


in the WNCoCP. Please could the 
Applicant provide this information or 
identify its location within the 


application documents. 


 


Q9.0.17 The 


Applicant 


WF Paragraph 6.4.44 of ES document D6 


Noise and vibration [APP-125] notes 
that key potentially noisy activities 


would be restricted during the more 
sensitive evening, night-time and 
weekend periods, but provides little 


information on what these would 
comprise and how this would be 


achieved. No additional information is 
provided in the MPSSSCoCP [APP-
415]. Please could the Applicant 


provide details of all the activities 
that it is proposed would be restricted 


and how such restrictions would 
work? 


 


Q9.0.18 Interested 
Parties 


Q No justification has been provided in 
ES document D6 Noise and vibration 
[APP-125] for why the significant 


residual effects cannot be mitigated 
further. Please could Interested 


Parties state if they are content that 
the mitigation proposed is 
appropriate and if not, why not. 


 
IACC consider that more detail is required on mitigation and monitoring strategies, including the missing 
detail from the CoCPs identified in the Noise and Vibration LIR Chapter, to demonstrate that proposed 


mitigation takes all reasonable measures.    


Q9.0.19 The 
Applicant 


Q Paragraph 4.3.6 of the representation 
from Welsh Government [RR-092] 


highlights the contexts provided by: 
the Well Being of Future Generations 


Act 2015; the 2017 statutory policy 
guidance on local air quality 
management in Wales; and, Welsh 


Government’s draft Noise and 
soundscape action plan 2018-2023 


(currently in consultation). How has 
the Environmental Statement 
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addressed these contexts in relation 


to the development’s potential 
impacts on air quality and noise? 


Q9.0.20 The 
Applicant 


Q Paragraph 1.6.105 of the Application 
Reference Number: 6.4.1 ES Volume 
D – WNDA Development D1 – 


Proposed Development [REF]states 
that ‘…near neighbours would receive 


appropriate notification of periods of 
blasting…’. Who would be considered 
a ‘near neighbour’ and what would be 


considered ‘appropriate notification’? 


 


Q9.0.21 The 


Applicant 


Q With reference to Application 


Reference Number: 6.4.6 1 ES 
Volume D – WNDA Development D6 – 


Noise and vibration [REF], to what 
extent would blasts vary in scale e.g. 
size of charge and tonnage of rock 


displaced? Who would be likely to 
hear the blasting and how frequently 


would it be expected to occur? 


 


Q9.0.22 The 


Applicant 


ADE Respond to concerns raised within 


representations (including RR-100, 
RR- 113and RR-106), regarding the 
possible impacts associated with 


topsoil stripping and removal. 


 


Q9.0.23 The 


Applicant 


Q Please respond to concerns raised by 


Interested Parties (RR-101, RR-119, 
RR-040, RR-117, RR-118 and RR-


007) regarding: the effectiveness of 
mitigation for those who would 
experience impacts (some of which 


may be major or moderate impacts) 
from the proposed development; 


and, the effectiveness of the 
Neighbourhood Support Scheme 


 


Q9.0.24 Cyngor 
Cymuned 
Mechell 


Community 
Council 


WF In your RR [RR-040] you have 
identified that you consider that a 
number of properties in Mynydd 


Mechell would be affected by noise 
and disturbance. 


Can you provide further detail as to 
how you reached this conclusion and 
identify which properties would be 


affected. 


 


Q9.0.25 The 


Applicant 


WF Artificial drumlins are proposed as a 


means of mitigating noise. Could the 
applicant provide examples of where 


artificial drumlins have been used 
successfully to mitigate noise and if 
possible provide the opportunity for 
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the ExA to visit a site where drumlins 


similar to those proposed are in 
operation? 


Q9.0.26 The 
Applicant 


WF The WNCoCP[APP-414] proposes a 
Local Noise Mitigation Strategy 
(LNMS) for, amongst other things, 


properties that would be adversely 
affected by noise relating to traffic, 


subject to a number of criteria 
(paragraph 8.3.13). Can the 
Applicant explain what mechanisms 


are proposed to deal with disputes or 
where a claim is rejected, eg where a 


property owner considers that there 
is an issue but HNP consider that it 
does not meet the criteria set out in 


paragraph 8.3.13 or where the 
property owner considers that the 


improvements proposed (paragraph 
8.3.17) are unacceptable? 


 


Q9.0.27 The 
Applicant 


WF Paragraph 8.4.3 [APP-414] sets out 
what would happen should noise and 
vibration exceed the set levels. Can 


the Applicant explain: 
(a) Why cease work is not included 


on this list? 
(b) If they considered whether 


baffles/portable noise barriers 


should be included in bullet point 
4 and if not whether they should 


be included as a potential 
measure? 


(c) What is meant by ‘other feasible 


and reasonable measures’ and 
how could this be further 


defined? 


 


Q9.0.28 The 


Applicant 


ADB Paragraph 8.3.1 of the Park and Ride 


sub-CoCP [APP-418] sets out a 
number of good practice measures to 
minimise noise. Can the Applicant: 


 
(a) Confirm that the Park and Ride 


will be laid out in such a way as 
to maximise traffic flows and 


minimise the need for shuttle 
buses or other vehicles with 
reversing bleepers to reverse; 


and 
(b) Advise what measures would be 


put in place to minimise noise 
from reversing bleepers. 
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Q9.0.29 The 


Applicant 


ADC A number of good practice mitigation 


measures to minimise noise are 
proposed at paragraph 8.2.4 of the 
Logistics Centre sub CoCP [APP-419]. 


Can the Applicant explain how 
delivery drivers will be made aware 


of these measures and how they will 
be enforced on-site? 


 


Q9.0.30 The 
Applicant 


WF ES B6 para 6.4.82 states that “It is 
not possible to predict blasting 
vibrations until blasting designs are 


complete. Therefore, this assessment 
has set out limit values for blasting 


vibration, which are considered to 
result in negligible or minor effects, 
and all blasts would be designed to 


be below these thresholds.” These 
thresholds are provided in section 8.2 


of the Main Power Station site sub-
CoCP. Explain how such a design 
process would 


ensure vibration levels are to be 
maintained below these thresholds 


during construction? 


 


Q9.0.31 The 


Applicant 
and IACC 


ADC A number of schools (eg Cemaes 


Primary School) have been 
highlighted as potentially being 
affected by noise and it is stated that 


measures may be needed to mitigate 
these effects. Can the Applicant 


confirm: 
 
(a) whether when the schools were 


assessed regard was had to the effect 
of the proposal on their external 


areas (eg playgrounds and sports 
pitches); 


(b) whether any of these areas would 
be affected; and 
(c) if mitigation measures would be 


required what form these measures 
would take to enable pupils at the 


school to continue to play or 
participate in sport outside? 
 


Does the IACC have any comments 
they wish to make? 


 
 
 


 


There is a need for Horizon to consider the potential of noise impact on pupils playing or participating in 


sport outside. Should an impact be confirmed, appropriate mitigation measures will be required to agreed 
with the IACC. 
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Reference Respondent Location Question IACC Response 


 


Q10.1.1 The 


Applicant 


WF In Table 5.2 of the Applicant’s 


Sustainability Statement can the 


Applicant advise on: 


Objective 3 – the relevancy of jobs, 


skills, education and training 


Objective 4 – why accommodation is 


not a negative against the benchmark 


during construction 


Objective 5 – sustainable transport is 


a major positive, while there is no 


mention in the Sustainability 


Statement of electric or hybrid 


vehicles, particularly relevant to 


buses. 


Objective 13 – accommodation is 
minor positive but the description 
given in para 5.15.10 suggests 


yellow, a range of possible positive 
and negative outcomes. 


 


Q10.1.2 IACC ADA Do you consider that the proposed 
site campus would comply with policy 


PS 10 of the JLDP? If not, why not? 


The proposed site campus does not fully comply with Policies PS9 and PS10. Horizon has not 


demonstrated that it has properly and meaningfully considered and excluded other sites, permanent 


buildings and existing consents before selecting this site. The proposal includes development of greenfield 


land but does not satisfactorily justify which is necessary. The proposal also includes inadequate 


provision of health care, open space, recreation and leisure services which will have an adverse impact 


on community facilities as well as resident amenity, and does not mitigate the impacts of the population 


on the environment, ecology, Welsh language and culture and local communities.  


 


Policy PS 9 is the overarching Policy for development linked to Wylfa Newydd. Criterion 7 links Policy PS 9 


and Policies PS 10 – 12 together. 


 


Criterion (6) of Policy PS 9 states that where proposals are for a temporary period both the site selection 


and the proposal detail shall be informed by a consideration of legacy uses. 


 


This is an essential test that should be satisfied before regard is then given to the detailed matters 


contained within the criteria of Policy PS 10.  


 


The on-site Campus Chapter in the LIR outlines the IACC’s position on the justification provided by 


Horizon of the locating of approximately 4,000 workers on an on-site campus which is to be entirely 


removed at the end of use. Whilst the Council would not support a legacy that would result in the 


retention of the entire campus on this greenfield site in open countryside, these matters need to be 


resolved for the Council to support the provision of this scale of campus on the Wylfa Newydd site. 


 


The following matters within the criteria of policy PS 10 should be considered: 


 


Criterion (1) –demonstrable need for temporary accommodation: 
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The IACC’s Housing Chapter within the LIR clearly states that there is insufficient capacity within the 


existing housing / Tourism market to accommodate all of the non-home based Wylfa Newydd workforce. 


In fact, the IACC questions Horizon’s current assumptions over the capability of the existing stock and 


the impact on it to accommodate the current level of workers they assume will be accommodated in such 


stock. Therefore, the IACC and Horizon agree in principle that the existing residential accommodation 


cannot accommodate all the needs of the non – home based construction workers.  


 


The IACC is also of the view that there is a lack of available large-scale buildings that could be converted 


and/or used to accommodate a significant amount of construction workers. 


 


The area where the IACC does not feel that Horizon has addressed sufficiently is the provision of new 


permanent buildings of a sufficient scale and capable of being adapted for permanent use following their 


use by construction workers. A large, already consented site on Ynys Môn (i.e. Land and Lakes) would if 


developed, provide a long term legacy of both residential and tourism use on the Island.  


 


Criterion (2) – location of proposal: 


 


Subject to the tests in criterion (6) of policy PS 9 and criterion (1) of Policy PS 10 on legacy use (as 


outlined above) this criterion identifies areas of search for a temporary campus site.  This criterion 


recognises that the Wylfa Newydd Project site could be suitable location for a campus style temporary 


accommodation for construction workers.   


 


The criterion in line with Policy PS 5 Sustainable Development also places a preference for previously 


developed land. 


 


Therefore, whilst the criterion provides an in principle support for a campus on the WNDA it does so on 


the proviso that the benefits of development on a greenfield site outweighs development on a previously 


developed site or that such a suitably located site is not available or viable to develop. The LIR Chapter 


about the proposed campus style development on the WNDA sets out the IACC’s concern about Horizon’s 


approach to criterion 1 and 2. 


 


 


Criterion (3) – mitigate adverse impact on the Welsh language: 


 


The close proximity of the on-site campus to the construction site could, subject to suitable mitigation 


measures, lessen its impact on the wider community and thereby the Welsh language. However, such an 


advantage could also be provided on an alternative campus site. Consideration needs to be given to the 


level of on-site facilities and their attractiveness, and how likely would the construction workers seek 


services and facilities available off- site and the frequency of that inter- action with local households who 


would also be using the off- site facilities, e.g. leisure, health care (see response to criterion (4) below). 


In addition, consideration also needs to be given to whether the on –site facilities and infrastructure re- 


inforce the fact that the site is located in a predominantly Welsh speaking area.  


 


The IACC’s Welsh language and Culture chapter in the LIR notes that the ‘presence of up to 4,000 


construction workers residing at the Site Campus without a robust mitigation strategy would have 


potential major adverse effects on the use and prominence of the Welsh language within the communities 


near the Wylfa Newydd Development Area, including Tregele, Cemaes, Amlwch, Llanfachraeth and 


Llanfaethlu.  The chapter sets out mitigation measures required to manage the impacts. 


 


Criterion (4) – onsite provision of ancillary facilities: 
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The criterion states where access to off-site leisure, recreational, retail and healthcare facilities and such 


facilities are not available within an acceptable distance for pedestrian or cycle access then appropriate 


mitigation is required. This mitigation could include onsite provision of ancillary facilities for the use of the 


occupiers. The Chapter in the LIR that deals with the on – site campus sets out the Council’s current 


concerns about the onsite ancillary provision.   


 


Criterion (5) – occupancy information to facilitate monitoring: 


 


The Introduction Chapter of the LIR deals with the IACC’s concerns regarding the proposed monitoring 


framework.     


 


Q10.1.3 The 


Applicant 


ADA Respond, with evidence, to IACC’s 


[RR-020] concerns that: 
 


(a) There is insufficient 
justification of the need to 
accommodate up to 4000 


workers on site; 
(b) Why alternative locations for 


the temporary 
accommodation, including 
other potential sites within 


the NWDA and those 
elsewhere have been 


rejected; 
The on and off-site leisure and other 
facilities are insufficient for a 


workforce of 9000? 


 


Q10.1.4 The 


Applicant 


ADA Paragraph 4.3.14 of the Planning 


Statement [APP-406] refers to the 
site campus being provided in a 


‘phased manner’ and the ES [APP-
088– paragraph 1.4.9 and APP-122 – 
paragraph 3.4.6] refers to the bed 


spaces becoming available once 
workforce thresholds have been met 


as set out in the dDCO requirement. 
 


Can the applicant 
 
(a) Indicate where in the submitted 


documentation further 
information on this can be found 


or provide further details as to 
how this phasing will work and 
whether it would be linked to the 


WAMS? 
(b) Indicate which is the relevant 


requirement and where are the 
thresholds referred to? 
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(c) What the workforce numbers 


would be prior to the need for 
the site campus being triggered 
and what the accommodation 


arrangements for these workers 
would be? 


(d) Why there is a 5 year build 
programme for the site campus. 


When in the build 


programme/phasing the health and 
social facilities element (including the 


MUGAs)of the site campus would be 
delivered and if this is not in the first 
phases what alternative 


arrangements would be made for 
workers health and social needs 


during this period. 


Q10.1.5 IACC and 


Applicant 


ADA Reference has been made in the RR 


[RR-020] to an extant planning 
permission (LPA ref: 
46C427K/TR/EIA/ECON) for 


accommodation for 3,500 workers at 
Cae Glas and Kingsland Sites in 


Holyhead. 
 
(a) Can the IACC provide a copy of 


the decision notice and committee 
report for this planning permission 


and any comments they may wish to 
make on this scheme; and 
(b) Can the applicant expand further 


their reasons (Section 2.2 APP-122] 
as to why they have chosen to 


provide an on-site campus for 
workers rather than use the 


consented sites which are available 
now in planning terms and would 
deliver a long term legacy? 


(a) The IACC has provided the Examining Authority with a copy of the decision notice (See Appendix 3A). 


 
The IACC also append copies of the following Planning Committee Reports;  
 


Planning Committee 2nd October 2013  (See Appendix 3B) 
 


Planning Committee 6th November 2013 (See Appendix 3C) 


Q10.1.6 IACC and 
Applicant 


WA Once operational 1,000 temporary 
workers would be required every nine 


months to deal with planned outages 
for a 25-30 day period. The effects of 


this have not been assessed as 
outages were undertaken at Wylfa A 
without undue effect on the tourism 


stock (para 1.5.125 [APP-088]). 
 


(a) How many workers were required 
for the outages at Wylfa A and 
how frequently were they 


undertaken? 


 
The IACC will respond to this question once a response has been provided by the applicant. 
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(b) Where were these workers 


accommodated? 
(c) Were outages for Wylfa A timed 


so that they did not occur during 


the August tourism peak? 
Would outages for Wylfa B be timed 


to avoid the August tourism peak and 
if the IACC consider that this is 
necessary would this need to be 


controlled by a requirement? 


Q10.1.7 The 


Applicant 


Q Some workforce accommodation is 


proposed to be drawn from the 
headroom available from Caravan 


and Camping accommodation. Can 
the applicant: 
 


(a) Clarify whether the headroom 
numbers stated are only from 


permanent pitches (ie 
static/mobile caravans and 
permanently erected tents) or 


does it include temporary pitches 
(ie where a caravan would need 


to be brought onto site or a tent 
pitched)? 


(b) If the number does include 


temporary pitches can the 
applicant provide figures for 


temporary and permanent 
pitches and for the permanent 
pitches indicate how many of 


those would be in a caravan or 
static/mobile home and how 


many would be in a tent. 
(c) Provide examples of other 


projects where it was considered 
acceptable to use tents to 
accommodate workers? 


Reference is made to workers 
potentially bringing their own 


caravans. Looking at other similar 
projects elsewhere is there any data 
as to indicate how many this could be 


and where they would locate? 


 


Q10.1.8 The 


Applicant, 
IACC and 


GCC 


Q Policy TAI 14 of the JLDP covers the 


use of caravans, mobile homes and 
other non-permanent forms of 


accommodation for temporary 
workers. However, this is subject to a 
number of criteria. 


 


For the avoidance of doubt, none of the touring caravan and camping sites would meet the 


criteria set in Policy TAI 14. Touring and camping sites are covered in policy TWR3 of the JLDP.  
 


(b) In 2017, The IACC undertook a detailed assessment of caravan capacity across Anglesey. This 
was based on the latest licensing data held by the IACC. This assessment concluded that 
there are 200 pitches (400 bed spaces) available for 12-month occupancy. The Tourism 


Bedstock Survey undertaken in 2018 indicates that there is available capacity of 770 bed 
spaces; however, this did not take into account licensing restrictions. A detailed explanation 
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(a) Can the applicant confirm if, 


when they assessed camping and 
caravanning headroom, these 
criteria were considered and only 


those sites/pitches that met the 
criteria were included in the final 


calculations and if not, why not? 
Can the IACC and GCC indicate how 
many caravan/camp sites in the KSA 


they consider would meet the criteria 
set out in the policy and what 


headroom they would deliver? 


of the IACC’s caravan assessment is included in section 5.18 (page 50) of the LIR Housing 


Chapter.  
 


The IACC cannot comment on how many caravan sites would meet the criteria of Policy TAI14. 


These would need to be assessed on their own merit. The IACC therefore seeks a DCO 
Requirement that requires Horizon to submit a list of caravan sites (new or existing) which can 


be assessed and ‘approved’ as a suitable site for Wylfa Newydd construction workers. Further 
detail on this is contained in section 4.1.1 (page 6) of the Housing Chapter of the LIR.  
 


 


Q10.1.9 The 


Applicant 


Q (a) Can you confirm whether or not 


the figures provided for bed 
spaces within the private rented 
sector include bed spaces that 


would come from holiday self-
catering accommodation or 


second homes? 
(b) Explain how you have 


differentiated between private 


rented and holiday 
cottages/flats? 


(c) Provide details of what 
safeguards you have put in place 
to ensure that double counting of 


holiday cottages/flats as both 
‘tourist accommodation’, ‘private 


rented sector’ or ‘second homes’ 
has not occurred? 


 


Q10.1.10 GCC and 
Bangor 
University 


Q Do you have any concerns regarding 
the effect of the demand for 
temporary worker accommodation 


may have on the private rented stock 
in Bangor that is currently used 


by/available to University students? 
 


(a) What is the current number of 
students at Bangor University? 


(b) Of these how many need 


accommodation? 
(c) Of those who need 


accommodation how many can 
be accommodated in halls of 
residence or university 


accommodation and how many 
need to use the private rented 


sector? 
(d) Does the University have a 


student accommodation strategy 


and if so does it factor in the 
potential impact of the 
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application and are there any 


proposals in the future for the 
University either on its own or in 
partnership to provide additional 


student accommodation? 
(e) Do you have any comments you 


wish to make on this matter to 
the ExA? 


Q10.1.11 IACC Q In your RR [RR-020](paragraph 
5.10.1) you states that you consider 
that the figures used by HNP in 


determining the capacity of existing 
accommodation is unreliable and 


overestimates capacity. What 
evidence can you provide to verify 
this statement? 


The IACC have undertaken a detailed assessment of accommodation capacity in the preparation of the 
Housing Chapter of the LIR. Please see the following sections: 
 


- Sections 5.2 and 5.3 for owner occupation; 
- Sections 5.14 and 5.15 for PRS; 


- Sections 5.17 and 5.18 for Tourism; and, 
- 5.19 for Second Homes and Holiday lets.  


Q10.1.12 IACC, GCC 
and 


the Welsh 
Government 


Q Do you consider that the proposed 
mitigation measures set out in 


Section 
1.6 of the ES volume C [APP-088] 


with regards to monitoring and 
managing housing and supporting the 
provision of additional housing would 


be satisfactory? 


No. There has been no detail on how Horizon propose to pro-actively support the provision or facilitation 
of additional housing. Given the long lead in time to build houses (together with a potential shortage of a 
skilled workforce to build these houses due to displacement of construction workers to work at Wylfa 
Newydd), Horizon’s approach is wholly unacceptable.  
 


The IACC’s position in relation to required mitigation measures are set out in detail in section 6.0 
(Summary of IACC’s Position) and Section 7.0 (DCO Requirements & Obligations) in the Housing Chapter 


of the LIR  


Q10.1.13 The 


Applicant 


Q Paragraph 1.5.37 [APP-088] 


estimates that approximately 600 
workers 


would seek to move into owner-
occupied stock (ie buy a house/flat). 
Can you confirm if these would be 


construction or operational workers 
and if so, can you provide separate 


figures for each? 


 


Q10.1.14 IACC, GCC, 


Grŵp 
Cynefin and 
Pennaf 


Housing 
Group 


Q (a) Please provide details of the 


amount of affordable housing 
that has been constructed within 
the KSA in the last five years 


broken down into housing type 
(eg flat, house), size (eg 1 bed, 2 


bed) and tenure type (eg social 
rented, intermediate or discount 
market rent); 


(b) What is the current demand for 
affordable housing in the KSA? 


(c) Has sufficient housing been 
provided to meet the current 
need for affordable housing and if 


so is there currently any spare 
capacity? 


(a) Over the past 5 years in the KSA 287 affordable units have been completed.  


 
Type of units – 89 Flats, 98 semi-detached, 37 detached and 63 terrace. 
 


No of bedrooms – 31 one bed, 143 two bed, 93 three bed, 13 four bed and 7 unknown due to uncertainty 
which affordable units were completed in which year on certain sites. 


 
Tenure – 28 Intermediate, 91 social rent and remaining were granted permission subject to a S 106 
agreement for either social rented or intermediate. The existing monitoring system does not record what 


tenure type was finally delivered on these sites.   
 


(b) Current Demand for Affordable Housing in the Wylfa Newydd KSA 
1,467 people are on a waiting list for social housing in the Wylfa Newydd KSA (297 on the waiting list for 
Anglesey, and 1,170 on the waiting list for Arfon). 


 
The number of applications per band for Anglesey can be seen in the table below: 


 
Anglesey Housing Applications by Band: 
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(d) What measures are proposed to 


ensure local people retain access 
to affordable housing? 


 Band 


Urgent 


Band 1 Band 2 Band 3 


Number of applications 


per band 


15 163 1 118 


 


Anglesey Housing Applications by Number of Bedrooms: 


 1 


bedroom 


2 


bedroom 


3 


bedroom 


4 


bedroom 


5 


bedroom 


Number of 


applications by 
number of 
bedrooms 


151 96 26 21 3 


 
The number of applications for Arfon cannot be separated by band, as Gwynedd Council operate a points 


system. 
 


There are 185 people registered on the Tai Teg website who want to purchase an affordable home in the 
Wylfa Newydd KSA (79 in Arfon, 106 in Anglesey). In addition, there is 143 people registered on the Tai 
Teg website who want to rent an affordable home in the Wylfa Newydd KSA (68 in Arfon, 75 in Anglesey). 


There are some people who are eligible to both buy and rent, and will have therefore been counted under 
both purchase and rent. 


 
In total there are 165 people registered on the Tai Teg website for affordable housing on Anglesey: 
 


 1 bedroom 2 bedroom 3 bedroom 4+ 
bedroom 


Not 
specified 


Ynys 
Mon 


3 61 84 8 9 


 
Gwynedd – The following table is from the Draft Gwynedd LHMA (2018) and refers to Social Housing 


Demand derived from the Gwynedd Common Housing Register in Wellbeing areas in Gwynedd. The 
wellbeing areas of Bangor and Caernarfon form the Gwynedd part of the KSA: 


 


Wellbeing 


Area 


1 bedroom 2 


bedrooms 


3 


bedrooms 


4+ 


bedrooms 


Bangor 288 457 242 65 


     


Caernarfon 256 440 238 66 


 
Note: double counting potential as applicants can choose multiple selections within relevant selected 


bedroom category. 
 


These figures do not include information from the Tai Teg Register which identified intermediate need 
in the locality. This register was re-launched in 2018 and requested applicants to resubmit 
applications to the new register. Therefore at present it is not possible to provide specific figures for 


the Gwynedd part of the KSA from this register. This would be an additional need to that shown in the 
Table above.  


 
(c) Paragraph 6.4.101 of the JLDP refers to the Housing Need figures from the latest Local Housing 


Market Assessments (LHMA) i.e. the Anglesey (2016) and Gwynedd (2013) versions. This identified a 
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need of approximately 889 houses per annum for 5 years to meet backlog and emerging needs. Note 


these figures cover the whole of the Gwynedd Planning Area and not the part within the KSA. 
 
Paragraph 6.4.102 of the JLDP does however state it is not expected that the planning system alone 


will, or should, provide for this shortfall. The Plan is just one tool to ensure that the demand for 
affordable housing is met. 


 
Policy PS 18 within the JLDP states that the plan will seek to deliver a minimum target of 1,572 new 
affordable homes. For the period 2011 to 2018 the total number of affordable houses delivered was 


518 units. This means that at present there is no spare capacity from within the additional affordable 
housing provision anticipated to be delivered through the JLDP or from the existing affordable housing 


stock. 
 
(d) In accordance with Policy TAI 15, planning permissions for intermediate affordable housing will be 


subject to either a planning condition or legal agreement to ensure that the person seeking to occupy 
such a dwelling complies with ‘need’ and ‘occupancy’ tests set in the Policy. Normally, the Local 


Planning Authorities do not apply a planning condition or a legal agreement on planning consents for 
social rented housing. 


 


Q10.1.15 The 
Applicant 


Q (a) How would the Workforce 
Accommodation Management 


Strategy(WAMS) be funded? 
(b) Would workers be charged to use 


the service? 
(c) Would accommodation providers 


be charged to register/use the 


service? 


 


Q10.1.16 The 


Applicant 


ADA The Workforce Management Strategy 


[APP-413] indicates that there would 
be a range of social, leisure and 


sporting facilities on the site campus 
in order to occupy workers during 
their free time. Can the Applicant 


confirm: 
 


(a) What facilities would be provided 
on site. 


(b) Whether these facilities would be 
free and if not whether they 
would be subsidised. 


(c) Whether home-based workers 
would be eligible to use the 


facilities 
(d) Indicate how they have calculated 


that they have sufficient facilities 


to meet the needs of the proposed 
4,000 or 9,000 workers (if they 


are to be open to home based 
workers). 


(e) Indicate whether or not they 


would be available for use by the 
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wider community (paragraph 


2.3.1 BP18). 
(f) Indicate whether any 


consideration has been given to 


whether the social facilities could 
be constructed in such a way that 


they could be retained during 
operation as a legacy benefit for 
the operational workforce/local 


community? 


Q10.1.17 The 


Applicant, 
IACC and 


GCC 


Q The accommodation strategy 


assumes that housing developers 
would anticipate and respond to the 


demand created by the Wylfa 
Newydd Project. Given the lead time 
for construction are any of the parties 


pro- actively engaging with 
developers on this matter to ensure 


that the housing stock needed is 
delivered on-time and at an 
affordable price? How would the 


proposed Housing Fund help with the 
delivery of this stock? 


The need for pro-active measures to deliver additional new units is explained in detail in the following 


sections of LIR Housing Chapter: 
 


- Section 5.1 (page 14) Horizon’s Demand for Accommodation; 
- Section 5.2 (page 19) Estimate Supply of Accommodation; and 
- Paragraphs 5.4.7and 5.13.6.  


 
The IACC’s evidence indicates that 520 new build units are required to create sufficient supply during 


the build-up of numbers in the incoming Wylfa Newydd workforce. The analysis of the timing of demand 
for private market accommodation suggests that this can only be met, without disrupting the normal 
functioning of the housing and tourism markets, by a planned increase in supply between Y3Q1 and 


Y4Q4, and particularly during the six months of Y4Q3 and Y4Q4. 
 


There is no information in the Housing Fund of how this is going to be delivered (i.e. by who, when, how 
many, where, what type etc.). This is unacceptable given the long lead in time for construction and the 
significant ‘ramp up’ of non-home based construction workers after Y3 Q3 (see Figure 1(page 19), Figure 


2 (page 28) and Figure 10 (page 61) of the LIR Housing Chapter for further detail).    
 


It is on this basis the IACC currently object to Horizon’s Workforce Accommodation Strategy.  
 


Q10.1.18 The 
Applicant 


Q The proposed accommodation 
strategy is predicated on 2,000 
workers being home-based. 


Paragraph 1.5.21 of the ES [APP-
088] states that if this occurred that 


demand could exceed supply for 
‘certain accommodation stock types’. 


Please clarify which stock types 
would be affected. 


 


Q10.1.19 The 


Applicant 


Q Whilst the availability of 


accommodation has been looked at 
with regard to affordability has any 


assessment of the suitability of 
accommodation for workers been 


undertaken? If so what criteria were 
used? 


 


Q10.1.20 The 


Applicant 


Q Availability of accommodation is 


referred to as headroom. 
(a) Can the applicant clarify what is 


meant by headroom? 
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Given that the majority of workers 


(particularly during construction) 
would be single individuals, please 
confirm how a double bedroom has 


been counted eg would a two bed 
unit be shown as having a headroom 


of two or four persons? 


Q10.1.21 The 


Applicant 
and IACC 


Q Reference is made to the fact that 


licensing and planning restrictions 
may exist for caravan and camping 
sites regarding occupancy. 


(a) Do similar restrictions (eg 
planning conditions) exist for 


other property within the tourism 
stock such as holiday cottages? 


(b) If they do how would this effect 


the availability figures and has 
this been factored in? 


(c) Would the IACC support the 
temporary removal/suspension of 
these conditions/licence 


restrictions to enable stock to be 
used for worker accommodation 


during the construction phase? 


(a) Yes, where accommodation has been consented as holiday accommodation not permanent housing, 


restrictions may have been applied:  
 
‘Seasonal Occupancy’ or ‘Holiday Occupancy’ are the two main conditions normally placed on 


applications for holiday accommodation developments. 
 


‘Seasonal Occupancy’ conditions are used to restrict use of holiday accommodation during particular 
times of the year, such as to protect the local environment or for the health and safety of the 
occupiers.  Some holiday units such as tents and touring caravans and some caravan and camping 


sites are not suitable for occupation during the winter months when it is more likely to have 
adverse weather conditions. For the avoidance of doubt, none of the touring caravan and camping 


sites would meet the criteria set in Policy TAI 14. 
 
Holiday cottages that required planning consent to establish them are unlikely to have a seasonal 


occupancy condition placed on them as, compared to caravans, they are permanent structures, 
suitable for year round occupation and unlikely to have adverse effect of the health and safety of 


occupiers.   
 
A ‘holiday occupation’ condition is used to manage a property’s occupation in order to ensure that it 


is used for households on holiday and therefore prevent its use as a sole or main residence.  
Common examples of development whose consent is subject to a ‘holiday occupation’ condition are 


those involving the change of use from outbuildings to holiday cottages, which are let out on an all 
year round basis or for certain periods during the year.  Normally, planning permission is not 
required to change a dwelling normally occupied as a permanent residence to a holiday cottage as 


they fall within the same use class.  
 


Detail regarding the change of second homes to holiday lets in included in section 5.19 (page 55) of 
the Housing Chapter of the LIR.  


 
(b) Holiday cottages which have received planning permission for that specific use cannot be used as 


permanent accommodation, i.e. as a sole or main residence. Applications for the use of approved 


holiday cottages for residential use would have to be subject to a planning application for the 
removal of the condition. 


 
Again, see section on second homes / holiday lets in the Housing Chapter of the LIR for further 
detail.  


 
(c) Each application for the removal of occupancy condition (on a temporary basis) will be assessed on 


its own merit.  Holiday cottages play a vital role in providing the necessary accommodation for 
tourist, they’re approval for holiday occupation is a means of supporting the tourist economy within 
the area. Applications which can justify the removal of the condition, e.g. that it is required to 


accommodate construction workers for the Wylfa Newydd project, that the WNDA or a park and ride 
facility can be accessed via sustainable means of transport,  and prove that there’s an oversupply of 


such accommodation within the local area would be looked upon more favourably. Any consent 
would be subject to a planning condition to ensure that the removal of the occupation condition was 
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for a temporary basis only and that any condition was reinstated once the need for the occupation 


of the unit as permanent residence had ceased.  In accordance with criteria 8 of Policy TAI 14 the 
occupancy of caravans or other form of non-permanent accommodation is confined to a person able 
to demonstrate the essential need for the accommodation, further Criteria 9 of policy TAI 14 states 


that the permission is for a time-limited period only, when the need for the accommodation ceases, 
the caravan or other form of non-permeant accommodation shall be removed from the site and the 


land restored to its former condition.  
 


 


Q10.1.22 The 
Applicant, 


IACC and 
GCC 


Q Section 9.3 of the ES [APP-412] 
makes a number of statements as to 


what the Housing Fund ‘could’ do. 
Can the applicant confirm: 


 
(a) What it ‘would’ do? 
(b) How it would operate and who 


would make decisions about how 
the funds would be most 


effectively spent? 
(c) What funds it would have 


available and would these be 


available at the outset or would 
they be phased across the 


project as a whole? 
(d) What would happen in the event 


of a dispute? 


 
Can the IACC and GCC confirm if they 


consider that the Housing Fund would 
help boost the supply of housing in 
the area? If not, why not? 


Given the lack of detail on the Housing Fund (in terms of its scope, value and how it would be delivered), 
the IACC cannot confirm that the Housing Fund would help boost supply of housing in the area.  


 
Further detail on what the Housing Fund needs to deliver to boost the supply of housing is contained in 


the IACC’s LIR Housing Chapter (summary is contained in Section 6.0 – ‘Summary of IACC Position’ and 
Section 7.0 – ‘DCO Requirements and Obligations’).   


Q10.1.23 The 
Applicant 


Q It is envisaged that an element of 
accommodation would be delivered 


through the use of latent 
accommodation (spare rooms, 


annexes etc). Can the applicant set 
out what measures they would 


propose with regards to 
safeguarding? 


 


Q10.1.24 IACC and 


GCC 


Q The WAMS [APP-412] would not be a 


certified document albeit that some 
of the measures it contains would be 


secured through other mechanisms 
such as Section 106. Are the IACC 


and GCC satisfied that the WAMS 
should not be a certified document? 


No. The IACC consider that an outline WAMS should be certified with the detailed strategy submitted and 


approved in accordance with that outline under a requirement. This would enable it to be amended under 
requirement with the approval of IACC to allow flexibility to adapt should experience show a need to do 


so. 


Q10.1.25 The 


Applicant 


Q The WAMS [APP-412] states 


(paragraph 1.1.5) states that as 
there will be a number of other large 


scale infrastructure projects under 
construction in the UK at the same 
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time as the proposal. As a result 


workers would have a choice about 
where they work and consequently 
the accommodation offer for this 


project would need to be attractive. 
 


Can the applicant explain how this is 
reflected in the design, layout and 
facilities of the site campus (with 


particular reference to the size of the 
rooms)? 


Q10.1.26 The 
Applicant 


Q Paragraph 2.1.1 of the WAMS [APP-
412] sets out three overarching aims 


for the WAMS and this includes 
‘providing a positive legacy’. Can the 
applicant advise how this would be 


achieved through the site campus 
which is a temporary facility? 


 


Q10.1.27 The 
Applicant 


Q (a) How many people have used the 
Property Price Support Plan since 


it came into effect in April 2015? 
(b) How is an eligible property 


defined? 


(c) Is there any mechanism in the 
event of a dispute as to whether 


a property is (i) eligible or (ii) 
over the valuations? 


(d) Is there a mechanism to review 


the £5,000 sum towards the 
costs of moving and professional 


fees to account for annual rises 
in the costs of providing these 
services? 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 


 
 


 


Q10.1.28 IACC Q The ES [APP-088] refers to the fact 


that the number of houses being built 
on Ynys Môn has decreased by 60% 
since 2008-2009. 


Can the IACC provide the following 
information: 


(a) Did the IACC have five years’ 
worth of housing land supply during 


(a) Information relating to completion rates and land supply in Ynys Môn since 2008-09 is noted in the 


following table:  


 


Year 
Completion rate 


(Ynys Môn) 


Land supply 


(as noted by 


JHLAS) 


2008-09 296 5.13* 


2009-10 225 4.57* 
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this period? If so what was it and was 


it met? 
(b) provide an update on the current 
5 year housing land supply position? 


(c) advise whether it is a supply side 
issue (ie a lack of planning consents) 


or a delivery issue (ie developers are 
not implementing planning consents) 
for any shortfalls? 


2010-11 143 5.1* 


2011-12 119 5.8* 


2012-13 223 5.4* 


2013-14 161 4.7* 


2014-15 139 - 


2015-16 140 - 


2016-17 126 - 


2017-18 254 6.3 


 


It is evident that there was a decrease of about 60% in the number of houses being completed in 


Ynys Môn between 2008-09 and 2016-17. However, the completion rate for 2017-18 is closer to 


that of 2008-09.  


 


(b) The land supply figures for the period are noted in the table above. All the land supply figures 


denoted with an asterisk are based upon the past build rate method, not the residual method. 


This was due to the fact that Ynys Môn during this period did not have an up to date adopted 


development plan and therefore it was permissible  to use the past build rate methodology, as 


set out in Technical Advice Note (TAN 1) Joint Housing Land Availability Studies (2006). However 


the current version of TAN 1 (January 2015) states that only the residual method is acceptable 


in terms of calculating the land supply and this has to be based upon an up to date adopted 


development plan. Planning Authorities that do not have a current development plan cannot 


therefore calculate their land supply, and are considered to have a zero land supply.  This is 


therefore the reason why no figures are shown for 2014-15 to 2016-17.   However, in order to 


inform the housing requirement and supply in the then emerging Joint LDP, it was still necessary 


to monitor the number of annual completions. 


 


(c) The Anglesey and Gwynedd Joint Local Development Plan was adopted in July 2017. 


Consequently, a JHLAS was undertaken jointly for both authorities for the first time for the 


period 2017-18 i.e. the 2018 JHLAS study. Given that the Plan is relevant for both the Anglesey 


and Gwynedd planning authority areas, a single JHLAS study was required based upon the 


residual method i.e. based upon the housing requirement for the Plan area. The housing supply 


figure of 6.3 years included in the above table for 2017 – 2018 is therefore derived from the 


published 2018 JHLAS, which covers the JLDP area. An analysis of the data used to inform the 


2018 JHLAS shows the completion rate for 2017-18 Ynys Môn only.  


 


The 2018 JHLAS demonstrated a 6.3 years supply of land for housing. The newly (2017) adopted 


JLDP includes a number of housing allocations on the Island and provides for opportunities on 


windfall sites. Therefore, there is no current shortfall in the supply of land for housing. 


There were 83 sites with planning permission for 5 or more units that were relevant to consider 


in the 2018 JHLAS study. 5 of these sites were completed during the previous year but 70 of 


these sites did not see a single unit completed during 2017/18. 28 sites have an element of the 


units permitted classified as being within categories 3 and 4 of the JHLAS i.e. not envisaged to 


be built within 5 years. As we have a newly adopted JLDP there are also numerous allocated 


housing sites within the JLDP that are not yet subject to planning permission. However, the 


planning system is reliant on developers to deliver required houses on policy compliant land. 


Similar to other areas country wide, delivery of houses fell during the period post financial crash. 


The number of approvals were going up whilst the number of completions were going down, 


which suggest land owners/ developers have been ‘banking’ the land to be ready for an up-turn 


in the market or improved personal circumstances.   


 


In answer to the question, the IACC believe that it is a delivery issue as there is no current 
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shortfall in the supply of land and consents.  


 


Q10.1.29 IACC and 
the Applicant 


Q The WAMS [APP-412] makes 
reference to the fact that the current 


JLDP housing targets reflect the 
forecast for population growth that 


will occur as a result of the Energy 
Island Project (EIP). Can IACC 


explain: 
 
(a) What is the EIP? 


(b) The WAMS states that this is the 
proposal would be the biggest 


single element of the EIP. What 
are the other elements? 


 


Applicant – Can you confirm that the 
cumulative effects of the EIP were 


taken into account when drawing up 
the application documents? 


(a) The Anglesey Energy Island Programme (EIP), established by the IACC in June 2010, is a collective 
effort between several stakeholders within the public, private and third sectors working in 


partnership, putting Anglesey at the forefront of low carbon energy research and development, 
production and servicing, and bringing with it potentially huge economic rewards. 


 
Energy Island’s vision is to create a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity for jobs, economic growth and 


prosperity through capitalising on a number of transformational projects on Anglesey. 
 
Further information on the EIP can be found at (Link)   


 
(b) The reference in the WAMS is correct. In order to determine a plan’s housing requirement, local 


planning authorities are required to consider Welsh Government trend based household projections 
(which are based on population projections) as well as factors that are important to deliver on the 
Plan’s vision, objectives and strategy. These included: the impact of proposed and anticipated 


investment and economic growth; the need to address the requirement for a range of housing to 
address the needs of local communities, including social and intermediate affordable housing, suitable 


market housing (tenure) and different types of households (young and ageing); the sociolinguistic 
vitality of Welsh in communities; and deliverability. 


 


The proposed level of future household requirement identified out in the ‘principle’ and ‘alternative’ 
Welsh Government projections for Anglesey in particular seemed to be inadequate to ensure the 


success of the overall economic strategy for the area.  As referred to above, the WG projections were 
trend- based and therefore represented a continuation of the historic patterns of out migration of 
younger households and in migration of older households. 


 
Local alternative scenarios were developed in order to inform the decision about the Plan’s housing 


requirement. The alternative scenarios were selected on the basis that they would provide an insight 
into: continuation of past provision (market signals) – a reflection of what the construction industry 
has been able/ willing to deliver and household formation rates; and, the level of housing required 


to address expected future jobs located within the Plan area, taking account of the EIP. ‘Sensitivity’ 
scenarios were also developed to examine the implications of changes to the underlying commuting 


ratio assumptions in the jobs-led scenarios. In recognition that jobs-growth on Anglesey, coupled 
with successful strategies to improve skills and the type of jobs available, would likely lead to changes 
to commuting patterns, two alternative jobs-led ‘sensitivity scenarios’ were developed, in which the 


commuting ratios were altered over the 2012–2026 forecast period. 
 


The ‘final’ housing requirement figure struck an appropriate balance between demonstrating effective 
deliverability and maximising the area’s role in responding to evidenced need linked to the 
transformational economic opportunities on the Island and was found to be sound by the Inspectors. 


 
This is explained further in section 5.4 (page 23) of the LIR Housing Chapter. 


 


Q10.1.30 GCC Q The KSA also includes Gwynedd but 


no information regarding the number 
of new homes being built in Gwynedd 
appears to have been provided. 


 
Can GCC: 


(a) Detail how many homes were 
built between 2008/9 and 


 



http://www.anglesey.gov.uk/business/energy-island-isle-of-anglesey-north-wales/
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2015/16 and whether this 


represents an increase or 
decrease on previous years? 


(b) Advise whether you currently 


have a 5 year housing land 
supply position; and 


(c) Indicate whether the current 5 
year housing land supply position 
includes an allowance for the 


housing needs that would be 
generated by the proposal? 


Q10.1.31 The 
Applicant 


and IACC 


Q The ES refers to the fact that Ynys 
Môn has the ninth highest proportion 


of second homes for local authorities 
in England and Wales (paragraph 
1.3.9 [APP-088]). How many second 


homes are there on Ynys Môn and 
what proportion of the housing stock 


is this? Does the definition of second 
homes include holiday lets? 


No. The definition of Second Homes does not include holiday lets.  
 


Holiday lets are properties which are let out to holiday makers, who may stay in the property on a 
temporary basis for leisure purposes.  The property is not a main or sole “home”.  Occupation by the 
same person(s) throughout the year is not permitted.  Business rates apply to holiday lets. 


 
A second home is a generic term for a property owned by an individual in addition to their main or sole 


private residence for their own enjoyment. The owner and/ or family lives in the property only for short 
periods, for example, for personal/ family holiday or weekend use.  They are therefore privately owned 
irregularly occupied properties.  Second home owners pay an increased council tax rate.  The Isle of 


Anglesey County Council resolved to introduce a 125% Council Tax premium, effective from 1st April 2017 
on second homes on the island. 


 
See section 5.19 (page 55) of the LIR Housing Chapter for further detail on second homes and holiday 
lets.  


 


10.2 Employment 


Q10.2.1 The 
Applicant 


Q Figure C1-5 of the ES [APP-088] - 
please explain what the difference 


between a labourer and a general 
labourer is and why it was considered 


necessary to differentiate between 
the two. 


 


Q10.2.2 IACC, GCC 
and 
Welsh 


Government 


Q The Jobs and Skill Strategy [APP-
411] would not be secured by the 
DCO. Given this sets out how Horizon 


would work with stakeholders to fund 
additional training to meet the skill 


needs of the project are the IACC, 
GCC and the Welsh Government 
satisfied with this approach? 


No. While the Jobs and Skills Strategy provides a general high-level set of commitments that address 
some of IACC’s concerns, its lack of detail and provisional nature leaves considerable uncertainty about its 
actual support if the project is approved, including the levels of funding involved, the measures to be 


taken, the circumstances in which they would be applied, how they would relate to the supply chain, how 
they relate to the skills needs of employers affected by displacement of workers and how the controls and 


decision-making processes would work.  
 
Horizon’s own description of the Jobs and Skills strategy is that it “will need to evolve over time”, creating 


doubt that it can be relied upon into the future. Indeed, the most detailed topic in the Strategy 
(concerning the WNESS employment service) is described by Horizon as “emerging thoughts”. IACC is still 


waiting for Horizon’s education strategy which was absent from the DCO submissions despite being cross-
referenced in other documents.   
 


Horizon acknowledges its responsibility to work with partners to ensure that local employment is 
maximised, but the Jobs and Skills Strategy is followed up with very few specific targets or clear 


commitments concerning its future role or actual funding contributions. Many of the issues that IACC 
considers to be important or have been brought up during the consultation stages are not referred to or 
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are not covered satisfactorily, for example earlier discussions concerning financial contributions to 


upgrading of school science labs are no longer referred to in the final documents. Horizon’s estimated 
level of the labour participation of Anglesey residents during the construction phase appears low and lacks 
supporting information and no target is given; no target for local labour participation during the 


operational phase is given.  
 


In addition to these concerns, IACC believes Horizon’s approach, in so far as it can be assessed, is overly 
reactive, placing an unduly high emphasis on a wait-and-see approach. This does not engender confidence 
and is not helpful for stakeholders in the complex education field where lead-times are often long and 


where failure to make plans and execute them in good time can lead to acute pressures. 
 


Further detail is provided in the Education Chapter of the IACC’s LIR.  
 


Q10.2.3 The 
Applicant 


Q Paragraph 6.2.9 of the Planning 
Statement [APP-406] refers to home-
based workers – 


 
(a) Can you please explain what is 


meant by a home-based worker, 
where in the documentation this 
is defined and if 1,260 of these 


would be from Ynys Môn where 
would the remaining 740 home-


based workers be based? 
(b) Is the home-based workers 


target in relation to the project 


as a whole (construction, 
operation and decommissioning) 


or only construction? 
(c) Given the operational workforce 


is indicated to be 850 – what is 


the target for home-based 
workers for this element of the 


scheme? 


 


Q10.2.4 The 


Applicant 


Q Paragraph 1.3.7 of the ES Volume C 


[APP-088] states that data shows 
Ynys Môn’s resident workforce 


contains a relatively high proportion 
of high-level skills (standard 
occupational classification groups 1-


3). 
 


(a) Of the roles set out in figure C1-5 
of ES volume C [APP-088] how 
many of these would be classified 


as high-level skills? 
(b) If the majority of these roles are 


low-level skills how is the 
applicant proposing to fulfil these 
positions from the local 


workforce? 
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(c) How does the Jobs and Skills 


Strategy [APP-411] reflect the 
training required given the 
current skill levels of the home-


based workers? 


Q10.2.5 The 


Applicant 


Q Paragraph 3.2.33 of the Planning 


Statement [APP-406] states that 
around a third of the operational 


workforce will be required to be 
skilled to a technical level. 
 


(a) Please define what is meant by 
skilled to a technical level? 


(b) How many of the construction 
workforce would be required to 
be skilled to a technical level? 


(c) How many of the operational 
workforce would be required to 


be skilled to a technical level? 
(d) What measures (other than 


apprenticeships) are being 


proposed to ensure that locally-
based workers have access to the 


training to become skilled to a 
technical level? 


 


Q10.2.6 The 
Applicant 


Q Planned outages will require an 
additional 1,000 workers every nine 
months 


– how many of these would be home-
based workers? 


 


Q10.2.7 The 
Applicant 


Q The Jobs and Skills Strategy [APP-
411] would provide a brokerage 


service by backfilling vacant posts to 
support business whose workers 
moved the Wylfa Newydd project. 


Would companies be charged to use 
this service? 


 


Q10.2.8 The 
Applicant 


Q A pilot for the Jobs and Skills 
Strategy was proposed for the Site 


Preparation and Clearance Proposals. 
Has the pilot commenced and if it has 
can you provide an update on how it 


has operated? 


 


Q10.2.9 The 


Applicant 


Q Would the Employment and Skills 


Portal be bilingual? 


 


Q10.2.10 The 


Applicant, 
IACC, GCC, 


NWP, PHW 
and 
BCUHB 


Q The Workforce Management Strategy 


[APP-413] sets outs parameters for 
codes of conduct relating to 


workforce behaviour (paragraph 
2.2.1) and employer behaviour 
(paragraph 2.3.1). Can the applicant: 


The IACC’s expectation is that the Code of Conduct as framed by the Worker Management Strategy covers 


the conduct of all people employed on the Wylfa Newydd project, including sub-contractors and home 
based workers. The Codes would not only cover their conduct on site/during working hours, but also the 


time spent travelling to and from the site, i.e. maximum hours over and above working hours, car-
sharing, use of park &ride/share facilities and bus transport etc., how the Code is to be enforced, and how 
any breaches are dealt with. 
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(a) Confirm if home based workers 


would have to sign the codes of 
conduct? 
(b) Explain what is meant by 


workers being off-site? 
(c) Confirm that the codes would 


not breech workers (in particular 
home based workers) Human Rights 
or employment rights. 


(d) Explain what the ramifications 
for breaching the codes would be. 


(e) Explain how the codes would 
be enforced? 
 


Are the IACC, GCC, NWP, PHW and 
BCUHB satisfied with the measures 


proposed by the WMS given the 
concerns they have expressed with 
particular reference to safeguarding 


and anti-social behaviour? If not, why 
not? 


 


The Codes of Conduct should therefore be applicable to both home-based and workers in temporary 
accommodation and also cover their conduct in interactions with local people in the accommodation in 
which they are staying, during their visits to communities and in the use of local facilities and services 


during non-working hours, including any times spent on Anglesey between shift periods.  
 


Whilst the IACC accepts the principles set out in the Worker Management Strategy it is not a detailed 
plan, nor are drafts of the proposed Codes currently available from Horizon. This lack of essential detail on 
content and operation in practice reinforces the IACC’s concerns about the aspects referred to above and 


the specific issues highlighted of Safeguarding vulnerable people and anti-social behaviour, which will be 
referred to in the Safeguarding Chapter of the Local Impact Report. 


 


Q10.2.11 The 
Applicant, 


IACC, GCC 
and NWP 


Q Bullet point 8 (BP8) of paragraph 
2.3.1 of the Workforce Management 


Strategy [APP-413] states that’ 
appropriate security checks will be 
carried out on construction personnel’ 


and bullet point 17(BP17) deals with 
checks 


regarding vulnerable adults and 
children. Can the applicant: 
(a) Explain why BP8 is only 


considered necessary for 
construction personnel and not 


the whole workforce; and 
(b) Explain what would happen if the 


employee failed the security or 
screening checks? 


 


Can the IACC, GCC and NWP confirm: 
 


(a) That the list of proposed checks 
in BP8 is sufficient; and 


(b) Whether the proposed measures 


in BP8 and BP17 satisfactorily 
address their concerns regarding 


Safeguarding? 


Whilst the IACC accepts that the checks set out in BP8 appear satisfactory, the Council is of the opinion 
that measures proposed in the Worker Management Strategy and Code of Conduct would not, alone, be 


sufficient to prevent potential Safeguarding issues from occurring during the construction phase of the 
project. Chapter 6, ‘Safeguarding’, of the Local Impact Report, highlights a range of Safeguarding areas 
that are likely to be impacted upon as a result of a significant increase in population including:- 


 
i) Supporting Children and Young People 


ii) Safeguarding Children and Young People 
iii) Child Sexual Exploitation 
iv) Safeguarding Older People 


v) Safeguarding Adults at Risk 
vi) Illegal Drug Use 


vii) Trafficking and/or Modern Slavery 
viii) Violence against Women, Domestic Abuse and Sexual Violence 


ix) Prevent 
 
Chapter 6 of the LIR also proposes a range of mitigation measures to prevent issues arising and mitigate 


any which do.   
 


Q10.2.12 The 


Applicant 


Q The ES [APP-122] refers to the 


embedded mitigation for the 
decommissioning phase being similar 
to construction (paragraph 3.4.37). 


Is any mitigation proposed for the 
operatives in terms of retraining 
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programmes etc to enable them to 


find alternative employment within 
the area when the plant has closed? 


Q10.2.13 The 
Applicant 


Q Can you provide an update on the 
progress with the Jobs and Skills 
Strategy? 


 


Q10.2.14 The 
Applicant 


and IACC 


Q (a) How much money would be 
available to the Skills fund? 


(b) Given the advocated need for 
flexibility and the wide range of 


projects and activities it could 
fund would the proposed amount 
be sufficient to mitigate the 


effect of the application? 


(a)  The IACC expect HNP to answer this question.  
HNP’s DCO Application does not specify how much money would be available within the Skills fund. The 


IACC expected the Jobs and Skills Strategy to specify the financial figures of the Skills fund but was 
disappointed to learn that this level of detail was not included.  


 
(b)  Without knowing the figures that HNP are proposing as part of the Skills fund it is impossible for the 
IACC to ascertain whether it is sufficient to mitigate the effect of the application.  


 
The IACC are aware that EDF provided in excess of £2m with a further £4.35m to its partners to deliver 


on the skills agenda. To overcome the potential effects of the project, the IACC’s have outlined mitigation 
proposals in the Local Impact Report. The IACC’s primary concern is that sufficient investment is required 
in Education, Skills and Training to increase the supply of local people that have the capability in securing 


employment at Wylfa Newydd or able to undertake the displaced jobs, hence, limiting the displacement 
effect. 


Q10.2.15 The 
Applicant 


Q Tables 3-4 to 3-6 of the Jobs and 
Skills Strategy [APP-411] set out the 


time it would take to train for the 
different roles. Given the time taken 
for some of these positions when 


would this training commence? 


 


Q10.2.16 The 


Applicant 


Q It would appear from table 3-7 of the 


Jobs and Skills Strategy [APP-411] 
that the majority of opportunities for 


home based workers would be in site 
services. 
 


Can the applicant outline what is 
being done to maximise opportunities 


for home based workers in the other 
fields where there would be better 
rates of pay and longer term 


opportunities? 


 


Q10.2.17 The 


Applicant 


Q How would the Wylfa Newydd 


Employment and Skills Service be 
funded? 


 


Q10.2.18 The 
Applicant 


Q Can you provide an update on the 
development of your apprenticeship 


scheme and/or are you still providing 
funding to Cwmni Prentis Menai? Is 
the Horizon apprenticeship scheme 


predicated on the financial support 
provided by the Government for 


apprenticeships? 


 


Q10.2.19 The 


Applicant 


Q Horizon would only be a principal 


employer for operational staff. What 
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contractual measures are proposed to 


ensure that during construction and 
decommissioning contractors 
maximise the opportunities for the 


recruitment of local people? 


Q10.2.20 The 


Applicant 


Q Can you explain how your Graduate 


Development Scheme specifically 
encourages applicants from North 


Wales and/or who might be a Welsh 
speaker? 


 


Q10.2.21 The 
Applicant 


Q (a) Is the school engagement work 
undertaken in both Welsh and 
English? 


(b) Would the Education Officers be 
bi-lingual? 


 


Q10.2.22 The 
Applicant 


Q Given that the creation of local jobs 
and supply chain opportunities would 


be one of the major benefits that 
would be delivered by the scheme 
why hasn’t the supply chain action 


plan been further developed? 


 


Q10.2.23 The 


Applicant 


Q You state that there would be no or 


very limited displacement of existing 
workers –what evidence, in particular 


drawn from other similar projects 
such as Hinckley C, have you to 
support this claim? 


 


Q10.2.24 IACC Q In your RR [RR-020] you refer to the 
need for better management and 


mitigation of displacement of existing 
workers in order to avoid significant 


adverse effects on existing and local 
businesses. What measures would 
you like to see proposed? 


The IACC have addressed this point in detail in the LIR – please see the Employment, Skills, Supply Chain 
and Displacement Chapters.  


 
To maximise local take up of jobs whilst avoiding displacement, requires the implementation of measures 


that boost the supply side of the economy. Most of these must be around training and education (these 
are paramount to avoiding displacement). Others are concerned with getting people out of inactivity and 
unemployment (or indeed underemployed) into work, along with measures to attract ex-pats back and 


thereby boost the working age population. In addition to these we can monitor the labour market and 
ensure there is a flexible system to respond to skills pressures.  


  
The IACC have constantly raised concerns with regards to labour displacement (Pre-Application 
Consultation 1-3) and raise identical concerns within the LIR.  


 
Briefly, proposed mitigations would include:  


 Monitoring the capacity and hard to fill vacancies in the labour market 
 Knowledge exchange / careers advice 
 Additional places in education 


 Tracking school leavers and graduates 
 Reaching out to ex-Pats 


 Promoting return to work projects 
 A detailed supply chain action plan 


 


Q10.2.25 The 
Applicant 


Q In para 6.3.26 the Applicant 
discusses a “fair wage”. What is the 
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Applicant’s intentions regarding the 


UK Living Wage? 


Q10.2.26 The 


Applicant 


Q The applicant indicates that up to 690 


staff would be required to manage 
the facilities, including the site 
campus. What measures(such as 


training programmes) is the Applicant 
proposing to ensure that there would 


be sufficient staff available with the 
relevant skills to manage the facility 
without causing staff shortages for 


existing service businesses 
particularly those in the tourism 


sector? 


 


10.3 Health 


Q10.3.1 IACC, 
BCUHB, 


PHW and 
Interested 
Parties 


Q Paragraph 6.3.95 of the Planning 
Statement [8.1] lists potential 


adverse impacts on health and well-
being. Do you agree and if not, why 
not? 


Paragraph 6.3.95 of the Planning Statement (APP-406) identifies potential adverse impacts upon health 
and well-being which could include air quality and noise, road safety, labour churn, the construction 


workforce, community identity and changes in physical activity.  Paragraphs which follow suggest that a 
full assessment and details of the mitigation are set out within the Health Impact Assessment (APP-429).  
  


Within the Planning Statement therefore, well-being is seen as an issue of health and whilst health in its 
widest sense can be a key determinant of well-being, the concept as defined by the Well-being of Future 


Generations Act 2015 is much broader encompassing the social, economic, environmental and cultural 
well-being of Wales. 
 


The IACC has set out in section 2 of its Written Representation why it considers that the ExA should take 
account of the Well-being Act when considering the application and the Secretary of State should take 


account of the Act when reaching a decision on the project. Horizon should have (and were requested to)  
use the Act to inform the development of the project, the identification of impacts and the mitigations and 
compensations proposed. 


 
IACC has completed a Well-being assessment of the project and forms an annex to the IACC’S LIR 


Introduction.  The assessment follows a process established in the Future Generations Framework and as 
such it assesses the project against local well-being goals and the five ways of working and seven well-
being goals which are established within the Act. The assessment includes for consideration of health but 


goes much further to consider the implications of the project for the well-being of communities in the 
widest sense. 


 
IACC’s assessment agrees with the identification of the potential adverse effects identified within the 
paragraph 6.3.95 of the Planning Statement.  In addition, it identifies adverse effects on a wider range of 


social, economic, environmental and cultural receptors which taken together would significantly affect 
future well-being.  The assessment identifies a number of additional IACC requirements for mitigation or 


compensation which it considers to be necessary to ensure that the project is compliant with the Act.   
 


Whilst recognising that HIA Table A-6 scopes the contents of the HIA against the Well-being Goals IACC is 
of the opinion that it does so from the standpoint as determinants of health.  The HIA does not represent 
a systematic assessment of the project against the wider, holistic concept of well-being and as a 


consequence neither it nor the Planning Statement adequately address the Well-being of Future 
Generations Act. 


 
The IACC consider that in addition to the identified factors, it is important to identify in more detail the 
nature of the potential adverse impact in areas such as safeguarding for children and adults that are at 
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risk. The Local Impact Report provides further detail on the IACC’s concerns in relation to potential 


Safeguarding issues (See Safeguarding Chapter of LIR). These potential risks include those arising from 
an increase in the child population as workers bring families with them, the formation of new households 
as some workers may form relationships with existing residents.  We have also identified the potential for 


an increase in the illegal use of drugs and in the sex trade. Both of these developments increase the level 
of risk to young people and adults at risk. There is also a potential for the exploitation of older people and 


adults at risk who provide accommodation (lodgings) to members of the Horizon workforce 
  


Q10.3.2 The 
Applicant 


ADA Prescriptions are free in Wales for all 
those registered with a Welsh GP. 
How would the cost of prescriptions 


for workers registered with the on-
site campus GP be covered? 


 


Q10.3.3 BCUHB and 
PHW  


Q The ES ([6.3.1] – paragraph 1.3.10) 
states that there are 23 GP surgeries 


(11 on Ynys Môn and 12 on Menai 
mainland). 
 


(a)     Could these     surgeries     
take additional patients? 


(b) How many patients who live on 
Ynys Môn have to use a surgery on 
the mainland? 


(c) Is there a current healthcare 
strategy for the future delivery of 


health provision in the KSA and does 
it account for the additional capacity 
that would be required as a result of 


the Application? 


 


Q10.3.4 The 


Applicant 


Q The Emergency Services have 


concerns regarding the pressure that 
could be placed on the services they 


provide and the potential loss of 
experienced/skilled staff to the 
project. How would this be 


addressed? 


 


Q10.3.5 BCUHB and 


PHW 


Q Is there capacity within the existing 


mental health services to deal with 
any increase in demand for services 


that may arise as a result of the 
application? 
Would     additional      funding      be      


required? Are services currently 
available in the Welsh language? 


 


Q10.3.6 The 
Applicant, 


BCUHB and 
PHW 


Q Applicant - Would any increase in 
demand for support services relating 


to alcohol, smoking, drugs or 
communicable diseases (in particular 
STDs) be provided by the on-site 


healthcare provision or through the 
use of existing off-site services? 
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BCUHB and PHW - If off-site services 
were used do they have the capacity 
to deal with any increase in demand? 


 
All - Would these services be 


available in the Welsh language? 


Q10.3.7 BCUHB, PHW 


and the 
Emergency 
service 


providers 


Q The applicant intends to establish a 


Health and Well-being Monitoring 
Group to monitor the implementation 
of the Health Impact Assessment 


mitigation. Do you have the relevant 
staff and resources available to 


participate in this group? 


 


Q10.3.8 The 


Applicant, 
BCUHB and 
PHW 


Q Applicant – when would the bi-lingual 


Community Involvement Officer be 
appointed? 
 


BCUHB and PHW - Could this role be 
carried out successfully by one 


person? 


 


 


10.4 Local Business and Tourism 


Q10.4.1 The 
Applicant, 


IACC, GCC 
and 
Welsh 


Government 


Q The Supply Chain Charter (and Action 
Plan) envisages business 


development opportunities for local 
(Ynys Môn) and regional (North 
Wales) businesses. 


 
(a) Has any work been undertaken 


to review whether the businesses 
needed to supply the applicant 
are available either locally or 


regionally? 
(b) If it has what were the findings? 


In particular what percentage of 
the applicants supply needs could 
currently be met either locally or 


regionally? 
(c) If suppliers are not available 


locally because companies are 
too small/ have limited 
resources/limited skills what 


support/help is proposed to 
enable existing companies to 


have the potential to supply/bid 
for work? 


(d) Is there sufficient office space, 


warehouse space, and small 
business units to meet the needs 


of the organisations/companies 
that would supply the project? 


a)  The Welsh Government undertook analysis of the capability of the Welsh economy within the nuclear 
sector (Link) 


and the County Council has undertaken some studies to better understand the capability. However, 
without clear direction and guidance from Horizon on the type, scale and breadth of their contracts it has 
not been possible to undertake a meaningful analysis.  


 
b)  This aspect has been undertaken informally and therefore exact or specific % are unclear. We have 


assumed a low % due to the fact the majority of businesses on Anglesey are micro businesses and 
without interventions/ support cannot form part of the supply chain and commit to larger works. A report 
prepared by Aecom for the IACC – Regional Supply Chain Programme – Business Support Provision: Gap 


Analysis (July 2017) – provides further analysis on type of companies that exist across North Wales (See 
copy at Appendix 4A). 


 
c)  WG and IACC are proactive here with various schemes i.e. Fit 4 Nuclear and Business Wales support 
however funding is limited. The Gap Analysis report was commissioned to understand and address some 


aspects that could help develop the North Wales supply chain i.e. accreditation schemes, procurement 
support etc. but again, funding to develop and progress is limited. Discussions with Horizon over who 


should fund this have not progressed.  
 
d)  No. There is very real concern that the insufficient supply of premises will result in Anglesey not being 


able to host the companies involved in the construction of Wylfa Newydd. The IACC has been proactive in 
constructing 15 units but recognise much more is required especially in the North of the Island such as 


Amlwch. In terms of County Council stock, we are at 100% occupancy. However, the JLDP allocates 
sufficient Employment Land to meet the supply chain needs of Wylfa Newydd.   
 


e)  This issue is much wider and has the potential to have far-reaching consequences than just 
construction. We are of the opinion that this issue can and will affect all sectors from welding and 


fabrication through to care sector, tourism, hospitality and beyond are all at significant risk of 
displacement. A report prepared by Aecom for the IACC Wylfa Newydd Inflation Assessment and 



https://gov.wales/topics/businessandeconomy/our-priority-sectors/energy-and-environment/study-into-wales-nuclear-supply-chain-capability/?lang=en
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(e) There are 11 construction 


companies on Ynys Môn – what 
measures are proposed to 
protect these businesses and to 


ensure that they can maintain 
their workforce during the 


construction period? 


Displacement (March 2018) addresses these concerns in more detail (See Appendix 4B). Also the issue of 


Displacement is of major concern to the IACC and is considered in detail these chapters of the Local 
Impact Report  


Q10.4.2 The 


Applicant 


Q Paragraph 1.5.89 of the ES [APP-


088] refers to deterioration of 
tourism accommodation due to long 
term occupancy, reduced 


maintenance and lower expectations 
for accommodation. What pro-active 


measures are proposed to minimise 
any degradation of this stock and to 
ensure that when it is vacated by 


workers it would be of a standard 
that is suitable for tourism lets? 


 


Q10.4.3 The 
Applicant 


WA The ES [APP-088 –paragraph1.5.98] 
states that the food and drink sector 


could also significantly benefit by the 
facilities management and catering 
contracts required through the entire 


lifecycle of the project: 
 


(a) What measures are proposed to 
ensure that these contracts are 
awarded to local companies 


rather than large contract 
catering companies? 


(b) Given that there will be on-site 
catering facilities which will 
service the needs of the 


development what realistic 
opportunities would there be for 


the local food and drink sector to 
benefit from the scheme? 


 


Q10.4.4 The 
Applicant 


Q Regarding labour churn: 
(a) What is the median wage of a 


construction worker working on a 


similar project such as Hinckley C 
and how does this compare to 


the median wage for KSA 
residents? 


(b) What other ‘benefits’ could an 
employee of the scheme expect 
eg subsidised/free 


accommodation, subsidised 
meals, private healthcare, free or 


subsidised sports and leisure 
facilities etc? 
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Q10.4.5 The 


Applicant 
and IACC 


WA Reference is made to a future 


intention by Horizon to provide a 
Visitor and media reception centre 
near the Power Station Site which 


would provide a focal point in the 
north of the island and a local 


community facility. How would the 
provision of this facility be secured? 


There is no mechanism currently proposed in the DCO which would secure this. The draft section 106 


contains an obligation to use reasonable endeavours to obtain a planning permission however that does 
not secure delivery of an operational facility and is not yet robust enough in its terms to be taken as a 
commitment to delivery, particularly of the community facility elements. The terms of this obligation are 


being discussed and it is entirely possible that this proposal could be adequately secured through the 
section 106 provided that Horizon is willing to commit to it and agree the necessary changes to the DCO 


drafting.  


Q10.4.6 The 
Applicant 


Q A Tourism Fund is proposed to 
address any material effects on the 
local tourism sector in Ynys Môn. Are 


there any further details available as 
to how this would operate, the 


funding available to it and how it 
would be secured? 


 


Q10.4.7 The 
Applicant 
and IACC 


Q The proposed off-line Highways 
Improvements would result in the 
bypassing of a number of villages. 


What measures are proposed to 
mitigate any business that would be 


affected as a result of a drop in 
passing trade? 


The IACC requires that measures are required to mitigate any business that would be affected as a result 
of a drop in passing trade. The IACC proposes that the measures should include;   
 


a) Permanent Highway signage to display the availability of shops / facilities in the by-passed village.  
b) Temporary access arrangements and Temporary Highway signage during the construction period to 


notify that ‘businesses are open as usual’ and are still operational during the duration of the works 
and customers have the necessary means to use facilities as normal.  


c) A modest marketing fund to publicise that the by-passed villages have facilities such as pub/ 


restaurant etc. The length of such a fund would be reviewed on an annual basis to ensure it 
remains fit for purpose.  


d) Community Involvement Officers notifying occupiers of business premises and properties in 
advance of works taking place and to provide information to the public about the proposed works 
(including timing and duration). The use of CIO’s should ensure that any unforeseen impacts can be 


identified quickly and relevant mitigation put in place.  
e) Careful management and monitoring of the situation is also required to assess impact levels on 


business revenues and mitigate accordingly. 


10.5 Welsh Language and Culture 


Q10.5.1 Fforum Iaith 
Strategol 


Ynys Môn 


Q In your RR [RR-041] you state that 
measures are necessary to protect 


the Welsh language – can you 
provide further detail as to what 
measures you consider would be 


necessary? 


 


Q10.5.2 Menter Iaith 


Môn and 
Fforum Iaith 


Strategol 
Ynys Môn 


Q In your RR [RR-028 and RR-041] you 


have stated a concern regarding the 
availability of Welsh Language 


trainers/teachers and the length of 
time it takes to train a Welsh 
language trainer/teacher – can you: 


(a) provide details of the number of 
registered Welsh trainers/teachers 


that there are; 
(b) the length of time it takes to train 
a language trainer/teacher; and 


(c) examples regarding issues with 
recruitment eg how difficult has it 
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been to recruit Welsh speaking 


teachers to the local schools? 


Q10.5.3 The 


Applicant 


Q The IACC consider that an 


Educational Strategy is necessary, 
was such a strategy considered and if 
it was why it was concluded that such 


a strategy was not necessary? 


 


Q10.5.4 IACC, GCC 


and 
Interested 


Parties 


Q The Daily Construction Commuting 


Zone (DCCZ) is a 90 minute drive 
time from the main power plant site. 


Can you provide information on the 
percentage of Welsh speakers that 
reside within this area? 


The percentage of Welsh speakers aged 3 and over within the DCCZ is 42.7% (n = 154,927). It should be 


noted that this percentage is considerably lower than the average of 57.2% on Anglesey where Horizon 
predict that around 6,560 of the 7,000 non-home based workers are expected to live during the construction 


phase (HNP WLIA B.4.2.1). Horizon have not stated where their calculation of 505 partners and dependants 
relocating to the KSA during the construction phase will live on Anglesey. During the operation phase HNP 
predict that 85% of the workforce (amounting to 740 workers) with 63 partners and dependents will reside 


on Anglesey (HNP WLIA B.3.28) 
 


It is possible that the number of HNP workers who reside within the DCCZ will not affect the overall 
percentage of Welsh speakers in the DCCZ very significantly. However, it is misleading to measure their 
impact on the vitality of Welsh on the overall percentage of Welsh speakers within the DCCZ. Their impact 


on the vitality of the Welsh language will depend upon where they move to live and their engagement 
with their local community. In 2011, there were three wards with over 80% of the population able to 


speak Welsh and these three wards are located in Llangefni, and specifically in North Anglesey, Amlwch 
Port had 64.5% (Link) of the population able to speak Welsh. This demonstrates that across Anglesey 
there are a number of communities which are strongholds of the Welsh Language therefore could be 


adversely affected with a significant influx of migrant workers. 
 


 


Q10.5.5 IACC, GCC 


and 
Interested 
Parties 


Q Reference is made in the 


documentation to Horizon providing a 
peripatetic teacher service 
(paragraph 6.2.28 of the Planning 


Statement [APP-406]) and indicates 
that initially two teachers would be 


funded (paragraph 7.4.27). 
 
(a) Does a peripatetic teacher 


service for Welsh language 
currently exist on Ynys Môn? 


(b) If it doesn’t how would the 
service operate; who would 
manage it and how long would it 


run for eg during construction 
only? During construction and a 


time limited period of operation? 
During construction, operation 


and decommissioning? 
(c) Would two teachers be sufficient 


– given that it has been indicated 


that any service may potentially 
need to extend into Gwynedd? 


(a) There is no current peripatetic immersion teacher provision on Anglesey. Peripatetic provision is not 


considered appropriate in the context of Anglesey’s education policy for the following reasons: 
 
1. Primary aged pupils make the best progress in acquiring Welsh quickly to meet their educational 


needs via a 10 week long full immersion language course that has been specifically tailored to meet 
their second/additional language acquisition and curriculum subject needs.  


2. Their mastery of Welsh on a 10 week full immersion course far exceeds the progress made in the 
less intensive provision provided by peripatetic teachers in other authorities in Wales such as Flint and 
Wrexham.  


3. A high level of fluency in Welsh is required by all pupils in Anglesey primary schools to meet the 
Local Authority and Welsh Government targets. IACC Welsh language policy states that its aim is for all 


pupils to be fully bilingual by the time they leave KS2. A high level of fluency is also needed to 
assimilate within the Welsh-speaking community networks (not necessary to the same degree in more 
Anglicised parts of Wales such as Flintshire and Wrexham). 


 
All but two primary schools on Anglesey are bilingual schools that conduct end of Foundation Phase and 


KS2 assessments through the medium of Welsh. In the two primary schools that are an exception, 
Welsh is a priority area for both schools. All primary school aged children who move to Anglesey will 


therefore need immersion support regardless of the school they choose to attend. 
 
Anglesey’s immersion support for KS2 primary pupils is currently provided in two designated centres in 


Ysgol Moelfre and Ysgol Llanfawr. Both centres play an important role in enabling the children and young 
people of families who relocate to Anglesey become “bilingually proficient and possess the ability to use 


both languages equally at the end of their educational career.  
 



http://www.anglesey.gov.uk/Journals/2015/02/16/d/c/b/A-statistical-picture-of-the-position-of-the-Welsh-language-on-the-Isle-of-Anglesey.pdf
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The aim of the Language Centre is to provide an intensive Welsh course for incomers in order to enable 


them to blend in to the bilingual society and participate fully in the experiences of bilingual education. 
This provision is central in assisting primary and secondary schools to implement the [Anglesey’s] 
current Language Policy. There is one Language Centre at Ysgol Moelfre with a satellite unit at Ysgol 


Llanfawr and it is intended that the current provision be further extended and supported through careful 
mitigation process with Horizon due to the probable effect on language and local communities across the 


Island due to new build of Wylfa Newydd.  
 
The figures for the current numbers of pupils attending the primary sector immersion centres and the 


number of children on the waiting list are provided in Section 6, Welsh Language and Culture LIR 
Chapter. 


 
(b) The immersion provision would operate as an extension of the Authority’s current Welsh immersion 
support. The Authority’s immersion provision is currently delivered by 5 FTE specialist immersion 


teachers with 2 full-time immersion teachers and 1 part-time (.5) PPA teacher employed in each centre 
in Moelfre and Llanfawr. In addition to the two centres currently in place, it is envisaged that the 


additional resources required to adequately meet the authority’s growing immersion support needs as a 
consequence of HNP Wylfa Newydd equate, as a minimum, to an additional two immersion centres 
located in other primary schools and staffed by two full-time immersion teachers and one .5 PPA teacher 


in each centre. In summary, current staff and classroom resources need to be at least doubled. 
 


Pupils for whom English and Welsh are additional languages 
IACC’s PLASC currently identifies children for whom English is an additional language under the category 
EAL. Welsh Government’s Minority Ethnic Achievement Grant (MEAG) is typically distributed according to 


the number of EAL designated pupils. WG’s commitment to funding EAL has been cut over recent years 
and the continuation of this additional funding is not secure. Until now funding to cover 1 EAL support 


teacher has been available to provide additional support in English to all EAL pupils at both primary and 
secondary levels throughout the county.  


 
IACC’s policy regarding immersion support for primary aged pupils is to provide support in Welsh only 
up until the end of the Foundation Phase when pupils are in the last term of Y2. This is when the 


teaching of English is introduced as part of the curriculum for all pupils. Additional support in English for 
EAL pupils is provided incrementally until it becomes a 50%/50% split by the end of Year 6 and the end 


of KS2.   
 
 It is expected that the HNP workforce will include additional dependents from various language 


backgrounds for whom either Welsh is an additional language or both Welsh and English are additional 
languages for them. Adequate support for EAL pupils is already under funded therefore IACC seeks full 


funding from HNP to enable support to be provided in Welsh and English according to each child’s 
individual needs. Given the lack of data on the number, age, language background and any other 
additional educational needs of HNP workforce dependent children, IACC will have to plan on a worst 


case scenario basis. IACC expect HNP to fully fund this. 
 


This provision will need to be funded and established well in advance of the arrival of the first HNP 
worker children to ensure that the provision is in place in time for the first arrivals. It is envisioned that 
the steps that will be necessary to prepare for the first arrivals will require at least two years and 


amongst other actions involve:   
 


 Recruiting and training specialist immersion teaching staff 
 Recruiting and training staff in the additional language and cultural needs of EAL/WAL pupils 
 Using the specialist staff to train primary sector teachers in all schools on Anglesey and, in 


particular, those most likely to receive in-migrant pupils as a consequence of Wylfa Newydd 
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 Developing and embedding screening strategies such as WELLCOMM in the Foundation Phase and 


better equipping KS2 and KS3 mainstream  teachers in using immersion skills within the classroom 
 Developing materials and training in the additional languages other than English (e.g. Japanese and 
other expected / known additional languages). 


 
Provision related to meeting the additional needs of HNP Wylfa Newydd primary school dependants will 


be needed during construction, operation and decommissioning. The number of HNP workforce children 
in need of support will depend on the additional support needs of each child and will need to be subject 
to annual review for the duration of the project. 


 
It should also be noted that the majority of pupils will make the necessary progress on the immersion 


centre’s intensive 10 week course to cope with the Welsh-medium mainstream curriculum. However, 
these pupils will also need varying degrees of additional support from an immersion teacher when 
transitioning to, and when continuing in, the mainstream class according to their individual needs 


  
(c) Two additional teachers would not be sufficient. In line with other immersion provision in Wales, 


Anglesey immersion centres have a ratio of one teacher to eight pupils (1:8). It is also recognised that 
some children from other language backgrounds (particularly those with non-Romance languages and 
non-Roman written scripts, those whose parents have little or no knowledge of Welsh or English and 


those with additional learning needs) will need additional immersion teacher support to acquire the 
Welsh language skills they need to succeed in Anglesey’s education system.  Based on current capacity 


and anticipated growth in need for additional support, the Authority has identified the need for HNP to 
fund the employment of: 
 


 an additional 5 Welsh immersion teachers to meet anticipated primary school pupil needs (2.5 
equivalent in each of 2 additional language centres) 


 5 specialist Welsh immersion teachers and 5 Welsh immersion (Level 3) classroom assistants (i.e. 1 
teacher and 1 classroom assistant in each of Anglesey’s 5 secondary schools) to meet anticipated KS3 


pupil needs 
 An additional 2 English and as Additional Language (EAL) teachers. 
 


Q10.5.6 The 
Applicant 


Q Paragraph 6.2.41 of the Planning 
Statement [APP-406] states that 


85% of the operational workforce 
would be local people. 


(a) Please define what is meant by a 
local person or where in the 
documentation this definition can 


be found. 
(b) Given that the operational 


workforce would be 850 people 
would 85% be achievable and if 
so how this would be achieved 


without disrupting the workforce 
of other businesses on Ynys Môn? 


(c) What mechanisms are proposed 
that would ensure that 85% of 
the workforce are local people 


and what penalties are proposed 
if this target was not met? 


 


Q10.5.7 Welsh 
Government 


Q Cymraeg 2050: Welsh language 
strategy (2017) sets a goal of having 
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a million Welsh speakers by 2050 – 


can you please provide information 
as to: 
(a) the current situation with regards 


to the number of Welsh speakers; 
(b) whether you are currently on 


course to meet this objective; and 
(c) how you envisage that this 
scheme may affect (positively or 


negatively) you achieving this target? 


Q10.5.8 The 


Applicant 


Q The work of the proposed Welsh 


Language and Culture Coordinator is 
seen as key to the development and 


implementation of the Welsh 
language and culture mitigation and 
enhancement measures (Planning 


Statement [APP- 406] paragraph 
6.4.474). 


(a) When would this appointment be 
made? 


(b) Given the scope of the role could 


it realistically be covered by one 
person? 


 


Q10.5.9 The 
Applicant 


 Paragraph 6.4.476 of the Planning 
Statement [APP-406] sets out a 


number of proposed mitigation 
measures: 
 


Bullet point 3 refers to ensuring that 
a Welsh-speaking member of staff is 


included on interview panels where 
candidates are required to have 
Welsh language skills. 


(a) How many jobs does Horizon 
envisage will be ‘required’ to have 


Welsh language skills? 
(b) what provisions are proposed for 


interviewing candidates whose first 
language is Welsh for roles that are 
not ‘required’ to have Welsh language 


skills? 
 


Bullet point 4 refers to providing 
language ‘awareness’ training – can 
you provide further information as to: 


(a) what will constitute ‘language 
awareness’ training; 


(b) how this differs from learning the 
Welsh language training; and 
(c) how ‘awareness training’ will 


protect and/or grow the use of the 
Welsh language? 
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Bullet point 6 - why is it that the 
collection of data ‘may be’ rather 
than ‘will be’ linked to the Worker 


Accommodation Management 
Service? 


Q10.5.10 The 
Applicant 


Q (a) Can you provide details of when 
the evaluation of the impact of the 


project on the Welsh language in the 
KSA will be completed (paragraph 
6.4.480 of the Planning Statement 


[APP-406])? 
(b) Would the evaluation also include 


recommendations and if so how 
would they be implemented? 


 


Q10.5.11 The 
Applicant 
and IACC 


Q Can you explain why a Welsh 
Language and Culture Mitigation and 
Enhancement strategy is only 


proposed during the construction 
period of the project (paragraph 


6.4.480 of the Planning Statement 
[APP-406]) – should this be extended 
to include operation and 


decommissioning? 


 
Horizon has developed its WLCMES for the run up and construction phases of the Project only.  IACC 
requires Horizon to agree: 


 
1. to implement the WLCMES and its annual action plans annually throughout the construction, 


operation and decommissioning periods; and 
2. to establish procedures to monitor and evaluate annually throughout all three phases of the 


project. 


 
While the IACC recognise that the content of the WLCMES will differ during the Operation and 


Decommissioning phases, it is necessary to acknowledge explicitly at this stage that a revised WLCMES 
with annual action plans will be produced for phases 2 and 3 of the Wylfa Newydd Project. The measures 
established to monitor and evaluate the ongoing impact and mitigation / enhancement strategies will 


similarly need to be continued in phases 2 and 3.  
 


The IACC’s Welsh Language and Culture Chapter of the LIR specifies the scale of impacts of the project on 
the vitality of the Welsh Language to justify the need for the WLCMES and annual Welsh Language Action 
Plan for the duration of the project.   


 
The most immediate impacts will be felt during construction and IACC recognises that has been the focus 


of concern. The operational impacts on Welsh language and culture are harder to predict until the new 
baseline following construction can be assessed. In particular, it is not known how many of in-migrating 


the operational workforce will have been resident in construction and may have started learning Welsh 
and otherwise engaging with mitigation measures already in place. The effects of the temporary outage 
workforce (1,000) workers cannot be properly assessed at this time as the detail on how they will be 


required for, the skills necessary and the local ability to supply that and the likely demographics have not 
been supplied by Horizon. The IACC considers that the principle of having a strategy should extend into 


operation, however that phase of the strategy would be considerably different to that needed for 
construction and would be more appropriately developed towards the end of construction.  The IACC 
considers that, rather than trying to extend the strategy now, the requirement should be for an 


operational strategy to be approved prior to commissioning of unit 2. The same principle would apply to 
decommissioning where a strategy for that stage should be developed and approved towards the end of 


operation.  
 


Q10.5.12 IACC, Welsh 
Government 
and 


Q Paragraph 6.4.483 of the Planning 
Statement [APP-406] states that the 
measures proposed to support and 


IACC’s position is mainly guided by the policies and principles contained in the Gwynedd and Isle of 
Anglesey Joint Local Development Plan (JLDP) and the more detailed guidance contained in the Wylfa 
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Interested 


Parties 


enhance Welsh language and culture 


comply with the principles of the 
various national and local policies 
relating to the strengthening of the 


Welsh language. 
 


With particular reference to PPW9, 
TAN20, Cymae 2050 and the 
Wellbeing of Future Generations 


(Wales) Act 2015 can the IACC, 
Welsh Government and any 


Interested Parties indicate whether 
they agree with this statement and if 
they don’t why? 


Newydd Supplementary Planning Guidance (WNSPG). These documents comply with the principles of the 


national policies and strategies referred to above. 
 
IACC regards it as essential that the Wylfa Newydd Project maintains, and where possible strengthens the 


Welsh language and culture as an important part of the Island’s social fabric and community identity.  This 
requires that the Welsh Language and Culture to be treated as an all-encompassing theme and “golden 


thread” underpinning consideration of impacts and mitigation of all aspects of the Wylfa Newydd Project 
and for HNP to demonstrate a meaningful, robust and deliverable commitment towards supporting and 
enhancing the Welsh Language and Culture throughout the project, from its construction to operation and 


through to decommissioning phases. 
 


The WLIA’s methodology accords with good practice.  However, as the methodology is at a relatively 
immature state of development - and assessments of likely impacts remain relatively subjective - the 
IACC has concerns that the assessments of likely impacts in the WLIA are not robust enough. In general, 


HNP also base their impact assessment upon the KSA or DCCZ rather than the Isle of Anglesey. In IACC’s 
view this leads to an underscoring of some likely impacts, for example, the assumptions made in the 


gravity model for the geographical distribution of non- home based construction workers underplays the 
impact on some communities    
 


IACC’s assessment (of potential local impacts), therefore, differs from that of HNP and indicates that the 
Project could result in a range of likely impacts (adverse and positive) on communities and result in 


additional demands on existing community facilities, which are important domains to sustain and enhance 
the Welsh language and culture on the Island.  
 


When an assessment of a development identifies potential impacts (positive or negative) it is expected 
that an applicant considers whether a positive impact can be improved and whether a negative impact can 


be managed to an acceptable level 
 


IACC does not consider that the measures included in the WLCMES are sufficiently robust to enhance and 
mitigate the identified impacts.     
 


Without robust mitigation and monitoring strategies, from a Welsh language and culture perspective, 
therefore,  IACC  remains concerned that the Policy tests of PS 9 Wylfa Newydd from the adopted 


Anglesey and Gwynedd Joint Local Development Plan and  GP14 of the adopted Wylfa Newydd 
Supplementary Planning Guidance will not be fully achieved.  
 


Further details on IACC’s policy position is specifically addressed in Section 4 of the Welsh Language and 
Culture chapter of the IACC’S LIR. 


 
 


Q10.5.13 The 
Applicant 


WF Can you confirm that the information 
boards mentioned at bullet point four 
of paragraph 4.4.1 of the WNCoCP 


[APP-414] would be bi-lingual? 


 


Q10.5.14 The 


Applicant 


WF Can you confirm that the signage 


relating to the diversion of footpaths 
and in particular for the Lôn Las Copr 


(paragraph 6.2.6 of the MPSS Sub 
CoCP [APP-415]) would be bi-lingual? 


 


Q10.5.15 The 
Applicant, 


Q Is there any information available 
regarding the effect that the 
construction and operation of Wylfa A 


Construction of Wylfa A began in 1963. With respect to the effect of its construction and operation on 
Welsh language and culture, Welsh language census figures do indicate a significant reduction in the 
proportion of Welsh speakers on Anglesey between 1961 and 1971 and again between 1971 and 1981, 
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IACC and 


GCC 


has had long term on Welsh language 


and culture, the local and regional 
economy and the housing market? 
 


If there is, was this information taken 
into account, in particular in terms of 


lessons learned, when the Application 
was being drawn up? 


which is likely to have been caused to some degree, by the original Wylfa construction and operation 


workforce. This is difficult to quantify and it is not possible with such data to isolate and identify the Wylfa 
A impact specifically. 
 


Horizon’s Welsh Language Impact Assessment provides some discussion of the change in the number and 
percentage of Welsh speakers on Anglesey during this period and mentions Wylfa A. However, this is not a 


detailed analysis and does not attempt to understand in detail the various ways in which Wylfa A had an 
impact on Welsh language and culture. It is not apparent from HNP’s Welsh Language Impact Assessment 
how this information was taken into account, in particular in terms of lessons learned, when the 


Application was being drawn up. 
 


The IACC is aware of a few of studies that have been undertaken in relation to Wylfa A and the proposed 
Wylfa B in the 1980s and 2000s. These include: 
 


1. An Environmental Statement on the ‘Proposed Wylfa ‘B’ PWR Power Station’ prepared by Central 
Electricity Generating Board in 1989. There was an estimated peak of 3500 in the fourth of year of 


the main construction works. (See Appendix 5A) 
2. A study that was undertaken in 2006 titled “Wylfa and Anglesey Aluminium Metal (AAM) Socio-


Economic Impact Assessment” prepared by Tribal HCH which assesses the likely socio-economic 


impact of the closures both referenced above and to identify actions to combat the negative 
economic and social impacts of the decommissioning of Wylfa and the associated potential closure 


to AAM. (See Appendix 5B) 
3. Wylfa B ‘Issues of Concern to the Borough Council’ (March 1989). (See Appendix 5C). This is a very 


interesting document as it identified the same issues as is raised in the IACC’s LIR. In relation to 


Welsh Language, section 7.9 of this report states: 
 


“The movement of a large number of workers and their families into the district would have a 
considerable impact on some communities, particularly in the northern area close to the 


construction site, and in many of these communities the Welsh Language, which is the backbone 
for the local culture, is already weakened and under threat. The problems associated with the 
immigration into the district are already well known and the construction of ‘Wylfa A’ in many ways 


contributed to the changes that have taken place in the linguistic character of the districts.  It is 
quite likely that following the construction of ’Wylfa B’ station, many workers and their families 


would settle permanently in the area, further weakening the position of the Welsh Language.  
 
The IACC are in the process of finding further information on the impacts of Wylfa A on Welsh language 


and culture and will report any findings to the Examining Authority. 
 


Q10.5.16 IACC and 
GCC 


Q Of the 47 primary Schools and 5 
secondary schools on the island how 


many of these are Welsh medium 
schools? 


45 primary schools (out of 47) and all secondary schools on the island are bilingual schools and assess 
through Welsh at the end of a key stage.  


 
There are two exceptions and Welsh is a priority area in these two primary schools (Caergeiliog Primary 
School and St Mary’s Catholic School in Holyhead).Caergeiliog  


 
There will be a need to ensure that resources are in place for those pupils whom are new to the area to be 


immersed in Welsh. 
 


Q10.5.17 IACC Q The primary Welsh language 
immersion centre (WLIC) is currently 
at full capacity – how will these 


capacity issues be addressed ?(APP-
433) 


One of the ways the Authority has been addressing capacity is to reduce the number of locally born pupils 
who need additional support to develop their Welsh language skills. This has been addressed by allocating 
the time and expertise of Immersion Centre staff to train Holyhead school teachers and support staff on 


effective strategies for developing non-Welsh speaking children’s effective acquisition of the language. 
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What is the provision for secondary 
aged children? 


The Authority has also collaborated with Mudiad Meithrin (Welsh-medium pre-school and Foundation 


Phase provider) and invested in the Croesi’r Bont scheme which is a language scheme similar to the 
content of the primary immersion centre language curriculum and to help ensure that 2-4 year old 
children from non-Welsh speaking homes acquire the Welsh language they need for their Foundation 


Phase education.  
 


What is the provision for secondary aged children? 
There is currently no permanent immersion provision for secondary aged children due to lack of funding. 
The Year 7 pupil intake at Bodedern Secondary School typically includes pupils whose level of Welsh is not 


adequate to be able to access the Welsh-medium curriculum. Over six weeks leading up to the end of the 
summer term Bodedern Secondary School holds immersion classes mainly for pupils in the Holyhead area 


who want to move to the school in Year 7. This is a 6 week intensive immersion course in classes with a 
1:8 teacher: pupil ratio improves their Welsh to a standard that better enables them to cope with the KS3 
curriculum through the medium of Welsh. It is envisaged that the new curriculum in Wales will make it 


easier to align the Welsh-language curriculum needs of Y6 and Y7 pupils. 
 


A pilot scheme was conducted within a new Language Centre located in Bodedern Secondary School in 
2015. Gwynedd’s Secondary Language Centre curriculum was updated and digitised and through the use 
of the Welsh language grant, and contributions from the island’s five secondary schools, the experiment 


was a success. The Authority is keen to continue with developing plans for meeting the additional Welsh 
language needs of pupils and is committed to provide this service in preparation of significant future 


developments on the Island (e.g. Wylfa B). While a room is available at Bodedern Secondary School, there 
is currently no funding available for teachers or the high costs of transporting pupils across the island to a 
single centre.  


 
It is the Education Service’s assessment that this provision isn’t adequate and there is a need across the 


island to ensure that all newcomer pupils succeed across the KS3 curriculum at least. The provision that is 
necessary to meet current requirements and cope with additional pupils relocating to the island as a 


consequence of HNP Wylfa Newydd is to establish immersion provision in each of the island’s 5 secondary 
schools to be delivered by one full-time specialist (Grade 3 level) immersion teacher and one immersion 
trained classroom assistant.   


 


Q10.5.18 The 


Applicant 


Q When considering the effect that 


additional workers needed by the 
proposal may have on the Welsh 


language and culture was it only 
workers that were directly involved in 
the construction of the proposal and 


the associated development that 
were considered or were the facilities 


workers, additional workers required 
by supply chain businesses, tourism 
and needed to construct the 


additional permanent housing also 
included? 


 


Q10.5.19 The 
Applicant 


and IACC 


Q Whilst the various language 
strategies outline proposals for 


workers and school aged children 
what proposals would there be for 
dependents such as partners/spouses 


and non-school age children who may 
relocate to Ynys Môn with workers? 


Horizon’s WLCMES measures are grouped under four topics.  One of the topics deals with Children, Young 
People and Families and includes the following measures that include partners / spouses with non-school 


age children although spouses/partners without children are not mentioned specifically. IACC has 
considered this topic in detail in its Welsh Language And Culture chapter of the LIR. We refer the 
Examining Authority in particular to section  6.2.4 which refers to welcome packs, section 6.3.1 which 


deals with funding provision of community language Services and section 6.3.3 regarding pre-school 
provision.  
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Q10.5.20 The 


Applicant 


Q The Health Impact Assessment 


NTS[APP-428] paragraph 2.4.39 
refers to a mitigation commitment 
relating to community identity 


including initiatives to enhance and 
celebrate local identity. What 


initiatives are proposed? 


 


Q10.5.21 Welsh 


Government 


Q Can you provide an update on the 


development of the Welsh Language 
Risk Assessment Framework and 
Guidance? 


 


Q10.5.22 The 
Applicant 


Q Welsh language training is proposed 
where ‘this is a relevant requirement 


within a post’ (APP-433). What 
opportunities/support/encouragement 


would there be for workers where it 
is not ‘a relevant requirement’ to 
learn 


the language? 


 


Q10.5.23 IACC, GCC, 


Welsh 
Government 


and 
Interested 
Parties 


Q The majority of the proposed 


mitigation and enhancement 
measures would be secured via a 


S106 – do you consider: 
 


(a) That this is the appropriate 


mechanism? And 
(b) Would it meet the test for 


planning obligations? 


IACC’s Local Impact Report, amongst many other documents, explains the importance of Welsh Language 


as a unifying factor for the local communities, both in North Anglesey and across the entire island. The 
volume of construction workers from outside of the island and Wales generally is an obvious manifestation 


of the pressure that will be placed upon the maintenance of the Welsh Language during construction 
which therefore represents a very direct adverse effect on community cohesion. Mitigation measures to 
protect use of the Welsh Language to a very large part have to be based upon steps to encourage and 


strengthen the support that is available for the Welsh Language both to the existing population and to the 
incoming construction workforce. There is therefore a direct link between mitigation to support the Welsh 


Language and culture and remedying adverse impacts on the local communities arising from the 
construction process. 
 


It is appropriate then that the section 106 agreement is used to secure this mitigation and that mitigation 
is considered as relevant to the decision whether to approve the DCO.  


Q10.5.24 The 
Applicant, 


IACC, GCC, 
Welsh 
Government 


and 
Interested 


Parties 


Q The strategy with regards to the 
Welsh language is predicated on the 


employment of a certain percentage 
of Welsh speakers what mitigation is 
proposed/necessary if these targets 


cannot be met? 


HNP’s WLCMES does not contain any specific targets to employ an agreed proportion of Welsh speakers 
across the various specialisms of its workforce. HNP calculate that a ‘minimum of 2,000 workers are 


expected to already residing in the KSA’ at peak. It is unclear how this figure is derived and HNP provides 
no indication of the numbers or proportion of the local workforce that are expected to be speakers of 
Welsh. HNP’s original commitment to include a linguistic target for relevant jobs is not included. There is 


an implicit expectation that conducting a ‘Consideration of the Welsh Language Skills of each post on the 
project’ (WLCMES Measure 2) will identify the level of need for Welsh speakers. However, the IACC 


believe that setting targets for relevant jobs is necessary and will strengthen the strategy for recruiting 
Welsh speakers to certain posts; provide a focus for reviewing and revising as necessary the strategy for 
recruiting Welsh speakers.  


 
It is realistic to expect that a high proportion of Welsh speakers be employed across the HNP workforce. 


Indeed IACC consider that HNP can assist IACC to increase the number and proportion of Welsh speakers 
on Anglesey if it: 
1) puts robust plans in place to recruit Welsh speaking workers, and 


2) develops the Welsh language skills of all of its workforce.   
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It is important to stress that IACC do not consider ‘Welsh speakers’ to all be fluent, native and first 


language speakers of Welsh. ‘Welsh speakers’ includes people for whom Welsh is an additional language 
acquired through statutory education or as an adult and form the growing population of ‘new speakers of 
Welsh’ in Wales and abroad. Welsh speakers will be at different points on a continuum of fluency and oral 


and literacy competences in the language. Over time, with a robust Welsh Language Policy, Welsh 
Language Strategy and Action Plan for implementing that policy together with a well-defined and 


implemented Welsh Language Skills Strategy it will be possible to develop the Welsh language skills of all 
staff across the workplace. 
 


In addition to the mitigation measures outlines in WCLMES and Planning Statement paragraph 6.4.466., it 
is IACC’s position that all of the further measures set out in the Welsh Language And Culture chapter of 


the LIR are necessary to ensure that the number of Welsh speaking staff are maximised throughout the 
HNP workforce 


Q10.5.25 The 
Applicant 


Q (a) Which groups and organisations 
would be invited to be members 
of the management group that 


would oversee the Welsh 
Language and Cultural Mitigation 


and Enhancement Strategy and 
the stakeholder group that would 
monitor this strategy? 


(b) Who would these groups be 
accountable too? 


(c) Given many of the Welsh 
language and cultural groups are 
voluntary organisations what 


resources would be made 
available to them to enable them 


to attend/resource membership 
of these groups? 


 


Q10.5.26 IACC Q In your RR [RR-020] (paragraph 
5.14.1) you state that in your opinion 
the dDCO does not reflect the current 


commitment of the applicant in 
advocating the Welsh language as a 


‘golden thread’ throughout all aspects 
of the project. What amendments to 


the dDCO would you wish to see to 
ensure that this commitment is 
realised? 


The IACC recognises HNP’s current engagement and commitment in advocating the Welsh language as a 
‘Golden Thread’ throughout all aspects of its project and therefore HNP’s position in general is in 
compliance with national and local policies. However, IACC does not consider HNP’s documentation does 


not sufficiently reflect this commitment.  
 


The IACC’s stance in general is that impacts should be avoided and where that is not possible mitigated 
through proactive and pre-emptive measures to protect and enhance the Welsh language and culture. 


This principle equally applies to all thematic issues. This includes agreeing a suite of preventative 
measures, including up-front investment, DCO requirements, DCO obligations and changes to 
phasing/timing to avoid or minimise impacts wherever possible. Where adverse impacts cannot be 


avoided, appropriate mitigation should be implemented to offset the identified adverse impacts. 
Compensation will be required in respect of residual impacts that cannot be mitigated. 


The Welsh Language and Culture Mitigation and Enhancement Strategy (WLCMES) proposed by HNP 
contains 24 measures for the enhancement and/or mitigation of the likely impact of Wylfa Newydd on the 
Welsh language and culture. While IACC welcomes these commitments, in order to for HNP’s WLCMES to 


demonstrate that it advocates the Welsh language as a ‘golden thread’ throughout all aspects of the 
project, the revisions and further details to that strategy set out in the Welsh Language And Culture 


chapter of the LIR are required.  
 
 


Q10.5.27 IACC, GCC 
and 


Q The Applicant has been asked to 
prepare a Statement of Common 
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the Welsh 


Government 


Ground with organisations that 


representation the Welsh Language 
and have submitted a Relevant 
Representation. Which organisations 


do you consider the Applicant should 
include? 


The IACC has confirmed in an e-mail to Horizon dated 29/10/18 that the Island’s Language Forum 


(Ffowrm Iaith Mon) is the most appropriate body to engage with.  It is a multi-purpose organisation 
partnership, with a single purpose of increasing the number of speakers and overall use of Welsh 
language on the Island. 


 
Young Farmers 


Medrwn Môn  
Menter Iaith Môn (which also co-ordinates thematic sub-groups e.g. Welsh for Families) 
Menter Môn  


Menter Iaith Cymru 
Môn CF  


Mudiad Meithrin  
Unllais Cymru (representing the majority of Town and Community Councils) 
Llys Eisteddfod Môn  


LearnWelsh.Cymru North West 
Yr Urdd 


GwE 
Betsi Cadwaladr University Health Board 
Post -16 Education Consortium Gwynedd and Anglesey 


Cymdeithas yr Iaith  
Bangor University 


Joint Policy Planning Unit (Gwynedd and Anglesey)  
Welsh Government 
Llandrillo Menai Group 


North Wales Police 
Isle of Anglesey County Council (cross-section of representatives from various services 


10.6 General Questions 


Q10.6.1 The 


Applicant 


Q Concerns have been raised through 


the RR regarding safety for residents 
particularly for women and children. 


Can the applicant provide details of 
their safeguarding policies or 
highlight where in the documentation 


this 
information can be found. 


 


Q10.6.2 The 
Applicant 


Q Can the applicant provide further 
detail as to how the Neighbourhood 


Support Scheme would work given 
concerns highlighted in the RR as to 
its adequacy? 


 


Q10.6.3 IACC, GCC, 
Welsh 


Government 
and 


Interested 
Parties 


Q Paragraph 3.2.15 of the Wylfa 
Newydd Code of Construction Practice 


(WNCoCP) [APP-414] lists a number 
of socio-economic impacts that the 


Applicant considers will need 
monitoring. Do you agree with this 
list? Has anything been omitted or 


should anything be removed? 


The Council has undertaken detailed consideration of the CoCPs and which impacts need to be monitored. 
This is set out in the LIR by topic. 


Q10.6.4 The 


Applicant, 
IACC and 


 Can the Applicant confirm whether 


the Community Liaison Group 
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Interested 


Parties 


meetings will have the facility to be 


bi-lingual? 
Paragraph 3.2.29 of the WNCoCP 
[APP-414] advises that nearby 


residents will be provided with 
information packs. Can the Applicant 


advise: 
 


a) What they mean by ‘nearby’? 


b) How often the information 
packs would be provided? 


c) Whether the list should be 
expanded to include amongst 
other things hours/days  of  


working   and   routes/times   
of   delivery   vehicles? 


d) (d) Whether the packs would 
be bi-lingual? 


 


Do the IACC/IP have any comments 
they may wish to make on the form 


and content of information packs? 


The IACC considers that the Community Liaison Group (CLG) should be progression of the Wylfa Newydd 


Project Liaison Group (PLG) which has been meeting since 2015. The membership of the PLG is wide 
ranging and should be used as the basis to consider the membership of the Community Liaison Group.  
 


We are disappointed to note that the proposal is for the IACC to attend where appropriate, and would 
consider the IACCs attendance and contribution as being positive and adding value. We would suggest 


that this is reviewed, with the IACC becoming a full member. 
 
The Group should allow for a meaningful and transparent discussion platform where both positive and 


negative issues can be raised by both CLG members and Horizon for open and honest discussion. Where 
possible, and practical, action will always be taken by Horizon as a result of the issues raised.  


 
Any action taken by Horizon as a result of CLG discussions should be reported back to the group. This 
shows how the CLG has had a direct impact on the development process.  


 
The ‘nearby’ residents of the immediate local communities needs to be defined and should include all 


residents of communities affected by the construction phase of the project.  
 
As confirmed in the LIR, the IACC has requested that the CLG meets on a monthly basis rather than 


quarterly as proposed by HNP from commencement of site activities up to when First Nuclear concrete is 
poured, which is the period when effects from air quality and noise are most likely to be significant. The 


IACC considers that this is the forum to ensure that the local community is kept fully uptodate of the site 
activities including having an understanding of planned works and to be informed of any activities that will 
potential affect their daily life and routines. 


 
The IACC will require the CLG to have translation facilities. The IACC expects the Agenda’s and Minutes of 


the Group meetings to be available on Horizon’s website. 
 


The information packs should include details of the forthcoming construction activities so that local 
residents are fully aware of planned activities that have the potential to impact their daily routines.  
 


Q10.6.5 IACC Q Paragraph 3.3.4 of the WNCoCP 
[APP-414] states that the complaints 


register will be made available to the 
IACC upon request. Are the IACC 


satisfied with this arrangement or 
would it be more appropriate for the 
information to be sent to them once a 


quarter and/or published on HNP’s 
website? 


The IACC requires access to the Complaints Register at all times as we need to have a clear understanding 
of the complaints received, the investigation being undertaken and the conclusion of the investigation. The 


IACC will receive direct communication from the public and will need to be in a position to respond directly 
to members of the public. 


 


Q10.6.6 IACC Q Reference is made in the ES 
(paragraph 1.3.14 of APP-088) to a 


school modernisation programme to 
reduce excess capacity. 
 


a) Has this modernisation plan 
been drawn up in knowledge of 


the Wylfa proposals and the 
proposed changes to the 
school age population that 


could result? 


The IACC has a school modernisation plan (Link) together with a long-term strategy setting out our vision 
for an effective and efficient education system.  


 
The areas where capacity is proposed to be reduced include parts of north Anglesey, and potential 
developments in Wylfa have been considered as part of the strategy. 


 
 


 



http://www.anglesey.gov.uk/education/modernising-anglesey-schools/
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b) Are the areas where capacity is 


proposed to be reduced in 
North Anglesey? 


Q10.6.7 NWP Q The ES provides details of the 
number of fire and ambulance 
stations but no information is 


provided with regards to the number 
of police stations or how policing of 


the island is managed. Can you: 
 


a) Provide details of the number 


and location of police stations 
on Ynys Môn – both staffed 


and unstaffed. 
b) Advise whether these will be 


retained during the lifetime of 


the project or whether there 
are plans to reduce/consolidate 


stations or plans for additional 
or temporary stations? 


 


Q10.6.8 The 
Applicant 


Q Can the applicant provide any 
evidence/data from other similar 
projects (including Wylfa A) as to the 


number of construction workers who 
relocate with their families to the 


area during construction? 


 


Q10.6.9 IACC WF The ES Non-Technical Summary 


[APP-401] states that the two closest 
schools Ysgol Gynradd Cemaes and 
Ysgol Gymuned Llanfechell have a 


capacity of 89 pupils and 119 pupils 
respectively. Can you confirm if these 


are single form entry schools and if 
so what are their class sizes and are 
the schools at capacity? 


 


The IACC can confirm that the Ysgol Gynradd Cemaes and Ysgol Gymuned Llanfechell receive pupils once 
a year and there are 44 vacancies in Llanfechell and 10 vacancies in Cemaes. 


Q10.6.10 The 
Applicant, 


IACC and 
GCC 


Q The ES Non-Technical Summary 
[APP-401] states that (paragraph 


3.3.8) a Community Infrastructure 
Fund would be set up to provide 


additional resource to manage or 
offset effects during construction that 
cannot yet be predicted and therefore 


mitigated including impacts on 
community facilities and education. 


 
a) If they cannot yet be predicted 


how has the amount needed 


for the fund been calculated? 
b) Are the IACC and GCC satisfied 


that there would be sufficient 


(a) The amount needed has not be finalised or formally agreed, and is part of the ongoing process and 
negotiation to finalise the S106. IACC will learn and benefit from the experiences and lessons of the 


Hinkley Point C development, to enable an informed process. 
(b) See above – we propose that the question is revisited at the appropriate Deadline in the process 


when a more robust, draft S106 is available with either a proposed or agreed financial sum. 
(c) The IACC, as the Local Planning Authority, expects to be monitoring and making informed, evidence 


based decisions on how the funds are utilised, released or paid.  This will involve engagement and 


consultation with relevant stakeholders, community organisations, and the developer. The detail on 
how payments will be agreed or paid is being developed.  


  
IACC note that the name and scope of this fund has changed between preparation of the application 
documents and this stage, please see comments on the delivery of mitigation under the s106 in section 


[10] of the Council’s Written Representation. 
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money in the fund to cover the 


necessary mitigation? 
c) Who will be monitoring the 


need for this fund? and (d) 


How will payments be agreed 
and paid? 


Q10.6.11 The 
Applicant 


and NWFR 


Q Apart from backfilling positions 
(Paragraph 1.6.6 of the ES [APP-


088]) what other measures are 
proposed to ensure that there would 
be sufficient trained volunteers or full 


time fire and rescue officers available 
to provide sufficient cover for Ynys 


Môn? 


 


Q10.6.12 IACC, Welsh 


Government, 
NRW, NWP, 
NWFR, 


BCUHB, 
GCC and 


Welsh 
Ambulance 


Q The Codes of Construction Practice 


would rely on an overarching 
Programme Board and a series of 
engagement sub-groups (including 


for accommodation and tourism). 
 


a) How would these boards/sub-
groups work in particular who 
would they be accountable 


too? 
b) Would they have a code of 


governance? 
c) It is indicated that you would 


be asked to be represented on 


these boards do you have the 
resources and the relevant 


personnel available to attend 
these boards? 


 


The IACC has made detailed comments on the operation of these boards in its Written Representation 
(See section 10).  
 


Horizon have proposed terms of reference for the board but these are not agreed - accordingly the 
governance of these is not yet agreed but the operation of this is being discussed.  


  
IACC consider it vital that it is fully represented on any board considering monitoring and mitigation. IACC 
has made detailed submissions on resourcing in its LIR.  


Q10.6.13 The 
Applicant / 
ONR 


Q Please respond to the concerns raised 
by Interested Parties [RR-127 and 
RR-129] regarding the effect (e.g. on 


transport and power networks) of an 
evacuation zone for a major incident 


if one were to occur. 


 


Q10.6.14 The 


Applicant 


Q Paragraph 5.1.6 of the WAMS [APP-


412] states that there are just under 
62,000 people across the DCCZ in 
‘nuclear relevant’ occupations. Can 


you define what is meant by a 
‘nuclear relevant’ occupation? 
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Reference Respondent Location Question  


Aviation 


Q11.0.1 IACC and RAF Q Civil and military aviation and 


defence interests were scoped out of 


the 


EIA. However, there is both a civil 


airport (Anglesey Airport/Valley 


Airfield/Rhosneigr) and an RAF base 


(Heneglwys/Mona Airfield) on the 


island can the IACC and RAF confirm 


that they agree that there would be 


no likely significant effects on civil 


and military aviation and defence 


interests as a result of the 


Application? 


Document 6.3.20 (DCO TA appendix F), para 6.2.7 states: Anglesey Airport may be used occasionally by 


construction workers, via connecting flights from Cardiff Airport, though it is likely that this will comprise a 


limited number of specialist workers. The service is already used by Horizon staff to travel to Anglesey.  


Flights to Cardiff operate twice daily Monday to Friday and is a well utilised service. 


The IACC do not foresee any likely significant effects on civil aviation at Maes Awyr Môn/Anglesey Airport 


as a result of the project, however the Council confirms that the airport is of strategic importance in 


connecting the Island’s economy with other transport and economic centres across Wales. Should any 


impacts arise during the construction phase of Wylfa Newydd, the IACC would seek to discuss and agree 


any necessary measures with Horizon at the Transport Review Group.  


The IACC would also note that the Welsh Government should provide a comment on this matter. 


11.1 Traffic 


Q11.1.1 The Applicant, 
IACC and Welsh 


Government 


Q Paragraphs 4.3.34 and 4.3.37 of the 
Planning Statement [APP-406] 


indicate that it would take 18 
months to construct the proposed 
Park and Ride facility and 15 months 


to construct the Logistics Centre. 
 


Can the applicant: 
(a) Advise why they will take this 


length of time to construct? 


(b) What interim arrangements will 
be in place to manage 


construction vehicles whilst the 
logistics centre is under 
construction? and 


(c) Whether the transport modelling 
took account for these 


additional vehicle movements 
before these facilities comes on-
line? 


 
Does the IACC/Highways Authority 


have any comments to make? 


 
The IACC shall review the information submitted by Horizon prior to providing any comment on these 


arrangements. 


Q11.1.2 The Applicant 


and IACC 


WF Paragraph 6.2.12 of the Planning 


Statement [APP-406] refers to a 
proposed workforce of 850 at the 


Power Station Site – on this basis 
why is it necessary for 1,100 
permanent parking spaces as 


proposed by WN16 of the dDCO 
[APP-029] and how does this fit with 


the statement at paragraph 


 


The IACC shall review the information submitted by Horizon prior to providing any comment on these 
arrangements. 
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5.3.7 of the WNCoCP [APP-414] that 


states that parking spaces at the 
Power Station Site will be restricted 
to encourage the use of Park and 


Share and shuttle buses and reduce 
the number of private vehicles being 


driven to the site? 


Q11.1.3 The Applicant 


and IACC 


ADC Paragraph 6.2.17 of the Planning 


Statement [APP-406] states that the 
off- line highways improvements 
would deliver a number of benefits 


in specific locations but then only 
cites one example. Can the 


applicant outline where else, other 
than Llanfachraeth, they consider 
would benefit from these works? 


 
In Llanfachraeth a 60% reduction in 


traffic levels is envisaged – given 
this is a relatively small village in a 
rural area what are the existing 


traffic levels in Llanfachraeth and 
are they at such a level as to 


classify the proposed reductions as 
an improvement? 


 


The IACC would note the following locations, in addition to Llanfachraeth, would benefit from the Off-line 
improvements:- 
 


Valley Cross roads – traffic signal controlled crossroads with sensitivity to the impacts of noise, vibration 
and air quality.  


 
Llanfaethlu - two existing substandard bends near the Black Lion pub and the Old Coffee Shop 
 


Cefn Coch – two existing substandard bends in Llanrhwydrus between Llanrhyddlad and Cefn Coch. 
 


The IACC would note that recent traffic surveys have identified the A5025 at Llanfachraeth has an 
Average Annual Daily Traffic level of circa 5200 vehicles. Any Off-line improvement that would reduce the 
traffic levels would be welcomed by the Highways Authority, particularly with the proposed increase in 


HDV (HGV and buses) traffic during the construction phase of Wylfa Newydd. 


Q11.1.4 The Applicant 
and IACC 


Q (a) Who currently provides bus 
services on Ynys Môn? 


(b) When were they awarded the 


contract and when will it be up 
for renewal? 


(c) Was the possibility of using 
existing bus services or the 
existing bus provider considered 


for the workforce and in-
particular the connection 


between the Park and Ride and 
the WNDA? 


(d) Has the possibility of opening up 
the workforce buses to the 
wider community been 


considered? 
(e) Is the applicant proposing any 


measures to enhance/support 
the current bus service 
provision on the island so that 


the local workforce is 
encouraged to travel 


sustainably? 


 
(a) Arriva, Goodsir Coaches, Eifions Coaches, Gwynfor Coaches, O R Jones, Lewis y Llan. 
 


(b)  
Arriva – Contract 4E – awarded 2.10.00 - finishes 3.10.20 


Arriva – Contract 4D – awarded 28.9.98 – finishes 3.10.20 
Arriva – Contract 44S – awarded 1.10.00 – finishes 3.10.20 
Arriva – Contract 53D – awarded 1.9.14 – finishes 31.08.19 


Arriva – Contract 53S – awarded 4.10.15 – finishes 3.10.20 
Arriva – Contract 62D – awarded 24.9.95 – finishes 3.10.20 


Arriva – Contract 62E – awarded 2.10.00 – finishes 3.10.20 
Arriva – Contract 62V – awarded 6.4.09 – finishes 3.10.20 


Arriva – Contract 62S – awarded 4.10.15 – finishes 3.10.20 
Arriva – Contract 63E – awarded 5.10.15 – finishes 3.10.20  
Goodsir Coaches – Contract 21 – awarded 5.10.15 – finishes 4.10.22 


Goodsir Coaches – Contract 21S – awarded 2.6.02 – finishes 3.10.20 
Goodsir Coaches – Contract 25 – awarded 30.4.18 – finishes 4.10.22 


Eifions Coaches – Contract 32 – awarded 5.10.15 – finishes 4.10.22 
Eifions Coaches – Contract 42S – awarded 9.12.18 finishes 31.03.19 
Eifions Coaches – Contract 43 – awarded 5.10.15 – finishes 4.10.22  


Eifions Coaches – Contract 45 – awarded 24.4.17 – finishes 4.10.22 
Gwynfor Coaches – Contract 42 – awarded 5.10.15 – finishes 4.10.22 


Gwynfor Coaches – Contract 42S – finishes 2.12.18 
Gwynfor Coaches – Contract 50b – awarded 24.4.17 – finishes 4.10.22 
Gwynfor Coaches – Contract 63a – awarded 24.4.17 – finishes 4.10.22 


O R Jones – Contract 52D – awarded 24.9.95 – finishes 3.10.20 
Lewis y Llan – Contract 60D – awarded 2.10.00 – finishes 3.10.20 
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Lewis y Llan – Contract 61A – awarded 2.10.00 – finishes 3.10.20 


Lewis y Llan – Contract 61B – awarded 2.10.00 – finishes 3.10.20 
Lewis y Llan – Contract 61C – awarded 2.10.00 – finishes 3.10.20 
 


(c) Horizon to confirm.  
Use of existing bus services:  The workforce would be required to use multiple services to travel between 


the Park & Ride and the WNDA. The infrequent services (approx. every 2 hours) would not be able to 
cater for all shift times. These services are also commercial and therefore the IACC has limited control 
over timings, etc.  


 
Use of existing bus provider: The IACC would be concerned with capacity of the existing local bus 


providers to service the Wylfa Newydd workforce, primarily due to limited bus drivers in the area and the 
risk for displacement. There have been instances on Anglesey where certain bus services have been 
cancelled for a short duration due to the absence of a bus driver from his/her work. The IACC are unaware 


if Horizon have explored this further through discussions with local providers. 
 


(d) Horizon to confirm. No discussion held with IACC.  
 
(e) Horizon to confirm. No discussion held with IACC. It should be noted that the IACC are seeking for 


only approved bus routes and stops to be used by the Horizon shuttle bus service in the interest of road 
safety. For a number of bus stops, this will require providing physical improvements to make acceptable, 


which could be left in place post-construction to provide a legacy benefit. This matter has been raised 
within the Highways chapter of the LIR. 


Q11.1.5 IACC, GCC, 
Welsh 
Government 


and the 
Applicant 


Q Concerns have been raised in a 
number of the RR regarding the fact 
that the Menai and Britannia bridges 


occasionally have to shut. 
 


Can the IACC/GCC provide details 
of: 
 


(a) How frequently the Menai and 
Britannia Bridges have shut 


over the last five years? 
(b) How often both bridges were 


shut at the same time? 
(c) What measures are currently in 


place when a bridge shuts eg 


how and where is traffic 
diverted or held and how does 


this effect travel 
times/congestion? 


(d) The structural state of both of 


the bridges and whether any 
maintenance/repair work is 


planned during the construction 
phase of the project which 
would result in either partial or 


full closure of either of the 
bridges? 


Can the applicant confirm: 


 
(a) This data is not held by the IACC Highway Authority. Welsh Government to confirm. 
 


(b) This data is not held by the IACC Highway Authority. Welsh Government to confirm.  
(c) Welsh Government to confirm. Adverse weather conditions have a significant impact on both the 


Britannia Bridge and Menai Bridge (diversion route) where the bridge may be closed to high-sided 
vehicles, as well as closure during an incident i.e. road traffic collision. This was recently exemplified, 
whereby North Wales Police prohibited vehicular traffic on Britannia Bridge for over eight hours due to a 


road traffic collision.  
(d) The IACC is not in a position to comment as the Britannia Bridge (as a structure) is owned and 


maintained by Network Rail. 
 


Second part of the question: 
 
(a) Horizon to confirm. 


 
(b) Horizon to confirm. The IACC seeks further discussion with Horizon, along with other stakeholders i.e. 


Welsh Government and Gwynedd Council, to discuss and agree the management of Wylfa Newydd 
construction traffic during the closure of the Britannia or Menai Bridge, and any other incident on the road 
network via a Traffic Incident Management Plan (TIMP). 
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(a) Whether bridge closures were 


factored into their transport 
assessment/modelling? 


(b) What measure they propose 


during construction and 
operation to manage traffic if 


one or both of the bridges has 
to close? 


Q11.1.6 The Applicant Q The proposal is that the majority of 
freight would be moved by sea using 
the MOLF. Could the applicant 


advise if the TA includes any 
modelling for times when the MOLF 


may not be available due to bad 
weather/storm damage and in 
particular whether this would result 


in an increase in traffic movements 
on the road network and the impact 


that this would have. 


 


Q11.1.7 GCC Q In your RR [RR-021] you highlighted 


a concern regarding an existing 
problem with ‘illegal parking’ on 
Ynys Môn. Can you provide further 


detail as to what you mean and why 
you consider that the Application 


may exacerbate this problem? 


 


Q11.1.8 The Applicant Q In order to minimise vehicular 


movements did the applicant 
explore the possibility of removing 
waste from the site via the MOLF 


and if they did why was this 
dismissed as an option? 


 


Q11.1.9 The Applicant Q Can the applicant confirm that the 
transportation of waste generated 


from construction from all of the 
sites by road was included in the 
traffic modelling and highlight where 


in the documentation this 
information can be found. 


 


Q11.1.10 The Applicant, 
Welsh 


Government 
and IACC 


Q The traffic modelling/assessment is 
predicated on the basis that the 


MOLF will enable delivery of the 
majority of materials direct to the 
site. Is there any 


modelling/contingency that deals 
with the potential increase in 


vehicular movements should 
construction of the MOLF be 
delayed. In particular would the 


road network have the capacity to 
take any additional movements that 


 
The IACC seeks to secure Horizon’s Phasing Strategy of developments and production and compliance of a 


Construction Traffic Early Years Strategy in the DCO requirements and have clauses included which limit 
the construction of the Wylfa Newydd project unless these elements have been completed:- 
 The MOLF must be constructed and operational prior to First Nuclear Concrete of Unit 1 (end of Q1 


year); 
 The A5025 highway improvements and Park and Ride must be completed and operational by end of Q4 


year 2; and 
 The Logistics Centre must be complete and operational by end Q3 year 2.  
 


Without critical mitigation such as the MOLF, the impacts associated with an increase in HGV movements 
would not be within the envelope and would be unconsented. The IACC would seek to restrict/prohibit 
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may result and if there is an 


increase in movements how would 
this affect local residents? 


construction until Horizon have assessed the impact and made amends to the DCO, including the traffic 


mitigation.  
 
The IACC has raised this concern within the Traffic and Transport LIR whereby further information is 


available in this regard. 
 


The assessment work in the Transport Assessment (TA) assumes that a minimum of 60% (with a target of 
80%) of all construction materials will be delivered by sea via the Marine Off-Loading Facility (MOLF). The 
traffic impact assessment and subsequent mitigation is therefore predicated on delivery and operation of 


this facility to enable transport to site of [60 to 80%] of all materials. If this is not delivered early enough 
the traffic impacts would be outwith the assessed scope. The IACC fully supports water-borne transport 


over road transport at all stages of the project, as noted in EN-1. Notwithstanding this position, any delay 
to the delivery of the MOLF (as is evident at Hinkley Point C [HPC]) or if Horizon do not meet this target 
will inevitably have a significant and unacceptable impact on the local highway network. This impact will 


become further exacerbated by any delay to the delivery of the A5025 highway improvements.  
 


The IACC has consistently and repeatedly emphasised the need for an Early Years Strategy (the 
construction period for the Associated Developments, MOLF, A5025 improvements, Site Campus Phase 1, 
Site Grading, Earthworks and Excavations) which sets out the management and planning of construction 


traffic movements. Consideration shall also be required for scenarios whereby there is a delay to the 
construction/completion of such components as, but not limited to:- 


 
• The A5025 On-line Highway improvements; 
• The A5025 Off-line Highway improvements; 


• The Marine Off-Loading Facility (MOLF); 
• Dalar Hir Park & Ride; and 


• Parc Cybi Logistics Centre. 
 


The IACC notes that the Phasing Strategy as drafted does not meet its key purpose as it does not provide 
certainty as to when mitigation in the form of these facilities must  be delivered or provide that cessation 
of works will be required if that mitigation is not in place. As an example the MOLF is required to prevent 


serious and substantial traffic impacts being incurred during main construction but there is no explicit time 
or threshold given when traffic impact would reach the assessed maximum.  


 
The IACC has further concerns that Horizon might increase the number of HGV movements (daily or 
monthly) on the road network in an attempt to recover any programme delay. Such a scenario is currently 


evident at HPC, whereby the developer recently applied to uplift the quarterly maximum 500no HGV 
movements by 50% as a result of a delay to the delivery of the jetty, with the local community raising 


significant concerns. 
 
To avoid this potential impact, the IACC has repeatedly emphasised that Horizon should undertake 


Sensitivity Analysis to identify traffic volumes and impacts during different stages of the Wylfa Newydd 
early years construction period (i.e. pre-MOLF). From this analysis, the IACC seeks to agree upon 


acceptable volumetric thresholds/caps for maximum traffic levels along the A5025 for the early stages of 
the project. Such thresholds/caps would ensure that Heavy Duty Vehicle (HGV and Shuttle Bus) traffic 
would not introduce unacceptable levels of congestion, delay and undue environmental impact on 


sensitive receptors. 
 


The IACC has raised this concern within the LIR, and seeks a DCO requirement for both the production 
and compliance of a Construction Traffic Early Years Strategy. This issue is also currently being discussed 
between both the IACC and Horizon. 
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Q11.1.11 The Applicant Q A 50% increase in capacity of the 


Holyhead-Dublin Ferry is proposed 
by 2020. Was the increase in the 
number of vehicles using this 


service included in the traffic 
modelling? 


 


Q11.1.12 IACC and Welsh 
Government 


Q Construction traffic associated with 
the proposed North Wales Grid 


Connection Project has been 
excluded from the modelling on the 
basis that it would be relatively 


limited (20 vehicles per hour per 
direction) and there is a degree of 


uncertainty over movements. In 
your opinion given the relatively low 
levels of traffic on Ynys Môn should 


these movement be included in the 
modelling? 


The construction traffic from the National Grid Connection Project should be included irrespective of the 
level of traffic as it will have a cumulative impact.  Notwithstanding this, 20 HGVs per hour per direction 


would equate to 40 HGVs two way movements, or 480 HGVs over a 12 hour period, which is not a low 
level of traffic and can have a capacity impact on roads and junctions and an environmental impact on 
communities located alongside the construction routes, or users of those routes. 


Q11.1.13 NWP Q In your RR [RR-124] you allege that 
the baseline data used for the traffic 


modelling/assessment is incorrect. 
Can you provide further details of 
why you consider it is incorrect; 


what baseline data you consider 
should have been used and why and 


what would this means for the TA? 


 


Q11.1.14 The Applicant Q What is the maximum height, width, 


length and turning circle of the 
largest vehicles (fully laden) that 
the applicant intends to use during 


construction and operation? 


 


Q11.1.15 IACC and Welsh 


Government 


Q (a) Given the rural nature of the 


road network is the Highways 
Authority satisfied that the 


road network (following the 
proposed road improvements) 
is capable of taking the 


volume of traffic and loads 
proposed and would not be 


damaged as a result of the 
use by construction traffic? 


(b) If the road network is 


damaged by construction 
traffic who would be 


responsible for its repair? 
(c) Are there any requirements 


that the Highways Authority 


would suggest to minimise 
the effect of construction 


traffic on the road network 
and maintain existing road 


 


a) The Highways Authority are satisfied that the A5025 Off-line improvements have been designed to 
accommodate the proposed volume of traffic.  


 
(b) Despite the construction route being specified as the A55/A5025, there remains the risk that other 
sections of the highway network will experience higher levels of traffic, in particular significant increase in 


HGV’s. These include all highway links between the Strategic highway network (A5/A55/A5025) and 
Associated Development sites. 


 
This change in volume and type of vehicle will have a detrimental impact on the condition of the roads 
affected by the development in terms of:- 


i. road surface condition, e.g. cracking, potholes, etc. 
ii. road markings, e.g. reduced retro-reflectivity 


iii. Carriageway surface/structural deterioration 
 
The existing condition of the A55 J2, 3 and 4 roundabouts are in a deteriorating condition, however they 


do not currently present a hazard to road users. However, with the expected increase in HGV traffic as a 
result of the project, this may have a detrimental impact on the condition of the highway network.  


 
Evidence from the HPC project confirms that: 
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conditions over and above 


those already suggested by 
the applicant? 


 


i. roads were improved in advance of construction; 


ii. road condition and deflectograph surveys were undertaken prior to commencement and undertaken on 
a regular basis during the construction programme with maintenance carried out where required; and 
iii. a final deflectograph survey will be undertaken at the end of the construction roads. 


 
The IACC will seek a DCO requirement to undertake surveys of the existing road condition on the following 


sections of road at agreed intervals of the construction phase:- 
Such surveys will assist in the identification of:- 
a) Improvements to be undertaken by Horizon prior to the commencement of construction in order to 


ensure resilience and minimise maintenance requirements during the course of construction; 
b) Remedial works to be undertaken by Horizon prior during the power station construction phase; and/or 


c) Remedial works to be undertaken by Horizon prior following the power station construction phase. 
 
Further to this, the Highways Authority would request that a sum of money should be secured within the 


section 106 agreement designated for carriageway repair works that will be identified by the condition 
surveys.  


 
(c) There needs to be an agreement with IACC where the bus stops will be located in order to achieve safe 
stopping places but to also capture the workers required to travel by bus. There are a number of existing 


designated bus stops along the core routes which have been provisionally assessed and may be unsuitable 
for use as part of the project due to road safety issues. Also on the basis of road safety, IACC would not 


accept a ‘hail and ride’ concept. 
As a result of Horizon’s proposal to provide 1,900 parking spaces at the WNDA, of which 1,100 will be 
available to daily commuting workers, the IACC has concerns regarding significant increases in traffic 


using Class II, III and Unclassified roads to access the parking spaces within the WNDA. 
 


To enable effective monitoring of the potential rise in traffic on Class II, III and Unclassified roads, the 
IACC are currently in the process of gathering baseline traffic data of roads that could be potentially used 


as ‘rat-runs’ to the WNDA, as identified within the IACC’s previous letter sent to Horizon dated 25th May 
2018. The IACC are keen to agree upon the scope of the roads where Horizon is to monitor usage and 
condition during the construction stage in order to be able to assess whether there has been increased 


rise in use as a result of the construction of Wylfa Newydd. 
 


From the monitoring, should it be evident that unsuitable roads are used by the construction workers, the 
IACC would expect appropriate mitigation measures to be provided through a Fund, as well as appropriate 
disciplinary action through the CoCP. 


Q11.1.16 IACC, Welsh 
Government 


and GCC 


 Do the local authorities agree with 
the applicant’s description of the 


baseline situation regarding traffic 
flows and can they confirm whether 


they were involved in scoping the 
transport surveys for establishing 
the baseline? 


 
The IACC agree with the baseline situation regarding traffic flows.  


 
The IACC were invited to respond to Horizon’s Transport Assessment scoping note (May 2017). However, 


the IACC did not submit any comments in relation to the scoping of transport surveys at the time of 
responding.   
 


On 25th May 2018, the IACC sent a letter to HNP, explaining that further baseline traffic surveys were 
required on Class II, III, and unclassified roads which could be potentially used as ‘rat runs’ to the WNDA 


which were not surveyed in the baseline situation by Horizon.  
 
 


Q11.1.17 The Applicant, 
IACC and 


Network Rail 


Q Paragraph 6.5.10 of the Planning 
Statement [APP-406] states that 


there is sufficient capacity in the 
strategic rail network to 


 
a) The IACC welcomes the use of existing public transport services by construction workers to travel 


to/from Anglesey/North Wales at the beginning/end of their 11-day shift cycles. In relation to rail use 
during peak construction, the IACC notes Horizon’s commitment to monitoring to ensure there is 
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accommodate the increase in 


demand in the early years of the 
project – can you: 
(a) Provide further detail of what 


will happen for the remainder of 
the project to ensure sufficient 


capacity, particularly during the 
peak of construction, is 
available; 


(b) Confirm whether developer 
contributions may be required 


to achieve this and what they 
would be used for? And 


(c) Confirm whether there would be 


a bus service connecting the 
railway station at Valley either 


direct to the WNDA or to the 
Park and Ride so that rail users 
can utilise the shuttle buses to 


the WNDA? 


sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional rail passengers during periods of peak construction 


activity. Any measures that Horizon seeks to introduce to mitigate potential impact on rail services 
during peak construction should be discussed and agreed with the IACC. 


 


b) Horizon to answer. 
 


c) The IACC would expect Horizon to provide a shuttle bus service (either dedicated or part of any other 
route) to transport workers to/from Valley train station to/from WNDA or the Park & Ride. This relates to 
the IACC’s requirement of agreeing shuttle bus routes and using approved bus stops.  


 


Q11.1.18 Network Rail Q Can you provide an update on the 


proposals for the Abergele Park and 
Ride at Abergele Railway Station? 


 


Q11.1.19 The Applicant, 
Welsh 


Government 
and IACC 


WF Paragraph 5.2.3 of the WNCoCP 
[APP-414]deals with the 


management of deliveries to the site 
can the applicant: 
 


(a) Confirm what will happen once 
the A5025 off-line highway 


improvements become 
operational in terms of delivery 
times? 


(b) Explain why restrictions on 
deliveries during school 


start/end times are only 
proposed for the initial stages of 


construction (page 12 of the TA 
[APP-101]. 


(c) Advise whether to minimise 


congestion, restrictions should 
also be in place during the 


evening peak eg 17.00-18.30? 
(d) Explain what is meant by 


‘restrictions’. 


(e) Confirm what the delivery hours 
would be – the WNCoP [APP-


414] infers 07:00-19:00 but the 
TA [APP-101]states that the 
period from 19:00 to 23:00 


‘could be used’ 


 
The IACC shall review the information provided by the applicant and provide further comment.  
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(f) Explain why the logistics centre 


would need to operate on a 24 
hour basis if deliveries would be 
restricted to 07:00-19:00 (or 


23:00) 
 


Does the IACC/Highways 
Authority/Welsh Government have 
any comments on these 


arrangements? 


Q11.1.20 The Applicant Q Paragraph 5.3.5 of the WNCoCP 


[APP-414]refers to the provision of a 
dedicated shuttle bus service for 


construction workers living in Ynys 
Môn but then includes Bangor and 
Caernarfon which are on the 


mainland. Can the applicant 
confirm: 


 
(a) Whether a dedicated bus service 


is proposed for workers based in 


Bangor and Caernarfon? 
(b) Would this service be free or 


subsidised? 
(c) Would this require the 


instillation of new or 


improvements to existing bus 
stops and if so how would this 


be funded? 
(d) Has the potential of opening this 


service up to the wider 


community been considered? 
(e) Would the service continue once 


the plant is operational to 
enable workers to travel 


sustainably and minimise road 
traffic? 


 


Q11.1.21 The Applicant ADB Reference is made to the use of 
shuttle buses between the Park and 
Ride and the construction sites. Can 


the applicant: 
 


(a) Confirm what they mean by 
‘shuttle bus’ as it would appear 
from other references within the 


documentation that minibuses 
are proposed. 


(b) If minibuses are not proposed 
can you explain why parking for 
50 minibuses at the Park and 


Ride site is proposed and what 
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the minibuses would be used 


for? 
(c) If buses are proposed can you 


please explain where these 


would be parked/stored and if an 
outside provider is proposed 


have the journeys to and from 
the depot to site been included in 
the traffic modelling? 


(d) Provide details of how many 
passengers a shuttle bus could 


accommodate. 
(e) Explain what is meant by ‘low 


emissions’ technology for buses 


and confirm whether the use of 
electric or hybrid ‘shuttle buses’ 


has been considered? 
(f) Indicate how frequently the 


buses would run and how many 


journeys it is envisaged that the 
buses would make over the 


course of a day. 
(g) Confirm whether users would be 


required to pay for parking? 


(h) Confirm whether the shuttle bus 
would be free or subsidised? 


(i) Confirm that the shuttle buses 
would be capable of accessing 


the routes shown on Figure 5-5 
of the TA [APP-101] 


(j) Explain why no shuttle buses 


are currently proposed for the 
east and south of the island? 


Paragraph 4.2.4 of the Park and 
Ride sub CoCP (PRSCoCP)[APP-418] 
appears to be contradictory stating 


that the Park and Ride would 
operate from 06:00 to 20:00 but 


that it would also operate 24 hours, 
seven days a week. Can you: 
 


(a) Confirm the hours of 
operation and 


(b) Explain how users would 
access this facility if the service is 
not 24/7. 


Q11.1.22 The Applicant, 
Welsh 


Government 
and IACC 


ADB An automatic number plate 
recognition (ANPR) system is 


proposed for vehicles using the Park 
and Ride. 


 


 
Insufficient information has been provided by the application on the access controls and the car park 


management to ascertain whether or not there will be an issue with vehicles queuing on the highway. 
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Can the applicant confirm whether 


they also propose a barrier 
entry/exit system? 
 


Can the IACC/Highways 
Authority/Welsh Government advise 


whether they are satisfied that the 
use of ANPR would prevent vehicles 
queuing on the highway? 


 
IACC – in your RR [RR-020] you 


have questioned the resilience of 
the highway network at junction 4 
of the A55 – can you explain what 


your concern is? 


In addition, the applicant’s strategic traffic model has proven to be inaccurate as the traffic flows at the 


Park and Ride don’t reflect the level of demand.  As a consequence the junction modelling work that has 
been undertaken is not representative of the potential situation.   
 


The applicant has stated that they are reviewing the strategic traffic model and will provide the revised 
traffic flows in order for IACC to undertake their junction testing.  To-date this has not been received and 


no update provided. 


Q11.1.23 The Applicant 


and IACC 


ADB Due to its location the Park and Ride 


scheme has the potential to flood. 
Can the applicant outline what 


would happen if the facility flooded 
including what, if any, the 
alternative parking arrangements 


would be? 
 


Can the IACC/Highways Authority 
comment on what measures they 
consider would be appropriate in the 


event that the Park and Ride 
flooded? 


 


The IACC would wish to understand: 
 Whether the proposed mitigations discussed in Q8.0.24 would ensure full availability of the parking 


area up to the design flood event; 
 If not, then confirmation of the area/number of spaces of parking lost under flood events of key 


probabilities, and details of the duration these would be unavailable together with an indication of 


flood warning times to prevent parking in these areas in advance/allow for evacuation of these 
areas. 


 What construction stage flexibility the applicant has to reduce construction worker movement if 
sufficient park and ride space is not available 


If insufficient parking is likely to be available within the park and ride site, what temporary alternative 


parking would be utilised? 


Q11.1.24 The Applicant, 
Welsh 


Government 
and IACC 


ADC Can the applicant: 
 


(a) Provide examples of other 
schemes where the proposed 
Distribution Management Asset 


Tracking System (DMATS) has 
been successfully used? 


(b) Advise whether there is a cost 
attached to the use of the 


system for suppliers and 
whether this could preclude the 
use of smaller local suppliers? 


(c) How will vehicles be prevented 
from turning up early to the 


logistics centre or from waiting 
on the surrounding road 
network until their allotted 


arrival time? 
 


Is the IACC/Highways 
Authority/Welsh Government 
satisfied that the use of DMATS will 


manage deliveries as envisaged by 
the applicant? 


 
(a) Horizon to answer. 


 
(b) Horizon to answer. 
 


(c) Horizon to answer. 
 


The IACC welcomes the principle of utilising a Distribution Management Asset Tracking System (DMATS); 
however remain concerned that vehicles may arrive outside of the allocated arrival time at the logistics 


centre, which will result in vehicles waiting on the surrounding road network. Currently, there is 
insufficient detail on the exact use of DMATS to manage deliveries and logistics.  
 


The IACC has no prior experience of using such a system and therefore cannot comment on its adequacy 
to manage deliveries associated with the Wylfa Newydd project.  
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Q11.1.25 The Applicant, 


Welsh 
Government 
and IACC 


WA/WE The Wylfa Newydd Code of 


Operational Practice (WNCoOP) 
[APP-421] sets out a series of 
measures which aim to minimise 


trips to the site by car. 
What measures are proposed to 


minimise trips to the site by car for 
the outage workforce? 
 


Are the IACC/Highways 
Authority/Welsh Government 


satisfied with the details contained 
within the proposed Operational 
Travel Strategy as set out in section 


5 of the WNCoOP? 


 


As with the CoCPs, the IACC consider the content to the CoOP to be lacking the necessary detail resulting 
in it not securing the mitigation claimed. Para 5.3.14 of the WnCoOP states: “Parking spaces on-site for 
car sharers will be prioritised, and a suitable number of car share spaces will be available. Horizon will 


promote car sharing and lift sharing between employees using internal media, for example, the intranet or 
a mobile app.” This provides no enforceable commitments, no numbers of allocated parking spaces, and 


no concrete mechanisms to promote car sharing and discourage single occupancy travel.   
 
As per the IACC’s concerns with the car sharing strategy during the construction phase of the project, the 


IACC believe that the provision of additional Park & Share (P&S) facilities at strategic locations would 
mitigate potential fly-parking and enable more sustainable travel patterns to the Wylfa Newydd site. 


These P&S facilities will play a key role as Dalar Hir Park & Ride will have been removed and reinstated, 
which will limit the potential for car sharing.   


Q11.1.26 The 


Applicant,and 
IACC 


WA Does the TA include modelling for 


the impact on the road network of 
the additional 1,000 workers that 


would be required every nine 
months to deal with outages? 


 


The TA states that the traffic impact has included the following scenario: 
 


• 2033 Peak year for operational traffic including construction of radiological waste buildings and two  
scheduled outages 
 


Paragraph 1.9.1 and Section 7.7 state that during the operational phase, the number of trips to the WNDA 
will be based on the number of workers (850 typically rising to 1,850 during maintenance of each reactor) 


together with a small number of servicing/ delivery trips. 
 
However, there is no information on traffic generation and distribution assumptions for the peak 


operational year and whether it includes the full 1,850 workers. 
 


Q11.1.27 The Applicant 
and IACC 


Q The proposal would result in the 
need to close or divert a number of 


Public Rights of Way (PRoW). In 
addition to the proposed physical 
measures such as signage, has a 


website/link to the IACC website 
been considered where these 


closures/diversions and information 
regarding alternative routes and 


timescales for how long they will 
place could be advertised? 


 
The IACC has a Public Rights of Way Map available on its website (Link). 


 
This map will need to be updated following any grant of DCO and subsequent closures/diversions to 
PRoWs. The rights of way database would need to be updated as the website information that hosts the 


map it taken from the rights of way database as a live link. 
 


It would be possible for the website to include further information regarding alternative routes and 
confirmation of timescales of when the closures/diversions will be in place for, to assist in minimising the 


impacts on users of the path. However there would be a cost and resource implication to the IACC for 
undertaking this further work.  
 


We note that in the case of the National Grid DCO for the Richborough Connection Project £28K was given 
to the highway authority in the s106 Agreement “… to enable KCC to facilitate the provision of accurate, 


up to date and publicly accessible information within the KCC and Explore Kent websites regarding the 
timing and extent of any temporary stopping up of public rights of way in Kent by National Grid during 
each Relevant Stage of the Authorised Development”.  


 
The Wales Coast Path website (Link) is managed by NRW and therefore there would be a similar 


implication for NRW to update their maps and website information.  


Q11.1.28 The Applicant Q The existing power station (Wylfa A) 


is in the process of being 
decommissioned. Can the applicant 
confirm that the effect of these 


 



https://publicrightsofway.anglesey.gov.uk/web/standardmap.aspx

https://www.walescoastpath.gov.uk/?lang=en
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works including the associated 


traffic movements have been taken 
into account in the ES and TA for 
the application? 


Q11.1.29 The Applicant 
and IACC 


Q A contribution to fund improvements 
to the PRoW network is proposed in 


order to reduce the effect of the loss 
of the 32 PRoW to moderate 


adverse. 
 
Applicant – how much funding is 


proposed? 
IACC – What would this funding be 


spent on and would it be sufficient 
to reduce the effect to moderate 
adverse as advocated by the 


applicant? If not why not? 


 
These closures will adversely impact on national Routes – Wales Coastal Path, Lon Las Copr/National Cycle 


Route 566 and access to wildlife reserves at Cemlyn. The loss of a key coastal route element of the WPC 
will adversely impact on the coastal integrity of the WCP given its significant 4km inland diversion. This 


diversion will be ‘sandwiched’ between the A5025 and the site boundary fence and at a time when all 
other Welsh Local Authorities are seeking to move their routes as close to the coast as possible. 
 


Funding is key to ensuring that the impacts of these PROW route closures can be moderated. 
 


Lon Las Copr impacts will undermine the ongoing IACC investment to develop these routes and the 
associated Copper Kingdom attraction, which will be further disturbed and degraded by the WNP impacts 
on the Local Impact Area. 


 
As confirmed in the Tourism LIR chapter, Beaufort Research (2015) has established that the WCP 


contributes £14m to the Anglesey economy. Since that report the island’s tourism economy has recorded 
strong growth, which would suggest that this figure has conservatively increased to c. £15.5m (associated 
developments at Lon Las Copr would have boosted this element further)  


 
Until the IACC has received confirmation of the funding to improve the PRoW network it is difficult to 


comment on the sufficiency of the fund. 
 


Q11.1.30 IACC Q You have raised particular concerns 
[RR-020] regarding the effect of the 
proposal on the Llwbyr Affordir 


Cymru and the Lôn Las Copr – how 
many people currently use these 


routes and is it known how much 
they contribute to the economy of 
Ynys Môn? 


The estimated contribution of the Wales Coastal Path to the tourism economy of Anglesey is £14M per 
annum. The IACC does not have recent data on usage of the routes.   
 


The value of Wales Coastal Path to the Anglesey economy is covered in detail in the IACC’s Tourism 
Chapter.  


Q11.1.31 The Applicant Q New PRoW are proposed within the 
WNDA during operation in addition 


to a nature trail, provision of picnic 
tables, a new car park and 


interpretation boards. How would 
these be secured? 


 


Q11.1.32 The Applicant 
and IACC 


ADC At peak construction HGV flows 
along the A5025 would be increased 
by between 71-101% (twice current 


levels). Applicant: 
(a) The TA estimates that ‘at peak’ 


there would be 40 HGV movements 
per hour/per direction ie a 
movement every 45 seconds. Can 


you confirm what you mean by ‘at 
peak’ and how long ie a 


week/month/year it is envisaged 
that this would occur. 


 
(a) Horizon to confirm. 
 


(b) Horizon to confirm. The IACC would note that according to doc 6.3.21 Strategic Traffic Model 
overview, the Main Construction activity includes all construction staff routing to/from the main site from 


various origins and locations as well as the HGV/LGV traffic associated with construction activities: 
• pre-Logistics Centre (HGVs); 
• Logistics Centre movements; 


• direct buses to WNDA development (from various locations and accommodation types, including Site 
Campus); 


• north and east buses (from various accommodation types); 
• direct private vehicles to the Wylfa Newydd Development Area; 
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(b) Confirm whether the transport 


modelling for the traffic along 
the A5025 included the 
movements generated by the 


park and ride shuttle buses? 
(c) Can you confirm that the 


proposed off-line highways 
improvements have been 
designed to accommodate these 


levels of traffic? 
 


IACC/Highways Authority can you: 
 
(a) confirm whether you consider 


that the design of the proposed off-
line highways works is satisfactory? 


(b) In your RR you request that 
there should be a cap/threshold 
placed on the number of HGVs that 


would use the A5025. Can you 
explain why you think such a cap 


would be necessary and if it is 
necessary what it should be and 
how it should be imposed. 


 


• Park and Ride bus shuttling; and 


• Park and Ride cars. 
 
c) IACC notes that the future design traffic, in the form of million standard axles (msa) over the design 


life, is acceptable.  
 


IACC Highways Authority: 
 


a) The IACC are satisfied in principle with the design which has been developed through the Highways 


Collaboration Agreement between Horizon and IACC Major Projects Team. The design principles 
have been accepted and the A5025 Off-line Departures from Standard report has been approved by 


the Highways Department’s Interim Head of Service. The IACC has however a number of concerns 
with and objections to the details submitted. The IACC notes at this time that it has objections to 
some of the detail of these proposals and these will be submitted to the Examining Authority in due 


course. In reviewing these plans, the IACC has also noted a number of points on which 
improvements could be made to the detailed proposals, including for example altering the layout of 


shared path provision to halve the number of carriageway crossing points required for pedestrians 
and moving crossing to points to locations where speed limits below the national seed limit would 
apply improving safety. Opportunities for improvements of this sort will be also be noted in the 


IACC’s submissions on the detail.  
  


 
Additionally,  the Highways Authority would note there is still outstanding information required by it:- 
 


• Land transfer requirements to fully enable the Highway Authority to comprehend and establish the 
extent of land to be designated as a public highway which is to be maintained at public expense.   


• Further to this, the IACC assumes that boundary features will not be maintained by the Highway 
Authority. However, should this prove to be different, the IACC requests a schedule of boundary features 


that the Highway Authority will be required to maintain following the implementation of the 
improvements. The schedule should be developed and finalised in agreement with the IACC as part of the 
Highways Collaboration Agreement. 


• The access rights that will be granted to the Highway Authority to enable full access to all highway 
structures from all directions (including overbridges, underpasses and culverts) and surface water 


attenuation ponds for maintenance purposes. 
• IACC as Highway Authority are willing and able to enter into agreements to facilitate the necessary 
works to the public highway in a manner which respects the Highway Authority's need to maintain control 


of the public highway network and to manage occupation of the carriageway it in the interests of public 
safety and effective traffic management. Horizon has not sought agreement on alternative means of 


gaining the rights required for these works. A S278 agreement has been successfully concluded between 
Horizon and IACC for the A5025 online works and IACC would be willing to progress such agreements (i.e. 
S278 and/or S38) to facilitate these Off-line works.  


• IACC and Horizon to agree upon a Commuted Sum for the future maintenance of the new public 
highway.  


 
Further IACC comments per Off-line improvement section:- 
 


Valley 
• The IACC are eager for this section to be completed first to minimise the impacts on the operation of the 


existing Valley crossroads junction. 
• Further discussions are required on introducing suitable crossing provision for pedestrians across the 
frontage of the Petrol Filling Station (PFS) to the existing bus stop shelter along the A5. This includes the 


provision of a new kerbed footway in front of the PFS forecourt. 
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• Following the opening of the Valley bypass, an assessment of the signal configuration and timings will be 


required as part of the stopping up of the northern (A5025) highway arm. 
 
Llanfachraeth 


• The IACC seeks assurances that construction traffic associated with constructing the Llanfachraeth 
bypass will be effectively managed, with disruption of local residents kept to a minimum. This may include 


providing temporary measures to avoid construction traffic having to route through the village during 
construction of the bypass, e.g. provision of a ‘Bailey Bridge’ across the two rivers. 
 


Llanfaethlu 
• The IACC seeks further clarification/detail on the area outside Ysgol Rhyd Y Llan once the road becomes 


a “dead-end”. This will require full discussions with both the Highways and Education departments of the 
IACC. 
 


 
(c) The IACC seeks to agree upon acceptable volumetric thresholds/caps for maximum traffic levels along 


the A5025 for the early stages of the project. Such thresholds/caps would ensure that Heavy Duty 
Vehicle (HGV and Shuttle Bus) traffic would not introduce unacceptable levels of congestion, delay 
and undue environmental impact on sensitive receptors. Further information can be found within the 


LIR. 
 


Q11.1.33 The Applicant 
and Welsh 


Government 


Q Paragraphs 3.3.5-3.3.9 refers to 
Planning Policy Wales 9 (PPW9) in 


particular with regard to the 
proposed Park and Ride. Does this 
section need to be updated to reflect 


the emerging PPW10 and if so would 
it affect any of the assumptions or 


conclusions? 


 


Q11.1.34 IACC Q Does the application comply with 


the relevant transport related 
policies of the JDLP in particular 
policies PS11, PS12, TRA1, TRA2 


and TRA4? If not, why not? 


Policy PS 11: The proposed logistical centre is located on a safeguarded site C9 Parc Cybi, Holyhead 


under Policy CYF 1. It is therefore in compliance with Policy PS 11. 
 
This is a specific Policy for the Wylfa Newydd logistics Centre. Site location within the policy has a 


sequential approach with preference under criterion 1(i) for a site on a safeguarded or allocated 
employment site or under criterion 1(ii) for a site within the development boundary of Centres identified 


within the JLDPs settlement hierarchy. 
 


Criterion 1(iii) does allow for other locations adjacent to the A5/A55 where the applicant can show that 
sites under criterion 1(i) and 1(ii) have been first considered and discounted based on landscape and 
environmental considerations and the impacts of a development in the countryside can be acceptably 


minimised and mitigated.  
 


Further criteria within the policy refers to a sustainable transport proposal for staff and that the siting 
of buildings, activity, access and egress that have appropriate measures to mitigate any negative 
impacts of the proposed development on the amenity of local communities. 


 
Policy PS 12: IACC is of the opinion that more information is required on the potential flood risk impacts, 


capability to deliver the expected car share ratio and traffic impact at the access and adjacent junctions 
before it can be satisfied benefits from the proposal outweighs the Council’s preference for sites located 
in more sustainable locations on or close to the A55.   


 
This is a specific Policy for the Wylfa Newydd Park and Ride and Park and Share facilities. It has a 
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preference under criterion 1(i) for sites located within or adjacent to development boundaries of Centres 


located along or close to the A5/A55. 
 
Criterion 1(ii) refers to sites at other locations along the A5/A55 where the site is part of a 


comprehensive approach to mitigating the transport effects of the project. Justification for such sites 
should take account of the Councils’ preference to consider sites closer to Centres. In addition due 


regard should be given towards landscaping and environmental considerations, and where provision for 
travel to the site by sustainable means, including public transport and cycling, can be provided. 
 


Further criteria within the policy refers to the provision for new and enhancement of existing pedestrian 
and cycle paths and improvement to public transport services. In addition the siting of buildings, 


activity, access and egress should have appropriate measures to mitigate any negative impacts of the 
proposed development on the amenity of local communities. 
 


The proposed site clearly does not align with the preferred policy position set in criterion 1 of Policy PS 
10. The IACC, as set out in Chapter X of its LIR, is not convinced that are no alternative sites within or 


adjacent development boundaries of Centres located or close to the A55. It has concerns that the Dalar 
Hir site does not present a sustainable option for non – home based workers to access the main site at 
Wylfa Newydd  


 
The IACC also has concerns over potential flood risk impact on the Dalar Hir site and its effect on the 


deliverability of the site and lack of resilience and contingency planning within Horizon’s strategy. In 
addition there are concerns regarding the traffic impacts at the park & ride access and adjacent 
junctions.  


 
Parking provision levels are fully dependent upon the car share ratios which have been identified. If the 


% of single occupancy vehicles using the site increases there will be insufficient spaces available on the 
site and could lead to overspill parking. 


 
IACC, the Welsh Government and Gwynedd Council have been working collectively to identify 
appropriately located park & share sites. It is considered that these are required for contingency 


planning to make the car sharing issue acceptable to the IACC. 
 


The Dalar Hir site has only given limited consideration for improvements to the pedestrian and cycle 
infrastructure to encourage journeys by foot or cycle. It’s location in the open countryside away from 
any identified Centre limits the opportunity to access the site by foot or cycle. 


 
Policy TRA 1: Whilst broadly speaking the project is in line with Policy TRA 1 IACC seek further detailed 


evidence (see the Transport Chapter for detail) and mitigation at certain locations. 
 
TRA 1 deals with Transport Network Developments. It has 4 specific parts within the Policy being 


improvements to Existing infrastructure, Transfer Between Transport Modes, Transport Assessments 
and Transport Schemes. 


 
For improvements to the existing infrastructure, 5 criteria need to be satisfied for proposals to be 
supported. The IACC have granted permission for A5025 on-line improvements to lessen the impact of 


Wylfa Newydd traffic from Valley to the proposed site. IACC have requested an improved cycle link 
between the proposed roundabout and A55 Junction 3 as a mitigation measure against increase in HGV 


traffic and a pedestrian crossing in Valley. In addition there needs to be agreement with IACC over 
where bus stops will be located on core routes serving the construction.    
 


The reference to park and ride facilities within the Transfer between Transport modes in the Policy refers 
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to permanent facilities required to tackle, for example, hot spots for existing fly parking issues or to 


relieve congestion on key roads at peak travel time. This part of the Policy does support park and share 
sites within or adjacent to settlements. Strategically located facilities for overnight lorry parking and 
freight transfer should also be within or adjacent to Centres. As set out in Chapter X of its LIR, IACC 


believe the provision of additional park & share facilities at strategic locations would mitigate the 
likelihood of ‘fly parking’, enable more sustainable travel patterns as well as providing resilience, 


flexibility and a contingency provision to Horizon’s strategy. However these proposals would be 
considered against the requirements of Policy PS 9 and Policy PS 12. 
 


A large scale development should include measures as part of a Transport Assessment. The DCO 
application is supported by a Transport Assessment which include mitigation measures. 


 
The Transport Schemes section of the Policy refers to the A5025 transport infrastructure improvements 
associated with the new nuclear development at Wylfa Newydd. Off-line improvements to the A5025 


are in line with the areas protected for such developments within the JLDP. 
 


Policy TRA 2: This Policy deals with Parking Standards stating the provision should be in line with the 
Councils’ Parking standards. 
 


IACC seek a parking management phasing plan pre-commencement of development. Maximum parking 
spaces at the Wylfa newydd main site and the Associated Development sites are required with minimum 


requirements for cycle and motorcycle. Details of the parking management system and details of car 
share parking are also required. The use of the car share parking will need to be monitored. 
 


The above mentioned matters need to be addressed in order for the project to satisfy Policy TRA 2.   
 


Policy TRA 4: Further evidence and mitigation is required to satisfy IACC that the project complies with 
Policy TRA 4.  


 
This policy deals with Managing Transport Impacts. It states that proposals should be planned and 
designed in a manner that promotes the most sustainable modes of transport having regard to a 


hierarchy of users. The hierarchy gives priority to walking, disabled users, cycling and public transport 
down to the use of private cars. This seeks to reduce the reliance on the private car. The second part 


of the Policy seeks to ensure the safe and free flow of traffic along highways. 
 
The intention to deliver a minimum of 60% of all construction materials by sea via the Marine Off-


Loading Facility will help to lessen some of the transport impact with the proposal. The timely delivery 
of this facility and a prohibition on construction continuing without such delivery needs to be secured 


through the DCO to prevent unacceptable traffic impacts. 
 
The proposed location of the park and ride site limits the opportunities for reaching the site via walking 


or cycling. Also the lack of appropriate park and share facilities at strategic locations could impact upon 
the number of single occupancy vehicles using the site. IACC require further evidence to be satisfied 


that the access and adjacent junctions at the park and ride site can accommodate the anticipated 
transport peak flows. 
 


 


Q11.1.35 The Applicant Q Paragraphs 3.4.15-3.4.26 of the TA 


[APP-101] refer to the IACC’s 
Supplementary Planning Guidance 


(SPG) for the new nuclear build at 
Wylfa. 
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If the 2018 draft SPG has been 


adopted does this section need to be 
updated and if so would it affect any 
of the assumptions or conclusions? 


Q11.1.36 Welsh 
Government 


Q Until 2028, you have to pay a 
shadow toll to Carillion plc and John 


Laing group plc for the A55 based 
on vehicle numbers and lane 


availability until 2028. How will the 
application affect this toll and do 
you have the resources to cover any 


increase that may arise as a result 
of the Application? 


 


Q11.1.37 The Applicant Q Covered and secure cycle parking is 
proposed at the site campus to 


encourage sustainable travel options 
for leisure purposes (para 5.1.44 of 
the TA [APP-101]). This is reliant on 


site campus based workers bringing 
bikes with them. Would Horizon 


consider providing bikes to 
encourage sustainable travel 
patterns? 


 


Q11.1.38 IACC Q Can you confirm that Table 5-3 of 
the TA [APP-101] captures all the 


committed development? 


Appendix G (Strategic Traffic Model Overview) of the TA states “Reasonably Foreseeable Future Projects 
or dependant developments, such as North Wales Connection Project (National Grid) and Wylfa Newydd 


Potable Water Supply (Welsh Water), have not been included in the model due to a lack of sufficient data 
being available at the time of assessment”. 


Q11.1.39 IACC Q In your RR [RR-020] you have 
indicated that you would wish to see 


more park and share options in 
other suitable strategic locations. 
Can you please confirm: 


(a) What you mean by park and 
share? 


(b) How this would differ from the 
car sharing proposed by the 
applicant. 


(c) Where are the strategic 
locations you would wish to see 


such facilities located: and 
(d) What proportion of the workers 


traffic would you wish to see 


use such a facility? 


(a) and (b) Park & Share is defined by Planning Policy Wales TAN 18 (2007) as “sites where car users 
can meet and leave cars, continuing the journey in a shared vehicle … where sustainability benefits are 


gained through reducing single occupancy journeys”. The establishment of Park & Share facilities will 
be an important contribution to integrated transport. Such facilities seek to persuade car users to car-
share for the final part of their journey, thereby reducing the level of congestion on the Ynys Môn 


highway network. This differs from the car sharing strategy proposed by the applicant as it is assumed 
that workers will be willing to walk or drive to another workers place of residence to car share, based 


on living close to each other or directly en-route. 
These Park & Share facilities, on a smaller scale than the proposed Dalar Hir site, should be located in 
the proximities of A55 junctions 6, 7 & 8 and also on the mainland. Benefits of these facilities identified 


by the IACC include:- 
- Enable the workforce to safely and conveniently meet to car share 


- Addressing parking concerns; 
- Provide parking legacy; 
- Contribute to Horizon Operational Travel Plan; 


- Reduce congestion on Pont Britannia and A55 junctions 3 & 4; 
- Reduce traffic flow on the A55; 


- Encourage car sharing and reduce single occupancy car travel; and 
- Encourage travel on strategic highway network. 
 


These would facilitate HNP home based and non-home based construction workers whom are 
accommodating in the Eastern and Southern region of Anglesey, as well as workers residing on the 


mainland. The combination of the forecasted density of workers in the Eastern region of Anglesey, the 
rural character of Anglesey and the emphasis on car sharing imposed by HNP will inevitably lead to 
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workers making informal arrangements (or formally via the database) to meet each other near the A55 


corridor. It is currently envisaged workers will meet near junctions 6, 7 and 8 of the A55 to car share 
the onward journey either to Dalar Hir Park & Ride or directly to the WNDA. 
The provision of these Park & Share facilities would supplement the Dalar Hir Park & Ride and WNDA 


car park, which in turn would enhance Horizon’s sustainable transport strategy, as well as providing 
flexibility and resilience. 


 
(c)The IACC assessed HNP’s draft Gravity Model to ascertain suitable locations for proposed Park & 
Share facilities to accommodate the workforce of the Wylfa Newydd Project. The Technical Note 


reviewed as part of this Strategic Case is titled ‘Wylfa Newydd Project Technical Note: Home Based and 
Non-Home Based Worker Travel Gravity Models’ (dated 28th April 2017). The purpose of the Technical 


Note was to set out the approach to, and results from, bespoke Gravity Models for estimating the 
geographical distribution of workers who either travel to work from their homes (Home Based Workers) 
or who are based in temporary accommodation (Non-Home Based Workers). 


 
As the results from the Technical Note provided a basis for determining the estimated spatial 


distribution of the place of residence or accommodation of the workforce, it was used as an indicative 
tool to define the geographical source of workers commuting to the WNDA. This subsequently advised 
the most suitable strategic locations for Park & Share facilities. 


 
Following the review of HNP’s Gravity Model, the facilities would be best suited at the following 


locations:- 
 In the vicinity of Amlwch, which would also serve the communities of Penysarn and Llanerch-y-


medd. 


 In the vicinity of Benllech, which will also serve Brynteg and Pentraeth communities. 
 In the vicinity of A55 Junction 8 Menai Bridge/Llanfairpwll, which will also serve the 


Llandegfan, Beaumaris and Llangoed communities (and possibly the mainland). 
 In the vicinity of A55 Junction 7 Gaerwen, which will also serve the southern communities of 


Anglesey, such as Dwyran, Niwbwrch, Brynsiencyn. 
 In the vicinity of A55 Junction 6 Llangefni. 
 


Any proposed Park & Share site should be located within or adjacent to development boundaries of 
Centres either close or along the A5/A55 and therefore align with the locational requirements of 


Policy PS 12 of the Joint Local Development Plan (JLDP), or within or adjacent to centres along the 
primary road network that will play a dual use, i.e. provide satellite hubs to facilitate sharing 
opportunities to the construction site or a central park and ride facility as well as alleviate known 


local fly- parking issues, thus aligning with Policy TRA 1 of the JLDP.     
 


(d)  The Park & Share facilities would facilitate the daily commuting workers whom will be required to 
leave/park their vehicles to car-share the onwards journey to either the Dalar Hir Park & Ride or 
WNDA with other workers.  


 
                The following provides clarification on the typical scenario at peak construction:- 


At the WNDA: For every vehicle arriving at the WNDA, two vehicles will require parking elsewhere 
(car share ratio of 3no. workers per car). 
At the Dalar Hir Park & Ride: For every two vehicles arriving at the Dalar Hir Park & Ride, a vehicle 


will require parking elsewhere (car share ratio of 1.5no. workers per car). 
 


The total number of daily commuting workers at peak construction period would consist of 2000 
home based and 3000 non-home based workers whom will be accommodating on Anglesey and on 
the mainland. 
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Q11.1.40 IACC Q Do you agree with the assumptions 
that the Applicant has made 


regarding 
car sharing in relation to demand for 
car parking (7.3.11- 7.4.12 of the 


TA [APP-101]). If not what figures 
do you consider should be used and 


how would this effect the number of 
spaces required? 


 
The IACC welcomes the principle of car sharing (sustainable travel) and the provision of a Park & Ride 


facility on the island, however it is still significantly concerned and disappointed at the lack of 
acknowledgment by Horizon for the need of additional parking provision (on both the island and the 
mainland) to support the strategy. 


 
The IACC’s concerns with the proposed Car Sharing Strategy are twofold:- 


 
1. Car Sharing Ratio Targets 
Horizon have not submitted evidence to date which demonstrates that a car share factor of 2.0 project 


wide is achievable and realistic. From analysing the car sharing statistics for the HPC project, it is evident 
that car-sharing ratios have improved, however are still significantly below the targets as set out within 


the DCO. Such statistics are exemplified by the largest Park & Ride facility associated with the HPC 
project, which currently provides 920 spaces. As of July 2018, of the 428 workers arriving at site, 400 
(84%) were car drivers and 58 (12%) were car passengers. This demonstrates the challenges of achieving 


a car share factor of 2.0 project wide. 
 


Horizon have failed to consider other constraints associated with a car sharing strategy, which include 
concerns by workers over safety of cars when meeting at a common location, as well as cultural factors 
i.e. independence and associated lack of convenience, flexibility and reliability. 


 
Reference has been made by Horizon to the construction of Sizewell B nuclear power station and its 


apparent successful level of car sharing. However, IACC is of the opinion that as Sizewell B was 
constructed in the early 1990s, car-ownership levels and worker travel patterns have changed significantly 
since then. Studies have shown that by the year 2021, it is expected that the number of cars per 


household will have increased by approximately 40% compared to the year 1991. 
 


The information submitted within the DCO documents demonstrates that parking provision levels are fully 
dependent on the car share ratios which have been identified. The car share ratio at Dalar Hir at 1.5 
persons per car implies that there will be potentially be 50% single occupancy vehicles. If this percentage 


increases and the car share ratio reduces, there will be insufficient spaces available. For example: 
 


• 1.4 car share ratio will require 2,006 spaces; 
• 1.3 car share ratio will require 2,161 spaces; and 


• 1.2 car share ratio will require 2,341 spaces. 
 
These are in excess of the 1,900 available spaces at Dalar Hir. 


 
2. Indiscriminate ‘fly-parking’ 


To-date, Horizon have relied on the assumption that workers will be willing to walk or drive to another 
workers place of residence to car share, based on living close to each other or directly en-route. The IACC 
disagrees with this assumption due to it being unrealistic and overambitious; whereas the Authority 


believes the combination of the estimated geographic distribution of the workforce, the churn of workers 
over the construction period and the emphasis on car sharing imposed by Horizon will inevitably lead to 


workers making informal arrangements (or formally via the proposed database) to meet each other near 
the strategic road network. It is currently envisaged workers will meet near such locations as junctions 6, 
7 and 8 of the A55, including other areas on the mainland, to car share the onward journey either to Dalar 


Hir Park & Ride or directly to the Wylfa Newydd Development Area (WNDA). This reflects current practice 
by workers car sharing on the island. 
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Within the DCO documentation, Horizon have stated that any worker failing to adhere to their agreed and 


chosen route to work (e.g. car share arrangement or bus route) will be refused entry through appropriate 
enforcement measures and potentially be given a formal warning. The IACC is particularly concerned with 
the lack of detail provided in relation to the proposed monitoring and enforcement for indiscriminate 


parking, which will result in local communities suffering undue inconvenience resulting from un-sociable 
and inconsiderate fly-parking by construction workers. This sensitive issue has been highlighted in 


previous press releases in relation to the HPC project. 
 
Further to this, the IACC are concerned with the lack of contingency planning should the incentives prove 


insufficient to encourage car sharing, with the proposed disciplinary action for breach of car sharing being 
unrealistic as the construction programme will inevitably be argued by HNP to take priority over the car-


sharing strategy. This is particularly the case with workers who may indiscriminately park within walking 
distance of the site (i.e. Tregele), or in the vicinity of the nearest shuttle bus stop to the site. 
 


The IACC believe that the provision of additional Park & Share (P&S) facilities (on a smaller scale to Dalar 
Hir) at strategic locations would mitigate this impact and enable more sustainable travel patterns to the 


Wylfa Newydd site and Park & Ride facility, as well as provide resilience, flexibility and a contingency 
provision to Horizon's Strategy. 
 


Recognising the risk to local communities and the highway network, the IACC are currently working in 
collaboration with the Welsh Government and Gwynedd Council in developing suitable P&S sites to provide 


this resilience and contingency to the Wylfa Newydd workers during the construction phase. The IACC 
would welcome further discussion with Horizon on the implementation and delivery of these sites. 
 


Q11.1.41 IACC Q The applicant has indicated that 
facilities management workers 


would be expected to car share. 
However, given that the majority of 


these are likely to be homebased 
workers do you consider that this 
assumption is correct? If not, why 


not? 


 
This relates to Q11.1.40, whereby the IACC believes facilities management workers will make informal 


arrangements (or formally via the proposed database) to meet each other near the strategic road network 
to car share the onward journey either to Dalar Hir Park & Ride or directly to the Wylfa Newydd 


Development Area (WNDA). There are concerns that a proportion will be illegally parking on the highway 
network and which will cause further problems. 


Q11.1.42 The Applicant Q Facilities management workers for 


the Site Campus assumes a split of 
70% for day shift and 30% for night 


shift. However, given the majority of 
construction workers would be using 


the facilities at night is this 
assumption correct? 
 


The Transport modelling would 
appear to use a figure of 350 


facilities workers. However, 
elsewhere in the documentation a 
figure of 690 is given for peak year 


5 (paragraph 2.4.13 of the Health 
Impact Assessment Non- Technical 


Summary [APP-427]). Can you 
confirm that the traffic modelling 
and parking calculations accounted 


for this number of facilities staff? 
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Q11.1.43 The Applicant Q The TA has been undertaken on the 


basis that 1,500 workers would be 
non UK based. Has any modelling 
been undertaken to assess what the 


implications for the TA would be if, 
as a result of Brexit, it is not 


possible to recruit workers from 
Europe and as a result more 
workers from the UK and Ireland 


would be required? 


 


Q11.1.44 The Applicant Q (a) Would Abnormal Indivisible 


Loads (AILs) particularly those 
requiring an escort be scheduled 


to occur outside of the morning 
and evening peaks? 


(b) Can you confirm whether AILs 


would be required to go via the 
Logistics Centre or would they 


go direct to the WNDA? 
(c) If they are to go direct to the 


WNDA how would they be 


managed to ensure that they 
would not cause congestion on 


the A5025 for other construction 
traffic? 


 


Q11.1.45 The Applicant ADB With regards to the park and ride 
facility, Chapter F1 para 1.1.7 states 
that the facility works include a new 


roundabout. [I1] It is unclear 
whether this roundabout would be 


retained or decommissioned 
following construction of the power 
station. Can the Applicant clarify? 


 


Q11.1.46 The Applicant ADD In relation to the A5025 offline 
highway improvement works, 


Chapter G1 makes numerous 
references to the reinstatement of 


compounds (e.g. para 1.5.24, 
1.5.27, 1.5.36, 1.5.55, 1.5.60, 
1.5.75, 1.5.80, 1.5.100) although 


reinstatement does not appear to be 
secured in the dDCO. Can the 


Applicant confirm how reinstatement 
would be secured? 


 


Q11.1.47 IACC ADC Section 3 of the A5025 Off-line 
Highways Improvements sub CoCP 
[APP- 420] sets out the pre-


commencement consultation for 
properties and business within 100m 


of the proposed works. Given the 
size of Ynys Môn and the importance 


The A5025 acts as the main north/south route across the island. It is an important transportation route 
for local communities and businesses as well as for tourists and visitors seeking to access the heritage 
Coast, AONB and the historic local attractions in the north and west of the island. It serves the existing 


Wylfa Power Station (where the spent fuel is currently being reomoved), and is of critical importance to 
the town of Amlwch. Businesses located in the communities of North Anglesey also rely upon the highway 


for the delivery of goods, arrival of customers and for the ability to deliver their products to markets 
within the rest of Anglesey and beyond. Many of the communities and businesses which are located away 
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of the A5025 as a north/south route 


do you consider that this is 
sufficient? 
 


If you consider that this would be 
insufficient what other measures 


would you wish the Applicant to 
undertake? 


from the A5025, such as Llanfechell, Church Bay and Bodedern, also rely in upon it in part for access. 


 
Horizon’s proposals to consult with occupiers of properties and the owners and occupiers of agricultural 
land within 100m of proposed works three months in advance of works taking place is welcomed but does 


not, in the opinion of IACC, go far enough.  
 


Horizon’s community/stakeholder liaison capacity should be fully utilised to engage with residents directly 
or indirectly impacted. This engagement and information should be informed by a communication protocol 
and action plan, ensuring sufficient prior warning to communities and businesses within a far wider area 


than that currently proposed. The precise geographical area and details of the measures proposed should 
be agreed in advance with IACC, and should include the provision of bilingual signage to show that 


existing businesses remain open, the diversionary routes to be taken (if required), the anticipated 
commencement and completion dates of the works and the contact numbers for those seeking further 
information.  


 
Given the importance of the A5025 as a tourist route IACC would expect that Horizon would provide digital 


material (in partnership with the IACC), fully embracing social media. The programme should also 
consider and try to avoid adverse impacts during peak holiday periods (including bank holiday weekends). 


Q11.1.48 IACC Q Explain the planning status of Parc 
Cybi (Logistics Centre). 


 
The proposal lies within the Parc Cybi Primary Safeguarded Employment Site. In accordance with PS13 
(Providing Opportunities for a Flourishing Economy) and Policy CYF1 the site has been safeguarded for 


land uses which fall within the B1, B2, B8 and some suitable ‘unique uses’ (formerly known as sui generis) 
Use Classes.  Horizon’s proposed use of the site is considered to be sui generis and as such, may in 


principle, be acceptable in policy terms subject to compliance with other topic specific policies.   
 
Parc Cybi is located within the Anglesey AONB. The site has previously been supported as a suitable 


location for business and industrial uses. An outline planning consent for the wider Parc Cybi site was 
granted in March 2005 for the development of a mixed-use scheme (reference:19C842A/EIA) comprising: 


 
• employment uses; 
• a hotel; 


• office uses; 
• leisure uses; and 


• industrial units. 
  


In December 2009, a full planning application for the construction and operation of an office complex and 
industrial/warehousing facilities on two separate plots at Parc Cybi was submitted to the IACC. This 
included the proposed site for the Logistics Centre. Consent was granted in May 2010 on the site of the 


proposed Logistics Centre for the construction of four units in warehouse and office use (ref: 
19C842J/ECON). 


 


Q11.1.49 The Applicant 


and IACC 


ADB and 


ADC 


Explain further the reasoning behind 


separate sites for the logistics 
centre and the Park and Ride site. 
Why could the two sites not be co-


located? 


From a local planning policy perspective, in considering this, it is important to have regard to the specific 


Policies within the JLDP regarding the Logistics Centre (PS 11) and Park and ride facility (PS 12) as well as 
overarching Policy PS 9 Wylfa Newydd and related development.  
 


The identification of the logistics centre on part of site C9 Parc Cybi, Holyhead which is identified as a 
safeguarded site under Policy CYF 1 satisfies Policy PS11.  


 
The relocation of this site to the Dalar Hir site would not conform with Policy PS11 in that criterion 
1(iii) for other locations along the A5/A55 requires the applicant to show that sites under criterion 1(i) 


or 1(ii) had been considered and discounted. The fact the DCO has identified a suitable logistics site 
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on a safeguarded employment site means criterion 1(iii) cannot be satisfied. In addition, as a 


greenfield site located in the countryside, it would raise issues in terms of the requirements set in 
criteria 3 and 6 of Policy PS 9 
 


There are limited opportunities for access to the Dalar Hir site through walking and cycling, as well as 
concerns regarding potential flood risk and traffic impact at the access and adjacent junctions. These 


factors raise issues in relation to criterion 2 of Policy PS 12. In addition, as a greenfield site located in 
the countryside, it would raise issues in terms of the requirements set in criteria 3 and 6 of Policy PS 
9. 


 
The IACC in both the Dalar Hir Park and Ride and Parc Cybi Logistics Centre LIR Chapters LIR has 


raised issues about the weight given by Horizon to alternative sites closer to Centres such as Holyhead 
to accommodate a park and ride facility. Without prejudice, it is considered that the relocation of the 
Park and ride facility to be co-located with the Logistics centre at Parc Cybi would present a better 


option by IACC should this be deemed to be necessary. This view is presented on the basis that a park 
and ride facility would satisfy criterion 1 of Policy PS 12, provide realistic opportunities to promote 


multi modal modes of travel (criterion 2 of Policy PS 12) and be more aligned with criteria 3 and 6 in 
Policy PS 9. 


   


Q11.1.50 The Welsh 
Government, 


IACC and the 
Applicant 


Q The Welsh Government recently 
announced the preferred route for a 


third crossing across the Menai with 
construction indicated to start in 


2021. 
Welsh Government - can you 
provide further details of the 


proposed route and construction 
programme and any comments on 


how it may affect the application? 
 
Applicant – you do not include the 


third crossing in the list of 
‘Reasonably foreseeable future 


projects short list sites’ [APP-397] – 
can you explain why the crossing 


was not included and whether it 
should now be included? 
 


The crossing is currently scoped out 
of the ES (ES Volume 1 – 


Cumulative effects 12 – Scope page 
16) subject to further discussions 
with the Welsh Government – Please 


provide an update on these 
discussions and whether this 


document and/or the ES needs to be 
updated in light of them. 
 


IACC – do you have any comments? 


IACC has requested (notably via emails to Sarah Price (on behalf of Horizon) dated 10th and 31st January 
2018) that this key infrastructure project (Horizon Project Reference AN22) should be scoped in to the 


Cumulative Impact Assessment (CIA).  As at late 2017/January 2018, documentation published by the 
Welsh Government provided high level environmental information to support the consideration of four 


options which were the subject of the public consultation held between December 2017 and March 
2018.  The published timeframe for the third crossing project is such that temporal overlap with the Wylfa 
Newydd Project is expected to occur with a construction start in 2020/21 and completion in 2022/23. 


 
IACC considers it reasonable that Horizon could have applied expert professional judgement to assess the 


potential environmental effects of a third crossing within the CIA context prior to DCO submission.  Given 
that a preferred option has now been identified and supported by additional environmental information, 
Horizon should be in the position to undertake at least a qualitative assessment of potential inter-project 


cumulative effects which are of particular relevance with respect to journey time delay and congestion 
within and in the environs of Anglesey extending out to key highway routes that provide access to the 


existing and proposed crossing. 
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Referen


ce 


Responde


nt 


Locatio


n 


Question IACC Response 


12. Coastal Change 


Q12.0.1 The 


Applicant 


WD Edit Chapter D12 [APP-131] para 


12.4.14 to refer to Figure D-12. 


 


Q12.0.2 The 


Applicant 


WC Edit Chapter D12 para 12.4.39 to refer 


to Figure D-3. 


 


Q12.0.3 The 


Applicant 


WC Chapter D12 para 12.5.60 can the 


Applicant clarify the meaning of “If 


required additional procedures such as 


settlement would be provided to meet 


this limit in chapter D1” [APP-120] 


 


Q12.0.4 National 
Trust 


WC/WD Can the National Trust detail its 
concerns in its RR [RR-053] regarding 


the conclusions of the hydro-
geomorphology, hydrodynamics and 


wave dynamic information contained in 
the application. 


 


Q12.0.5 The 
Applicant 
and NRW 


WC NRW advises in its RR [RR-088] that 
further information is required to 
demonstrate that changes in coastal 


processes due to the presence of the 
marine structures will not affect the 


Cemlyn Lagoon shingle ridge. Would 
the Applicant provide this information? 
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Referen


ce 


Responde


nt 


Locatio


n 


Question IACC Response 


 


Q13.0.1 The 


Applicant 


and IACC 


Q Concerns have been raised 


that the names used for 


the application site are 


incorrect and that the 


correct names for the 


whole site are Cors Tyddyn 


Waen, Cors Tŷ Coch and 


Cors Bron Haul. Could the 


Applicant/IACC advise 


what are, in their opinion, 


the correct names and 


ensure that going forward 


any 


documentation/correspond


ence uses the correct place 


names. 


The IACC recommends that HNP refers to the names used locally for the application sites going forward as confirmed by 


the representations submitted by community members. 


 


Q13.0.2 The 


Applicant 


WA Can the Applicant confirm 


that the buildings – in 


particular the reactor and 


spent fuel storage 


buildings – have been 


designed to minimise the 


potential for 


damage/destruction 


through either unique 


climatic events (such as 


Tsunami) or terrorist 


attack? 


 


Q13.0.3 IACC and 


Menter 


Môn 


Q Please provide an update 


on the progress of the bid 


for Dark Sky status and if 


this has been successful 


the implications for any 


lighting strategy for the 


proposal? 


IACC has confirmed its vision to obtain Dark Sky Community Status via the International Dark-Sky Association (IDA). 


However the submission of the application is currently delayed due to lack of resources to prepare and submit. As part of 


the process of preparing the application, IACC is working with partners from the Joint Advisory Committee. A baseline 


study of dark sky quality of the island was prepared by Dark Sky Wales Training Services which included surveys 


undertaken during December 2017 and January 2017 on clear and moonless nights.  The findings of the study are 


presented in the ‘Ynys Mon Isle of Anglesey Sky Quality Survey’.  As part of the application a Lighting Strategy will be 


prepared. 


 


The Council has confirmed in the Lighting Chapter of the LIR that in view of achieving and protecting such potential 


future status, it is important that any lighting impacts associated with the Proposed Power Station are adequately and 


robustly assessed.  In view of this, the Environment Lighting Impact Assessment submitted with the DCO application 


should include a ‘no-development’ scenario assessment based on a potential future ILP E0 Environmental Zone 


(Institution of Lighting Professional. 2013. Professional Lighting Guide 04 – Guidance on Undertaking Environmental 


Lighting Impact Assessments) which would reflect the proposed Dark Sky Community Status and the presence of the 


AONB close to the Proposed Power Station.           
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In addition to the ELIA, IACC considers that it would be beneficial for Horizon to present a Lighting Management Plan for 


the construction and operation of the Proposed Power Station giving specific reference to dark-skies. 


Q13.0.4 The 


Applicant 


Q Can you provide a 


reference 


document/glossary that 


lists all the main 


abbreviations used 


throughout the application 


documents such as WAMS, 


CoCP, CEMP, WAS etc in 


one place? 


 


Q13.0.5 The 


Applicant 


Q There are several 


references throughout the 


Code of Constriction 


Practice documents to 


work not occurring on 


Bank Holidays (eg 


paragraph 4.2.2 of the 


Park and Ride sub CoCP 


[APP-418]). Can the 


Applicant confirm that they 


mean Bank and Public 


holidays and amend the 


documents as necessary? 


 


Q13.0.6 The 


Applicant 


Q Construction workers 


would be mobile between 
sites. Is there an issue that 


contamination could be 
transferred between sites 
by workers and if so what 


measures do you propose 
to ensure that this would 


not happen? 
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Referen


ce 


Responde


nt 


Locatio


n 


Question IACC Response 


14. Good Design 


Q14.0.1 The 


Applicant 


WA Explain why there are no Detailed 


Design Drawings in Part 6 of Schedule 


2 of the dDCO [APP-029] for any of the 


proposed buildings and structures on 


the Main Site out with the Power Island 


site. 


 


Q14.0.2 The 


Applicant 


and IACC, 


DCfW and 


IPs 


WA In respect of the Power Station site 


and the Design and Access Statement, 


Vol 2 [APP-408]: 


 


(a) Are the design principles set 


out in Part 5 adequate to meet 


the ‘Criteria for Good Design 


for energy infrastructure’ in 


respect of ‘aesthetics’ set out in 


section 4.5 of EN-1 and would 


they be adequately secured in 


the dDCO [APP-029]; 


(b) Is the concept of a ‘Grid 


Framework’ (para. 4.1.9) to 


underpin the approach to 


design, layout and master 


planning appropriate and is it 


well realised in the design and 


layout proposals set out in the 


Design and Access Statement 


Vol. 2 [APP-408]; 


(c) Are the proposed indicative 


landscape palette (Section 


6.2); overarching materials 


palette (Section 6.4) and the 


colour palette (para. 4.1.22 ff) 


satisfactory and would they be 


adequately secured in the 


dDCO [APP-029]? 


(a) No. The design principles set out in Part 5 of the DAS Volume 2 (text and table) refer to the design 
criteria in EN-1 and EN-6 with the exception of those listed below.  The criteria for good design for 


energy infrastructure in Section 4.5 of EN-1 also include:  
 High quality 
 Inclusive design 


 Demonstrate how design process was conducted and proposed design evolved 
 Design options and reasons for favoured choice 


 
Further information needs to be submitted to the Examination that demonstrates how the design process was 
conducted in relation to the need to protect Cestyll Garden, the design options considered, the reasons for 


the favoured choice and the additional mitigation could be achieved to avoid the impacts.   
 


The dDCO does not adequately secure all the design principles in EN-1 and EN-6. It should include 
requirements to submit detailed designs for the layout, buildings, lighting, landscape, etc to IACC for prior 
approval.   


 
(b) Yes, a grid framework approach to the layout of the main buildings is appropriate and it will be 


necessary to ensure that the flexibility sought by Horizon in the “parameter” approach does not disrupt 
this grid framework.   


 


(c) Yes the indicative landscape palette, materials palette and colour palette are satisfactory.  However, 


these need to be secured in the dDCO by requirements to submit detailed landscape and habitat schemes in 


compliance with them to IACC for approval.   


Q14.0.3 The 


Applicant, 


IACC and 


DCfW 


WA In respect of the proposed buildings on 


the Power Station site outside of the 


Power Island (the ‘office-type’ and 


‘industrial’ buildings): 


(a) No. DCO requirements to submit detailed designs of the buildings outside of the Power Island to IACC 
for approval are required.   


(b) Yes, these should be subject to review to enable continuing design review of these elements as the 
project progresses.   


(c) Yes.  Design/architectural competitions could be held to achieve buildings of excellence subject to   


    timescales and the need to ensure that these designs are still subject to IACC approval.   
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(a) Would the right mechanisms be 


in place to achieve architectural 


excellence; 


(b) Should arrangements be 


secured to ensure continuing 


design review of these 


elements as the project 


progresses; and 


(c) Would there be value in holding 


design or architectural 


competitions to achieve 


buildings of excellence that 


complement the significant 


investment in power generation 


and add value to the employee, 


visitor and resident experience? 


Q14.0.4 The 


Applicant, 


IACC, 


NRW, NT 


and IPs 


WF Does the approach to design and the 


proposals for the WNDA meet the 


project objectives set out in section 2.3 


of the Design and Access Statement 


Vol.1 [APP-407] with respect to: 


(a) Integrating sustainability into 


all physical designs; 


(b) Developing a green and 


sustainable approach in the 


development management of 


the buildings and operational 


activities; and 


(c) Ensuring that all the elements 


are designed to connect with 


the varied beauty and 


character of Ynys Môn and 


conserve and enhance the 


natural environment as far as 


possible? 


If not, what more should be done and 


how could it be secured? 


(a) No. There is insufficient information on the physical designs to be able to say whether sustainability has 
been fully integrated.  For example, there is currently no embedded renewable energy generation and 


no details on building materials and their sources. 
(b) No. There is insufficient information on the management of the buildings and operational activities to 


conclude that these incorporate a green and sustainable approach.   
(c) No. See the IACC Landscape, Visual, Historic Environment and Ecology LIR chapters for the WNDA and 


AD sites for further mitigation and enhancements necessary to ensure that the elements limit their 


impacts on the natural and historic environment.  
 


Detailed designs for the WNDA should be submitted to IACC for approval, secured by DCO requirements.   


Q14.0.5 The 


Applicant, 


IACC, 


DCfW, 


NRW and 


IPs 


WF Are the Power Station Design Principles 


set out in the Design and Access 


Statement Vol.2 [APP-408] Section 5 


(page 700 ff), appropriate and 


sufficient to achieve the following 


objectives set out in para. 1.5.2 of this 


It has been assumed that this question relates to the design principles for the Power Station set out in 


Section 5 on p70. 
 
No. All of the design principles listed relate to the functionality of the Power Station only and do not achieve 


any of the objectives listed in (a) – (f).   
 


The following need to be done: 
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document [APP-408] and if not what 


can be done about it: 


(a) Reflect the importance of its 


setting in Ynys Môn; 


(b) Uphold the unique culture and 


language of Ynys Môn; 


(c) Integrate sustainability into all 
physical designs; 


(d) Develop a green and 


sustainable approach in the 
development and management 


of the buildings and operational 
activities; 


(e) Build on the legacy of the 


Existing Power Station, and 
help to create a positive for 


Ynys Môn; 
(f) Ensure that all the elements 


are designed to connect with 


the varied beauty and character 


of Ynys Môn and conserve and 


enhance the natural 


environment as far as possible? 


(a) See IACC answers to Q14.0.2, Q14.0.3 and Q14.0.4 above and Q7.01 – Q7.0.13 and IACC WNDA LIR.   


(b) See IACC answers to Q10.5.1 – Q10.5.27. 
(c) See IACC answers to Q14.0.4 above.  
(d) See IACC answers to A14.0.4 above.  


(e) See IACC LIR chapter regarding the WNDA Historic landscape for IACC consideration of the extent to 
which the design responds to the Dame Sylvia Crowe landscape. 


(f) See IACC answers to Q7.01 – Q7.0.13 and IACC WNDA LIR.   
 


Q14.0.6 The 


Applicant 


Q Explain how the design principles for 


and the implementation of lighting 


proposals on all sites will respond to 


the IACC bid for Dark Sky Reserve 


Status and propose principles and 


policies that positively respond to this 


initiative? 


 


Q14.0.7 IACC, 
DCfW and 
IPs 


WE Bearing in mind its location adjacent to 
the boundary of the Anglesey AONB, 
do the Design and Access Statement 


[APP-409]; the parameter plans 
identified in Schedule 2, Part 4 and the 


Requirements in relation to Off-site 
Power Station Facilities Work Number 
5, in Schedule 3 of the dDCO [APP-


029] meet the planning policy 
objectives in respect of achieving high 


quality, sustainable development for 
the Off-site Power Station Facilities; 
with reference to: 


 
(a) Design principles; 


(b) Master planning strategy; 
(c) Environmental sustainability; 


(a) Yes. The design principles (ED01 – ED16) set out in Appendix A of the DAS Volume 3 (Appendix 1-1) do 
meet planning policy objectives for a high quality, sustainable development and all need to be met but 
there is currently insufficient detail in the DAS and plans to demonstrate that these will be achieved.   


Therefore, detailed schemes need to be submitted to IACC for approval to ensure that a high quality, 
sustainable development for the Off-site Power station Facilities is achieved in accordance with the 


design principles in the DAS, planning policy and objectives in the development plan and Wylfa Newydd 
SPG and which limits the impacts on the AONB and neighbouring properties.  These need to be secured 
by DCO requirements and should include the following measures and all those identified in the IACC LIR 


for the Off-site Power Station facilities: 
(b) A master plan/layout that incorporates additional screening/planting along the northern and western 


boundaries of the site. 
(c) Measures to improve environmental sustainability, eg embedded renewable energy generation, electric 


car charging points, the use of local and sustainably sourced building materials for the buildings and 


other structures, the use of local provenance plants for the landscape scheme and measures to 
safeguard protected species. .   


(d) Hard and soft detailed landscape schemes for the implementation and management of the landscape on 
the site.   
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(d) Hard and soft landscaping 


proposals – including planting 
proposals; 


(e) Building and structure footprint, 


height and massing; 
(f) Materials and colour palettes; 


(g) Surface treatments; 
(h) Lighting; 
(i) Boundary treatments; 


(j) Accessibility; 
(k) Community safety; 


(l) Maintenance regimes; and 
(m) Illustrative design proposals. 


And if not what should be done about 


it? 


(e) Consideration should be given to minimising the footprint, height and massing of the buildings.  


(f) Materials and colour palettes should be based on a “blend” rather than “bold” approach.   
(g) The colour and materials of surface treatments including the use of permeable paving where 


appropriate (to allow ground water recharge but avoid pollution).  


(h) Detailed lighting scheme that avoids night glow and light spill onto nearby receptors.   
(i) Boundary treatments to be retained and enhance existing boundary vegetation and to include new 


cloddiau and/or hedgerows along the northern and western boundaries and funding to deliver off-site 
screen planting.   


(j) Accessibility with the proposed visibility splay the subject of further discussion with IACC.. 


(k) A detailed sub-CoCP to be submitted to IACC for prior approval confirming the specific arrangements for 
the mitigation of contamination.  


(l) Detailed maintenance schemes for the hard and soft landscaping and also for the buildings, surfacing, 
etc on the site.   


(m) Illustrative design proposals need to be incorporated into the above detailed schemes.   


 


Q14.0.8 The 


Applicant 


WE With respect to the Off-site Power 


Station Facilities proposals described in 
the Design and Access Statement 


[APP-409]: 
 
(a) Explain why it is necessary to 


permanently park four ISO 
containers (stacked in pairs) in 


the open on the site and 
whether alternative options, for 
example, within the Power 


Island, have been investigated? 
(b) Could provision be made for 


cycle parking/storage and 
electric vehicle charging on 
site? 


 


Q14.0.9 IACC WE Is the relationship between the 
proposed MEEG/AECC building on the 


Off- site Power Station Facilities site 
and the residential property to the east 


of the proposed building satisfactory – 
see Design and Access Statement Vol. 


3 Part 1) [APP-409] Figures 20 (page 
41) and 32 (page 55). If not, why not? 


No. The proposed MEEG/AECC building is too close to the residential properties to the north, northeast and 
east and should be moved southwards, away from the northern boundary so that screen planting can be 


established along that boundary.   
 


Q14.0.1


0 


IACC, 


DCfW, 
NT, NAP 


and IPs 


ADA Do the Design and Access Statement 


[APP-409]; the parameter plan 
identified in Schedule 2, Part 4 and the 


Requirements in relation to Site 
Campus Works Work Number 3, in 


Schedule 3 of the dDCO [APP-029], 
including the maximum dimensions 
shown in WN20, meet the planning 


policy objectives in respect of 
achieving high quality, sustainable 


development for the Site Campus; with 
reference to: 
(a) Design principles; 


(a) Yes.  The design principles (ED01 – ED28) set out in Appendix A of the DAS Volume 3 (Appendix 1-2) 


do meet planning policy objectives for a high quality, sustainable development and all need to be met 
but there is currently insufficient detail in the DAS and plans to demonstrate that these will be 


achieved.   
Therefore, detailed schemes need to be submitted to IACC for approval to ensure that a high quality, 


sustainable development for the Site Campus is achieved in accordance with the design principles in the 
DAS, planning policy and objectives in the Wylfa Newydd SPG and which limits the impacts on the AONB and 
seascape.  These need to be secured by DCO requirements and should include the following measures and all 


those identified in the IACC LIR for the Site Campus: 
(b) A master plan/layout that removes the blocks on Wylfa Head and relocates the MUGA further from the 


bat barn. 







161 
 


(b) Master planning strategy; 


(c) Environmental sustainability; 
(d) Hard and soft landscaping 


proposals – including planting 


proposals; 
(e) Building and structure footprint, 


height and massing; 
(f) Materials and colour palettes; 
(g) Surface treatments; 


(h) Lighting; 
(i) Boundary treatments; 


(j) Accessibility; 
(k) Community safety; 
(l) Maintenance regimes; and 


(m) Illustrative design proposals. 
 


If not what should be done about it? 


(c) Measures to improve environmental sustainability, eg embedded renewable energy generation, electric 


car charging points, the use of local and sustainably sourced building materials for the buildings and 
other structures, the use of local provenance plants for the landscape scheme.   


(d) Hard and soft detailed landscape schemes for the implementation and management of the landscape on 


the site.   
(e) Consideration should be given to minimising the footprint, height and massing of the buildings.  


(f) Materials and colour palettes should be based on a “blend” rather than “bold” approach.   
(g) The colour and materials of surface treatments including the use of permeable paving where 


appropriate (to allow ground water recharge but avoid pollution).  


(h) Detailed lighting scheme that avoids night glow and light spill onto nearby receptors.   
(i) Design of security fence to be sensitive to its location alongside the WCP.   


(j) Accessibility – measures to limit accessibility between site campus and nearby sensitive landscape and 
ecological receptors, including Wylfa Head and Tre’r Goff SSSI.  


(k) Measures to support community cohesion are set out within the appropriate chapter of the IACC LIR.  


(l) Detailed maintenance schemes for the hard and soft landscaping and also for the buildings, surfacing, 
etc on the site.   


(m) Illustrative design proposals need to be incorporated into the above detailed schemes.   
 


Q14.0.1
1 


The 
Applicant 


ADA In relation to the proposals for the Site 
Campus set out in the Design and 
Access Statement [APP-409]: 


 
(a) Identify the proposed location 


for the Site Campus health 
facility and explain how it will 
be accessed by service vehicles 


and ambulances? 
(b) Explain the material from which 


the proposed ‘timber effect 
cladding panels’ would be 
made; how they would be fixed 


to the buildings and the 
standards they meet for 


dealing with extreme weather 
conditions and fire safety? 


(c) Describe proposals for the Site 
Campus buildings’ foundations 
and the mechanism by which 


they would be removed and the 
ground re- instated during 


decommissioning of the Site 
Campus? 


(d) Describe how roof top plant on 


the Site Campus 
accommodation blocks would 


be hidden from view, including 
long distance views? 


 


Q14.0.1
2 


The 
Applicant, 
IACC, 


DCfW and 
IPs 


ADB Do the Design and Access Statement 
[APP-410]; the Parameter Plans 
identified in Schedule 2, Part 4; the 


Detailed Design Plans identified in 
Schedule 2, Part 6 and the 


(a) Yes.  The design principles (ED01 – ED18) set out in Appendix A of the DAS Volume 3 (Appendix 1-3) 
do meet planning policy objectives for a high quality, sustainable development and all need to be met 
but there is currently insufficient detail in the DAS and plans to demonstrate that these will be 


achieved.   
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Requirements in relation to Park and 


Ride Facility Work Number 6 in 
Schedule 3 of the dDCO [APP-029] 
meet the planning policy objectives in 


respect of achieving high quality, 
sustainable development for the Park 


and Ride facility at Dalar Hir; with 
reference to: 
 


(a) Design principles; 
(b) Master planning strategy; 


(c) Environmental sustainability; 
(d) Hard and soft landscaping 


proposals – including planting 


proposals; 
(e) Building and structure footprint, 


height and massing; 
(f) Materials and colour palettes; 
(g) Surface treatments; 


(h) Lighting; 
(i) Boundary treatments; 


(j) Accessibility; 
(k) Community safety; 
(l) Maintenance regime; and 


(m) Post-operation strategy. 
 


If not, what should be done about it? 


Therefore, detailed schemes need to be submitted to IACC for approval to ensure that a high quality, 


sustainable development for the Park & Ride is achieved in accordance with the design principles in the DAS, 
planning policy and objectives in the Wylfa Newydd SPG and which limits the impacts on landscape fabric, 
character and neighbouring properties.  These need to be secured by DCO requirements and should include 


the following measures and all those identified in the IACC LIR for the Park & Ride: 
(b) A master plan/layout that reduces the impacts on Important Hedgerows. 


(c) Measures to improve environmental sustainability, eg imbedded renewable energy generation, electric 
car charging points, the use of local and sustainably sourced building materials for the buildings and 
other structures, the use of local provenance plants for the landscape scheme.   


(d) Hard and soft detailed landscape schemes for the implementation and management of the landscape on 
the site.   


(e) Consideration should be given to minimising the footprint, height and massing of the buildings.  
(f) Materials and colour palettes to be based on a “blend” rather than “bold” approach.   
(g) The colour and materials of surface treatments including the use of permeable paving where 


appropriate (to allow ground water recharge but avoid pollution).  
(h) Detailed lighting scheme that avoids night glow and light spill onto nearby receptors.   


(i) Design of security fence to be sensitive to its location, to run around the boundary of the site and inside 
the boundary vegetation, with alternative security measures within the site.   


(j) The provision of a public transport service with access into the site and amendments to the proposed 


park and ride roundabout.  
(k) Detailed design to address the issue of flood risk to ensure the safety of the worker community.   


(l) Detailed maintenance schemes for the hard and soft landscaping and also for the buildings, surfacing, 
etc on the site.   


(m) A detailed decommissioning scheme.   


 


Q14.0.1


3 


The 


Applicant, 
IACC, 
DCfW and 


IPs 


ADC Bearing in mind its location within the 


Anglesey AONB, do the Design and 
Access Statement [APP-409, APP-410]; 
the parameter plans identified in 


Schedule 2, Part 4; the Detailed 
Design Plans identified in Schedule 2, 


Part 6 and the Requirements in relation 
to Logistics Centre Work Number 7 in 


Schedule 3 of the dDCO [APP-029] 
meet the planning policy objectives in 
respect of achieving high quality, 


sustainable development for the 
Logistics Centre at Parc Cybi; with 


reference to: 
 
(a) The appropriateness of the 


proposed use for the site; 
(b) Hours of operation; 


(c) Design principles; 
(d) Master planning strategy; 
(e) Environmental sustainability; 


(f) Hard and soft landscaping 
proposals – including planting 


proposals; 


(a) Partly, as the site is within Holyhead and environs (see SPG GP33), in the A55 corridor (see SPG GP 35) 


and on an existing industrial estate.  However, it is in the AONB.   
(b) As the site is an allocated employment site, in planning terms operating hours are acceptable however 


lighting schemes need to be further developed and should be subject to detailed approval  


(c) Yes, the design principles (ED01 – ED19) set out in Appendix A of the DAS Volume 3 (Appendix 1-4) do 
meet planning policy objectives for a high quality, sustainable development and all need to be met but 


there is currently insufficient detail in the DAS and plans to demonstrate that these will be achieved.   
Therefore, detailed schemes need to be submitted to IACC for approval to ensure that a high quality, 


sustainable development for the Logistics Centre is achieved in accordance with the design principles in the 
DAS, planning policy and objectives in the Wylfa Newydd SPG and which limits the impacts on the AONB.  
These need to be secured by DCO requirements and should include the following measures and all those 


identified in the IACC LIR for the Logistics Centre: 
(d) A master plan/layout that enables more of the mature woodland in the corner of the site to be retained. 


(e) Measures to improve environmental sustainability, eg imbedded renewable energy generation, electric 
car charging points, the use of local and sustainably sourced building materials for the buildings and 
other structures, the use of local provenance plants for the landscape scheme.   


(f) Hard and soft detailed landscape schemes for the implementation and management of the landscape on 
the site.   


(g) Consideration should be given to minimising the footprint, height and massing of the buildings.  
(h) Materials and colour palettes to be based on a “blend” rather than “bold” approach.   
(i) The colour and materials of surface treatments including the use of permeable paving where 


appropriate (to allow ground water recharge but avoid pollution).  
(j) Detailed lighting scheme that avoids night glow and light spill onto nearby receptors.   


(k) Design of security fence to be sensitive to its location in the AONB.   
(l) A commitment to secure public transport provision to the site. 
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(g) Building and structure footprint, 


height and massing; 
(h) Materials and colour palettes; 
(i) Surface treatments; 


(j) Lighting; 
(k) Boundary treatments; 


(l) Accessibility; 
(m) Community safety; 
(n) Maintenance regimes; and 


(o) Post-operation strategy. 
 


If not, what should be done about it? 


(m) Effects upon community safety are considered adequate. 


(n) Detailed maintenance schemes for the hard and soft landscaping and also for the buildings, surfacing, 
etc on the site.   


(o) A detailed decommissioning scheme.   


 


Q14.0.1


4 


The 


Applicant 


ADA Should a revised layout be provided to 


mitigate concerns over the visual 
impact of the proposed Site Campus? 
If not, why not? 


How would delivery and phasing be 
secured through the dDCO? 
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Reference Respondent Location Question IACC Response 


 


Q15.0.1 The 


Applicant 


Q Given the limited size of 


Wylfa A and the proposed 


limited footprint needed for 


the proposed power station 


complex (236 hectares) can 


the applicant either provide 


a statement or highlight 


where in the application 


documentation, other than 


paragraph 6.5.16 of the 


Planning Statement [APP-


406], the justification can 


be found for the amount of 


land (407 hectares) 


required for the WNDA? 


 


Q15.0.2 The 
Applicant, 
IACC, 


National 
Trust and 


Interested 
Parties 


Q PPW9 states that common 
land should not be 
developed and access 


should not be prevented or 
impeded unnecessarily: 


 
(a) Is any of the land within 


either the WNDA or for 
the associate 
development sites 


classified as common 
land? 


(b) If so can the applicant 
provide a map or plan 
which highlights the 


areas classified as 
common land? And 


(c) What measures are 
proposed to ensure 
access is maintained or 


where it is restricted or 
lost that this is 


minimised? 


 
The Council confirms following a review of the NRW Common Land GIS Layer that so far as it is aware no land 
within either the WNDA or the associated development sites are classified as Common Land. However, Cors Gwawr 


Ecological Compensation Site is located adjacent to common land. As confirmed by Planning Policy Wales (Edition 
9), paragraph 5.2.11 access to it should not be prevented or impeded unnecessarily. 


Q15.0.3 The 


Applicant 


WF (a) Please provide a plan 


and if necessary an 
accompanying table 
that physically shows 


the location of the 
various Agricultural 


Land Classifications for 
the WNDA. 
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(b) How much of the WNDA 


would be classified as 
Best and Most Versatile 
(BMV)? 


(c) Planning Policy Wales 
and Technical Advice 


Note 6 provide advice 
regarding BMV. How 
would the proposal 


comply with this 
advice? 


Q15.0.4 The 
Applicant 


ADC Would any BMV land be lost 
as a result of the proposed 


A5025 Off-line highway 
improvements? 
 


Would the proposed A5025 
Off-line highways 


improvements result in any 
severance issues for farms 
or businesses along the 


proposed route? 


 


Q15.0.5 The 


Applicant 


Q How would potential short 


and long term breaches of 
agri-environment 


schemes caused by the 
Application be dealt with? 
Who would take the 


responsibility for dealing 
with any breaches, the 


Applicant or the signatory of 
the scheme, if it is the 
signatory is the Applicant 


proposing any support or 
advice to them? 
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Referen


ce 


Responde


nt 


Locatio


n 


Question IACC Response 


16. Need for the development 


Q16.0.1 The 


Applicant 


Q Paragraph 1.3.15 of the Planning 


Statement [APP-406] states that there 


have been no relevant changes in 


circumstances since EN-1 and EN-6 


were adopted. Given these documents 


were adopted in 2011 can the 


applicant expand on this statement 


and provide further evidence as to how 


they reached this conclusion? 


 


Q16.0.2 The 


Applicant 


Q Paragraph 5.2.3 of the Planning 


Statement [APP-406] refers to 
reduction in electricity capacity with 


reference to coal. Whilst coal fired 
power stations are being retired a 
number are being converted to gas. Is 


this taken into account in this 
statement and if not how does this 


effect capacity? 


 


Q16.0.3 The 


Applicant 


WA Can the Applicant provide responses to 


paras 6.4.11 and 6.4.23 of the 


Appraisal of Sustainability of the 


revised draft Nuclear NPS: Main Report 


in its Sustainability Statement [APP-


426]? 


 


Q16.0.4 The 


Applicant 


Q In NPS-EN6 para 1.7.4 states that one 


of the main findings of the Nuclear 


Appraisal of Sustainability is that “Key 


inter-relationships between biodiversity 


and other sustainability effects were 


identified. These were most notably in 


relation to flood risk management, 


water quality and sustainable 


communities.” Can the Applicant report 


on these inter- relationships in the 


Sustainability Statement? 
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Referenc


e 


Respond


ent 


Locatio


n 


Question IACC Response 


17. Policy Context 


Q17.0.1


  


IACC and 


the Welsh 


Governm


ent 


Q The Applicant has made an assessment 
of the proposed development against 
National Policy Statements (NPS) EN-1 


and EN-6, as well as considering 
planning policy specific to Wales (PPW 


and TANs) and local development plan 
policies which are considered to be 
relevant to the development. 


(a) Are the IACC and the Welsh 


Government satisfied that the 


Planning Statement addresses all 


relevant aspects of National Policy 


Statements, Welsh policy and 


development plan policies? 


(b) Are the IACC and the Welsh 


Government in agreement with the 


applicant’s conclusions that the 


‘Proposed Development complies 


with the relevant planning policy 


tests’? 


It is considered that adopted key national and local planning policy documents relevant to the Wylfa Newydd 


DCO Project are as set out and identified in the Planning Statement. However, various Chapters in the 


Council’s LIR highlights its concerns about the proposed development’s lack of alignment with various policies 


in the adopted Gwynedd and Anglesey Joint Local Development Plan. 


 


 


Q17.0.2 Welsh 


Governm


ent and 


IACC 


Q (a) Do the Welsh Government and the 


IACC accept the need case for the 


project is made, as set out in the 


Planning Statement? 


(b) In particular, that in principle, the 


project conforms with Planning 


Policy Wales (PPW9)? 


(a) IACC accept that the need for the development is set out in the NPSs and do not seek to challenge that.  
(b) The project as a whole does not entirely comply with policy. Please see the planning policy chapter of 


the LIR 
  


Q17.0.3 IACC Q Could the IACC provide the following 


information: 


 


(a) The Development Plan policies that 


they consider relevant; 


(b) Any Development Plan policies 


with which the scheme is 


considered to conflict; 


(c) Whether any identified conflict 


would amount to a reason to 


refuse consent; and 


(a) The Policy Framework Chapter in the Council’s LIR provides a schedule of relevant Development Plan 
policies; 


(b) Various topic based chapters in the LIR draw attention to issues, which indicate that aspects of the 
scheme to not align with the Plan’s policies; 


(c) Relevant chapters in the Council’s LIR set out the need for additional information, mitigation or 
enhancement measures, in order to better align with the Plan’s policies; 


(d) Each Chapter in the Council’s LIR sets out, where required, additional mitigation measures and additional 


DCO requirements. 
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(d) Whether any further mitigation 


would be required and if it is what 


this should be? 


Q17.0.4 The 


Applicant, 


the Welsh 


Governm


ent and 


NRW 


 Does the Application help deliver the 


following: 


 


(a) Climate Change Strategy for Wales 


(Welsh Government, 2010); 


(b) Low Carbon Revolution – Welsh 


Government Energy Policy 


Statement (2010); 


(c) Energy Wales : A Low Carbon 


Transition; 
(d) Economic Renewal: A New 


Direction (Welsh Government, 


2010) 
(e) Cymraeg 2050: Welsh Language 


Strategy (2017) 


 


Q17.0.5 Welsh 


Governm
ent 


Q Is the Well-being of Future 


Generations (Wales) Act (2015) 
applicable to this application? And if it 


is, would the Application achieve the 
well-being goals set out in the Act and 
if it would not why would it not? 


 


Q17.0.6 Welsh 
Governm


ent, the 
IACC and 


NRW 


 The applicant states in the Planning 
Statement [APP-406] that the 


Technical Advice Notes (TANs) that 
were in place prior to the adoption of 


EN-1 and EN-6 are considered to 
attract less weight than those that 
were adopted subsequently. This would 


include:- 
• TAN 11: Noise (1997) 


• TAN 15: Development and 
Flood Risk (2004) 


• TAN 18: Transport (1997) 
 
Can the parties comment on the 


weight they consider should be given 
to these documents? 


Of the relevant TANs that post-date 
the NPSs are there any aspects of the 
application that the parties consider 


fail to conform with or contradict these 
TANs? 


The IACC disagrees. TANs provide detailed advice on topic specific matters in the Welsh planning context. 
The detailed points considered therein apply to all development in Wales. NSIPs in Wales should seek to 


comply with these or justify departure as they concern matters of detail which are not covered in or 
addressed by the NPSs.   
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Q17.0.7 Welsh 


Governm
ent 


Q Provide an update on the progress of 


the Welsh National Marine Plan? 


 


Q17.0.8 Welsh 
Governm
ent and 


the 
Applicant 


Q Can the Welsh Government provide an 
update on the progress of Planning 
Policy Wales Edition 10 (PPW10)? 


Can the applicant advise whether 
paragraph 5.4.45 of the Planning 


Statement [APP-406] needs to be 
updated to reflect the policy contained 
within the emerging PPW10? 


 


Q17.0.9 IACC and 
the 


Applicant 


Q IACC: 
 


(a) Provide an update on the draft 
Wylfa Newydd Supplementary Planning 


Guidance 2018 (the SPG) that is 
referred to in paragraphs 
5.4.48 to 5.4.1 of the Planning 


Statement [APP-406]? 
(b) Provide a copy of the most recent 


version of the SPG and indicate 
what weight you consider it should 
be given. 


(c) If the SPG has been adopted, 
outline what you consider are the 


implications for the Application? 
 
Applicant - in paragraph 5.4.51 and 


5.4.5-5.4.7 of the Planning Statement 
you state that parts of the revised SPG 


are, in your opinion, inconsistent with 
JLDP and advice from the Planning 
Inspectorate on SPG’s for NSIPs. Can 


you: 
 


(a) Provide further explanation of 
where you consider the draft SPG 


is inconsistent with these 
documents? 


(b) Advise whether the SPG and 


relevance of SPG on pages 60 and 
61 of the Planning Statement 


needs to be updated to reflect any 
progress made on the 
adoption/approval of the SPG? 


(c) In light of the above what weight 
do you consider should be given to 


the SPG? 
 
IACC – Please respond to the 


applicants comment with regards to 
the alleged inconsistencies between 


(a) The Wylfa Newydd SPG was formally adopted by the IACC on the 15th May 2018.  
(b) The IACC append a copy of the Wylfa Newydd SPG (the IACC have not included the Topic Papers or 


other supporting documents but can do on request).  
(c) The IACC has made submissions on the weight which should be given to the SPG in its Written 


Representation, please see section 2.  
 


(d) The SPG was originally adopted in July 2014 and reviewed and revised following the adoption of the 
JLDP.  That review did not change the fundamental principles and objectives of the document. The 
IACC has consistently maintained that the SPG should be given significant weight and that Horizon 
should take it into account in developing the proposals. Given that this guidance has been available to 
Horizon throughout the iterative design and that the 2018 SPG is an up-to-date adopted document, 
the IACC considers that the project should be assessed against it and non-conformities justified, 
reduced or mitigated.  
 


The IACC does not accept that the SPG is inconsistent with the JLDP. Horizon, in their consultation response 
to the SPG prior to the 2018 adoption, raised points where they considered the SPG to be inconsistent - the 
IACC considered that consultation response carefully and determined that there is no inconsistency. A 
detailed report was produced following consultation noting and explaining each of these points, an extract of 
that concerning Horizon's submissions on inconsistency can be provided.  
Inconsistency with the JLDP would be a ground to legally challenge the adoption of the SPG and that this 
would be the appropriate remedy should Horizon genuinely believe that the SPG is inconsistent   - Horizon 
raised no such challenge with the statutory period.  
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the SPG and the JLDP and advice 


provided in the PINS Advice Note 2? 


Q17.0.10 The 


Applicant 


Q Please respond to the suggestion made 


in Relevant Representations (including 
RR-004 and Clare RR-069) that in the 
context of National Policy Statement 


EN-5 section 2.3, the generating 
station and any associated new grid 


connection should be the subject of a 
single application. 


 


Q17.0.11 Welsh 
Governm
ent, IACC 


and NRW 


Q Do the parties consider that within the 
Welsh national context, there are any 
other present or forthcoming future 


policies, strategies or initiatives that 
are relevant to the examination and 


should therefore be considered by the 
ExA during the examination? 


It is understood that the Welsh Government proposes to publish Edition 10 of Planning Policy Wales in 
December 2018, which will supersede Edition 9 PPW. 
 


Edition 9 of Planning Policy Wales (PPW) has been reworked into policy themes around the well-being goals, 
with policies updated to reflect new Welsh Government strategies.  


 
A55 Preferred route for the third Menai Crossing has been announced, with the TR111 protected route for 
planning purposes published. This shows progress being made to achieve the development of an additional 


crossing to alleviate current congestion. 
 


 


Q17.0.12 NG and 


the 
Applicant 


Q Paragraph 3.14.1 of National Policy 


Statement EN-6 notes that electricity 
transmission issues were not taken 
into consideration in the Strategic 


Siting Assessment (‘SSA’). Noting the 
context provided by Application 


Reference Number: 7.1 – Electricity 
Grid Connection Statement [REF]and 
the network transmission 


reinforcement works summarised in 
section 4 of that document, what 


impacts reasonably could be expected 
to result from these associated works?
 (CS) 


 


Q17.0.13 NG and 
the 


Applicant 


Q Paragraphs 1.6.47-1.6.49 of 
Application Reference No.: 6.4.1 ES 


Volume D 
– WNDA Development D1 – Proposed 


Development [REF]indicate that four 
circuits would link to the existing 
400kV connection. Paragraph 1.6.47 


highlights the responsibility for the 
substation, including wider network 


reinforcements, lies with National Grid. 
However (and in the absence of 
relevant actions or decisions taken by 


others), do the demands on the 
transmission network from other 


energy developments (either existing 
or planned) on or around the island 
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have any potential impacts on the 


deliverability of this proposal? (CS) 


Q17.0.14 IACC Q Several references have been made 


regarding the need for the application 
to deliver a long term legacy for Ynys 
Môn. Can the IACC explain where this 


aspiration is set out in adopted policy 
such as the JDLP and whether in their 


opinion the proposal would comply 
with such a policy and if not, why not? 


At the heart of the JLDP’s strategy is anticipated transformational economic change arising from the major 
infrastructure projects on Anglesey, in particular the Island’s Enterprise Zone status and the development 
of a nuclear power station at Wylfa Newydd. In response the Plan seeks to accommodate an aspirational, 
employment-led growth which is based on an anticipated upturn in economic activity that would effectively 
reverse the trend of young people leaving the area in search of work opportunities and increase the 
prosperity of the area. 


 


The Vision seeks to ensure that by the end of the Plan period the two Counties will be recognised for their 
vibrant and lively communities that celebrate their unique culture, heritage and environment and for being 
places where people choose to live, work and visit. The Plan sets out a bespoke vision for each of the 
largest settlements, as well as a vision for the whole of the rural areas and the smaller settlements. The 
JLDP seeks to realise its vision through 19 strategic objectives that are grouped into 5 broad themes which 
deal with communities, sustainable living, the economy, housing, and the natural and built environment.  


 


The key words in the JLDP’s vision that demonstrate an expectation that the Project would provide a legacy 
are ‘transformational economic opportunities’, ‘contributed to transforming the local economy’.  


 


Strategic Objective SO9 is of particular relevance: 


 


“Support and capitalise on the development of the Wylfa Newydd Project and associated development to 
maximise socio-economic opportunities for local business and sustainable employment opportunities for 
local people, including facilitating a suitable network of Wylfa Newydd Project-related associated 
development sites while ensuring that adverse effects of the Wylfa Newydd Project on the local 
communities are appropriately avoided, or mitigated and where appropriate legacy benefits are provided.” 


 


This objective is translated into policy. In the Council’s opinion ‘legacy’ can take a number of forms, - on 
the ground changes or positive changes in the Island’s socio- economic profile.   


 


Of particular relevance are criteria in Policy PS 9 Wylfa Newydd and related development, namely criteria 
3, 5, 6, 9, 10, & 15 and criterion 1 of Policy PS 12  


 


The proposals do not comply with the JLDP policies’ need to consider, promote and secure a positive legacy 
from the development. The approach taken seeks to monitor and then address impacts rather than avoid or 


minimise them. Legacy has not been built into the proposals and only the immediate needs of the project 
itself have received meaningful consideration. The correct approach of pro-actively avoiding adverse impacts 
occurring would, in and of itself, help to deliver legacy. For example, the Plan (at 6.3.21) requires the 


consideration of re-use or conversion of buildings or provision of permanent buildings before temporary 
buildings are considered. Providing worker housing in permanent buildings would comply with Policy PS10, 


would minimise the impact on the accommodation sector in accordance with Policy PS9 criterion 5 and create 
a permanent legacy of increased housing stock which could be used for social housing. Simply proposing 
temporary housing in modular units to be removed offers no legacy at all. Horizon have avoided the policy 


requirement to provide legacy on the accommodation campus site by siting on this main site which is not in 
or adjacent to a development boundary to which PS10(4) therefore does not apply. Any other site would be 


required to be informed by a legacy use under that policy.  Only where a legacy use was unfeasible would 
temporary building to be removed be allowed and the site cleared (PS10(10)). 


  
The section of the site at Dalar Hir, a greenfield site remote from any settlement, fails to properly allow for 
legacy as suitable re-uses of the site once developed have not been identified and are not proposed, with the 


intention being to remove all of the installed infrastructure completely. As well as being a poor proposal in 
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sustainability terms, this offers no legacy for the Island. The development of the site at Parc Cybi offers some 


legacy in that that allocated employment site will have been improved however the proposals for that site 
could be improved, including through improving connectivity by sustainable transport methods.  
  


On balance the Council considers that the principle of the development is supported by policy and that much 
of the proposal is compliant. Some of the non-compliant elements which cannot be avoided or fully 


mitigated, such as the loss of heritage assets on the main site, are capable of being outweighed by the 
general policy support for the project. The IACC does not however accept that the proposals as made are 
fully compliant, particularly on delivering measures to maximise opportunities for employment and upskilling 


of local people, minimising impacts on the housing market, protecting and enhancing the natural 
environment. The IACC wishes to see the mitigation measures identified in this LIR secured in order to 


ensure that the impacts of the development are addressed in a manner which complies with the JLDP and 
SPG.  The IACC considers that proposals as made are non-compliant with the policies of the JLDP and do not 
follow the guidance set out in the SPG regarding the need to secure legacy.  
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Referen


ce 


Responde


nt 


Locatio


n 


Question IACC Response 


18. Shipping and Navigation  


Q18.0.1 The 


Applicant 


WF Provide the vessel simulation study 


referred to in APP-080 and referenced 


in the Navigational Risk Assessment 


APP-235. 


 


Q18.0.2 The 


Applicant 
Trinity 
House 


WF Is the Marine Works Permanent Aids to 


Navigation Plan APP-017 the plan that 
has been approved by Trinity House? If 
not, what is the status of the plan and 


what plan has been approved by 
Trinity House? 


 


Q18.0.3 The 
Applicant 


WF Confirm the width of the channel at the 
entrance to the harbour. 


 


Q18.0.4 The 
Applicant 


WF What is the maximum size of vessel in 
terms of tonnage, length and draft that 


can berth at the harbour? Please 
signpost within the existing 
documentation or provide details of the 


modelling that has been undertaken in 
respect of these vessels. 


 


Q18.0.5 The 
Applicant 


WF What allowance has been made for 
unloading berthed vessels and ro-ro 


vessels? Please signpost within the 
existing documentation or provide 
details of where the modelling that has 


been undertaken in respect to 
unloading. 


 


Q18.0.6 The 
Applicant 


WF Is the Applicant intending to apply the 
International Ship and Port Facility 


Security Code (the ISPS Code)? If so, 
provide details. If not, why not? 


 


Q18.0.7 The 
Applicant 


WF Is the Applicant intending to apply to 
become a Port Security Authority? Port 
Security Regulations 2009 If so, 


provide details. If not, why not? 


 


Q18.0.8 The 


Applicant 


WF What area would be covered by the 


ISPS Code? 


 


Q18.0.9 The 


Applicant 


WF Who would the Port Security Officer 


be? 


 


Q18.0.1


0 


The 


Applicant 


WF Where is the Port Security Plan?  


Q18.0.1


1 


The 


Applicant 


WF How are the other requirements of the 


Port Security Regulations 2009 being 
adhered to? 


 


Q18.0.1
2 


The 
Applicant 


WF Would the full extent of the Harbour 
Limits be a prohibited area? If so, 
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when, how and by whom would this 


area be patrolled? 


Q18.0.1


3 


The 


Applicant 


WF What is the purpose of the layby 


berth? Why would this be necessary? 


 


Q18.0.1


4 


The 


Applicant 


WF What provision has been made for Pilot 


Boats and where would these Pilot 
Boats be based? 


 


Q18.0.1
5 


The 
Applicant 


WF What are the maximum wind and wave 
heights that have been modelled in the 
tow survey? Provide a copy of the 


report. 


 


Q18.0.1


6 


The 


Applicant 


WF Provide details of the protective layer 


over the shore line referred to in 11.4 


 


Q18.0.1


7 


The 


Applicant 


WF What are the security arrangements 


proposed for the harbour? 


 


Q18.0.1


8 


The 


Applicant 


WF What happens to the harbour after 


completion of the proposed works? 
Would it be fenced off? 


 


Q18.0.1
9 


The 
Applicant 


WF How do the WNDA and the Harbour 
interact? What are the security 
arrangements and lines of jurisdiction? 


 


Q18.0.2
0 


The 
Applicant 


WF Provide further details of the 8 vessel 
movements referred to in the change 


request. 


 


Q18.0.2


1 


The 


Applicant 


WF What is the purpose of the RoRo and 


why is this needed? 


 


Q18.0.2


2 


The 


Applicant 


WF What is the mix of vessels proposed 


for using the harbour and where has 
this been modelled? 


 


Q18.0.2
3 


The 
Applicant 


WF How and from where would Pilots and 
the Harbour Master be recruited and 


when and how would they be trained? 
What steps would be undertaken to 
secure retention of these personnel? 


 


Q18.0.2
4 


The 
Applicant 


WC When considering the proposed MOLF 
did the applicant consider using the 


existing harbour facilities at Holyhead 
and if they did why was this not taken 


forward as an option? 


 


Q18.0.2


5 


The 


Applicant, 
Maritime 
and 


Coastguard 
Agency 


and 
Trinity 
House 


WC Section 4.3 of the Marine Works Sub 


CoCP [APP-416] deals with site lighting 
- are there any potential navigation 
issues that could arise for vessels from 


site lighting during construction of the 
MOLF? If there are how could these be 


mitigated? 
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Referen


ce 


Responde


nt 


Locatio


n 


Question IACC Response 


19. Transboundary Considerations  


Q19.0.1 The 


Applicant 


Q A number of RRs (RR-136, RR-139, 


RR-141 to RR143) express concerns 


regarding dispersion calculations for a 


severe accident scenario which 


demonstrate possible contamination of 


EU countries. In particular, references 


are made to the “project flexRISK” 


methodology for dispersion modelling 


predictions in the case of a nuclear 


accident scenario. Can the Applicant 


explain how this extreme risk has been 


addressed as part of the 


application for development consent 


and any other separate consents 


required for the operation and 


maintenance of the Proposed 


Development (as set out in Application 


Document 5.4 [APP-053]? 


 


Q19.0.2 Danish 
Emergency 


Manageme
nt 


Agency 


Q Can the Danish Emergency 
Management Agency [RR- 135] 


provide details of its concerns 
regarding safety functions 


implemented or not at the Wylfa site? 


 


Q19.0.3 Ministry for 


the 
Ecological 
Transition 


Q Can the Ministry for the Ecological 


Transition provide details of its 
concerns expressed in its RR [RR-138] 
in relation to insufficient information 


given in the transboundary screening 
assessment? 


 


Q19.0.4 ONR Q What steps can be taken to satisfy IPs 
that due consideration is given to the 


concerns related to potential 
contamination resulting from a severe 
accident? The ExA is aware of sections 


4.10 and 2.7 of NPS’ EN-1 and EN-6 
respectively, and that consideration of 


the application for development 
consent should not seek to duplicate 


such matters that are within the remit 
of Nuclear Regulators. 
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Referen


ce 


Responde


nt 


Locatio


n 


Question IACC Response 


 


Q20.0.1 The 


Applicant/ 


ONR 


WF Please respond to the concerns raised 


in RR-110 regarding the security of 


stored radioactive waste. 


 


Q20.0.2 The 
Applicant 


WF Please respond to the matters raised in 
RR-087 in relation to the proposed 
radioactive waste storage facilities and 


whether they fall within section 14 of 
the Planning Act 2008. 


 


Q20.0.3 The 
Applicant 


and IACC 


WF Paragraph B.5.1 of Annex B to EN-6 
states that the Government is satisfied 


that effective arrangements will exist 
to manage and disposal of the waste 
that would be produced from new 


nuclear power stations and as a result, 
the Examining Authority should not 


address this. However, are there any 
planning issues relating to the on-site 
management of radioactive waste that 


indicate significant effects would be 
likely in regard to these matters and if 


so, why? 


 
The extract of EN-6 referred to in the question addresses only the practical question of whether adequate 


arrangements to manage radioactive waste can be assumed to exist. The local impact of those arrangements 
will depend upon the effects they have upon the surrounding communities. The arrangements contemplated 
by EN-6 are that there will be long term storage of spent fuel and radioactive waste within the site boundary 


for up to 150 years. That gives rise to perception issues both in the local community and e.g, for those 
travelling to the island as tourists. Issues such as perception of long term interim storage of waste arise from 


the development and need to be addressed in terms of appropriate mitigation to respond to any adverse 
impacts arising from them.  
 


Q20.0.4 The 


Applicant 


Q Please respond to Welsh Government’s 


[RR-092] concern in relation to the 
volume of waste that would be 
generated by the proposed 


development. 


 


Q20.0.5 The 


Applicant 


Q Please respond to Natural Resources 


Wales’ [RR-088] comment (at 
paragraph 3.1.1) that the 


Environmental Statement contains 
insufficient detail to demonstrate how 
construction waste would be managed, 


and if the application were to be 
successful, detailed Site Waste 


Management Plans would need to be 
agreed through a DCO Requirement. 


 


Q20.0.6 The 
Applicant 


Q The ‘Horizon Waste Hierarchy’ is set 
out in section 15 of the Wylfa Newydd 
Code of Operational Practice (‘CoOP’) 


and the strategy within the Wylfa 
Newydd Code of Construction Practice 


(‘CoCP’). How does the Horizon Waste 
Hierarchy reflect or address policy 
objectives for waste management, 


including that within section 5.14 of 
the ‘Overarching National Policy 


Statement for Energy’ (EN-1) and 
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Welsh Government’s ‘Towards Zero 


Waste’? 


Q20.0.7 The 


Applicant 


Q Policy objectives for the management 


of waste include those within section 
5.14 of the ‘Overarching National 
Policy Statement for Energy’ (EN-1), 


and Welsh Government’s ‘Towards 
Zero Waste’. How does the proposal 


address the ‘Applicant’s assessment’ 
for managing waste as set out 
paragraph 5.14.6 of EN-1? Is there a 


specific ‘Site Waste Management Plan’, 
and is it within/does it include section 


9 of the CoCP? 


 


Q20.0.8 NRW Q Your RR [RR-088] states that there is 


insufficient detail in ES C6 to 
demonstrate how construction 
generated waste will be managed and 


that the assessment of available waste 
management capacity will need to be 


updated prior to and throughout the 
construction phase. Can NRW explain 
where the deficiencies lie and why it 


considers that a Site Waste 
Management Plan is necessary as 


opposed to measures set out within 
the CoCP? 
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Referen


ce 


Responde


nt 


Locatio


n 


Question IACC Response 


 


Q21.0.1 The 


Applicant 


and IACC 


WF Can the applicant confirm: 


(a) if they were aware of the EU 


(WEFO) Bathing Water Quality in 


Cemaes Bay Study, as is referred 


to in [RR-017]? 


(b) Did the report include an 


assessment of the impact of the 


proposal on the bay? 


(c) Was the findings of the report 


included in the applicants 


assessment of water quality in the 


ES and or the Water Framework 


Directive Compliance assessment? 


(d) Can IACC expand on its concerns 


in its RR [RR-020] para5 .7.5 in 


relation to bathing water quality at 


Cemaes Bay? 


 


The area that could potentially be affected by the proposed development of the Wylfa Newydd Main Power 
Station Site includes all the water features that may be hydrologically linked to the site and the land areas that 


drain these features.  The surface water study area encompasses five small surface water catchments while 
the groundwater study area has been defined to extend 3km in radius from the centre of the Wylfa Newydd 


Development Area.  The study areas include locations that are at significant risk from flooding as well as 
sensitive receptors including water dependent SSSIs at Tre’r Gof, Cae Gwyn and Cemlyn Bay, designated 
Bathing Water areas and private water supplies. 


 
Following a multi-stakeholder effort between the Council, NRW and Dwr Cymru to implement measures to 


improve the water quality at Cemaes, after being classed as ‘poor’ during the 2016 and 2017 bathing seasons 


due to diffuse pollution from agricultural land within the catchment, the bathing water has now been confirmed 


as having a ‘sufficient’ rating in the latest 2018 report.   


 


The water quality problem at the beach has also formed part of a £5.8m Acclimatize Project, a study led by 


Aberystwyth and Dublin Universities looking at the effects of climate change on ‘at risk’ beaches in Wales and 


Ireland. The Study included developing technology for modelling likely bacteriological water quality based on a 


number of monitored parameters such as river flow, tide, temperature, relative humidity and rainfall. This has 


help to inform a more sophisticated public advice system at the beach to advise beach users about the 


suitability of the water for bathing (see Twitter page @traethcemaes). 


 


The Council considers the water quality at Cemaes to remain ‘at risk’ and that any further deterioration in 


microbial quality due to the development could be deleterious to future EU compliance and impact on the 


coastal community which is heavily dependent on tourism. The beach lies within the Anglesey AONB and part 


of the beach is also within the North Anglesey Heritage Coast.   


 


The ES confirms that Horizon will develop a passive engineered solution of the drainage system, with the 
system matching baseline conditions as closely as practicable possible and in agreement with the regulator as 


part of the final landform design.  There is a need to acknowledge that sensitive ecological receptors (low 
flows) and flood risk receptors (high flows) will not be adversely affected.  Specific concern relates to turbidity 


and sedimentation risk for Bathing Water quality at Cemaes Bay.   
 


Further detail of the mitigation design detail should be provided by Horizon to demonstrate that mitigation can 
be implemented successfully, and to confirm that the drainage system will match existing baseline, as close as 
practically possible.   


 
We are aware that further modelling and assessment is being progressed by HNP in consultation with Welsh 


Water and this is to be submitted into the examination process. The IACC would be seeking confirmation from 


NRW that they are satisfied with the conclusions of these assessments including proposed mitigation proposals. 


Q21.0.2 The 
Applicant 


ADA Chapter D1 – para 1.8.18 – states that 
the extension of the Cemaes water 
treatment plant is required for the site 


campus. It is not clear whether these 
works form part of the authorised 


development? If so, what part of the 
dDCO (is it Work 3A(c) or ‘other 
associated development part (b))? 
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Q21.0.3 The 


Applicant 


Q Chapter G1 – mentions culverts in 


paras 1.3.9, 1.3.62, 1.3.147 – could 
you please clarify where these are 
located. 


 


Q21.0.4 The 
Applicant, 


IACC and 
NRW 


WF Section 10.4 of the Main Powers 
Station Site Sub CoCP [APP-415] sets 


out a variety of monitoring and survey 
work that will be undertaken. Who is 


responsible for assessing all this 
monitoring and survey work? If it is 
the IACC or NRW do they have the 


expertise and/or resources to 
undertake the work or would a 


developer contribution be required to 
fund this aspect of the proposal? 


IACC has the expertise to undertake the work required but considers that the fees proposed for discharge of 
requirements are entirely inadequate to resource the officer time needed. Please see detailed submission on 


this point in the Written Representation at section [8, especially 8.4]. 
 


 


Q21.0.5 The 
Applicant 


ADB Paragraph 10.3.2 of the PRSCoCP 
[APP-418] refers to an on-site sewage 
treatment plant – is such a facility 


necessary? 


 


Q21.0.6 The 


Applicant 


Q Explain the implications of removing 


Works No12 (Site Clearance and 
Preparation Works) from the DCO and 


delivering these works only within the 
provisions of the current planning 
application, should it be granted. If 


Works No12 proceed under the DCO, 
what are the implications for the s106 


relating to the Site Preparation Works 
and the s106 under discussion for the 
DCO application? 
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7.  Landscape and Visual  

  

 

WORK33069887v.1 1 38964.82 

 

Reference  

  

Respondent:  

  

  

Location:  Question:  

Q7.0.1  IACC  Q   

Assessment of parameters – review of the relevant section (10.4.3) in 

[APP-075] confirms that it only relates to an overarching approach of 

setting parameters “where necessary, for the extent of the development …” 

and that these parameters will be defined in the LVIAs for the individual 

sites.  Hence this question is more effectively answered under the later 

responses for the individual sites whilst noting that Section 10.4.3 does not 

provide an explicit commitment for the LVIAs to assess the worst case 

scenario as required under GLVIA31 (Sections 4.2 -4.4).  Consequently, as 

noted in various places in the IACC LIR, the worst case scenario is not 

always assessed.   

 

(a) Identification of study areas – review of the relevant sections (10.4.4 

– 10.4.9) confirms that the overarching approach to the selection of study 

areas follows best practice.  IACC agrees with the use of ZTVs calculated 

using LiDAR data but the type and scale of the OS DTM mapping used is not 

stated.  This has the consequence of introducing a degree of uncertainty of 

to the accuracy of the ZTVs regarding whether specific points or individual 

receptors being within or outside the ZTV.  More specific comments are 

again provided where relevant under the response for the individual sites.  

IACC agrees with the use of ‘bare earth’ DTM data as this is in accordance 

with the LVIA being based upon a worst case scenario.  IACC agrees with 

the need for study areas to be defined using a “proportionate approach” as 

advocated by GLVIA3 and that consequently they should be defined to allow 

the LVIAs to focus upon landscape and visual receptors with a greater 

likelihood of sustaining significant effects.  In general, the study areas are 

                                       
1 Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment. 2013. Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment. Third Edition.  
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Reference  

  

Respondent:  

  

  

Location:  Question:  

sufficient to identify all significant effects on landscape character and 

landscape designations.   

(b) Identification of receptors - IACC is not content with the methodology 

used to select landscape receptors or with the range of visual receptors that 

is set out in Table B10-13 with regard to the following issues.   

 Landscape fabric (elements) is identified as a landscape receptor but 

impacts on this receptor are then not assessed (it is stated that 

landscape fabric is assessed as part of landscape character but this is 

not in accordance with EN-1, see IACC LIR).  As a consequence, 

some significant adverse impacts on landscape fabric are not 

identified or satisfactorily mitigated).   

 The restriction of the selection of landscape receptors to designations 

and landscape and seascape character areas that will either sustain 

direct impacts or indirect impacts via intervisibility only, as measured 

by ZTVs, could result in some landscape receptors and impacts being 

inadvertently excluded.  Landscape impacts are not restricted to 

direct impacts or impacts via a visual effects pathway generated by 

the built components: perceptual attributes such as tranquillity, 

remoteness and time depth are often important contributory factors 

to landscape character and special qualities of a designated 

landscape or seascape i.e. the AONB and Heritage Coast.  “Peace and 

tranquillity” are one of the special qualities of the AONB that are 

defined in Table 4 of the current AONB Management Plan Review2.  

This description is repeated in Section 10.3.34 in the ES Volume D10 

[APP-129]. Impacts upon these perceptual characteristics can result 

from a variety of indirect impacts that are not dependent upon the 

source of that impact being visible.  Examples might include noise 

                                       
2 The Isle of Anglesey Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) Management Plan Review 2015-2020.  
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Reference  

  

Respondent:  

  

  

Location:  Question:  

from activities on site or from increased road or sea traffic or a 

reduction in dark skies from increased sky glow from upward light 

escape and ground reflection from on-site lighting.   

 IACC recommends that these potential effects pathways are explicitly 

considered both in the identification of landscape receptors and 

subsequently in the assessment of landscape effects.   

 The range of visual receptors as set out in Table B10-13 excludes all 

residential receptors in properties within the construction and 

operation period ZTVs that are located outside one of four “main local 

communities” for the WNDA – this will be covered in more depth in 

the response to Q7.0.2.  This approach of excluding visual receptors 

outside the main communities is also applied for the Logistics Centre, 

the Dalar Hir Park and Ride and the Off-Site Power Station Facilities. 

 IACC recommend that the visual assessments for these four 

development components are supplemented by addenda assessing 

the visual effects that will be sustained by residential receptors in 

properties outside the main communities (as per the visual 

assessments provided for the A5025 Off-Line Works).  IACC’s own 

visual impact assessments whose principal findings are set out in the 

Visual LIRs compiled for each of the main developments have 

attempted to undertake visual assessments for these excluded 

residential visual receptors as far as practical to gain a more 

comprehensive understanding of the full range of significant adverse 

visual effects. 

 The “high level assessment” approach adopted of not further sub-

dividing the visual receptors in the main settlements does not allow 

the individual visual assessments to provide the granularity of 

assessment necessary to allow IACC to fully understand the 
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Reference  

  

Respondent:  

  

  

Location:  Question:  

distribution of significant and not significant visual effects upon 

residential receptors located in these settlements.  The use of a 

severely limited number of assessments at representative viewpoints 

sited within some of these settlements, whilst useful, is not sufficient 

to allow IACC to gain a detailed understanding of the variation in 

visual effects.  This shortfall also has the consequence that the 

design of mitigation measures for the construction periods and the 

restoration or operation period landscape schemes do not always 

incorporate potential design details that might mitigate or reduce 

adverse effects for individual or small groups of residential receptors. 

 IACC recommend that addenda are produced for the visual impacts 

assessments that subdivide all the settlements or “main 

communities” within each development’s study area to allow the 

required understanding of the variations in the significance of visual 

effects within these settlements to be readily understood.   

 The same comments apply to groups of recreational and transient 

visual receptors included in the visual assessments for the WNDA 

site, the Logistics Centre, the Dalar Hir Park and Ride and the Off-

Site Power Station Facilities.  More details are provided in responses 

to the questions for the individual developments.  

 

(c) Identification of baseline conditions – The approach to the 

identification of baseline conditions as set out is comprehensive with regard 

to the identification of landscape and visual receptors, apart from the 

exception discussed below and those noted in the response to Q7.0.1c.  

 

There are surveys of woodland, trees and hedgerows, but there is not a 

comprehensive inventory of the distribution and condition of individual 

landscape elements within the sites, especially the WNDA site.  Given the 
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Reference  

  

Respondent:  

  

  

Location:  Question:  

importance accorded to different types of field boundaries in determining 

local landscape character, the need for a full understanding of the 

distribution of field boundaries (including gates, stiles, stone walls and 

cloddiau) is a key consideration particularly to ensure that the restoration 

plans accurately replace and ideally increase the amount of baseline 

landscape elements that will be lost during the site prep and construction 

phases.  This approach is set out in section 5.36 of GLVIA3.  Hence, IACC 

requires a DCO requirement that surveys all landscape elements on the 

WNDA and AD sites prior to the commencement of the works.   

 

(d) Assessment of effects –.   

Sensitivity of receptors 
Sections 10.4.30 – 37 and Table B10-14 describe the landscape 

assessments’ approach to the derivation of landscape sensitivity and how it 

accords with GLVIA3.  IACC agrees that the derivation of landscape 

sensitivity is a key stage in the assessment process.  IACC is in broad 

agreement with the categories and descriptions included in Table B10-14, 

although these categories are broad and unbalanced.  It is unnecessary to 

have two categories below medium (low and negligible) when undertaking 

LVIAs in the UK.  All UK landscapes are locally valued, so few landscapes 

can be described as having a low value and it would be difficult to find any 

landscapes in the UK with negligible value.  Consequently, for this 

assessment only high and medium value are used and this is a very coarse 

categorisation with the result that the criteria do not distinguish between 

locally designated and undesignated landscapes.   

 

IACC also notes that the methodology does not provide a framework for 

deriving the value and susceptibility of the landscape and seascape 

character areas.  Appendices such as Appendix D10-3: Local landscape and 
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seascape character study for the WNDA site [APP-194] does include brief 

summaries of value for each landscape or seascape character area.  Each 

summary is bought through to the table entry for each landscape and 

seascape character area in the landscape effects schedule appendices such 

as Appendix D10-6: Landscape effects schedule [APP -197].  Review of the 

entries for value in the local landscape and seascape character study 

appendices leads IACC to the conclusion that these are not comprehensive 

being derived substantially from whether the LCA/SCA is within a 

designated landscape and the attributed LANDMAP value.  Whilst these are 

relevant considerations, they do not fulfil the full range of factors that can 

help in the identification of valued landscapes as set out in Box 5.1 of 

GLVIA3 leading to the potential for landscape value to be incorrectly 

assessed in the landscape and seascape character appendices and therefore 

in landscape effects schedules appendices.   

 

There appears to be no explanation of how the criteria for landscape 

susceptibility that are set out in Table B10-14 have been applied to the 

individual landscape and seascape receptors.  Instead susceptibility is 

simply stated to be high/medium/low/negligible with no explanation 

provided.  This does not accord with GLVIA3’s emphasis upon assessment 

transparency.  Review of Table B10-14 also indicates that there is no 

potential for a landscape receptor to have a variation in landscape value 

and landscape susceptibility i.e. a high value landscape receptor is 

intrinsically a landscape receptor with high susceptibility to the change 

generated by the relevant development of the overall Wylfa Newydd 

Scheme, although this is contradicted by the supporting text.  This 

approach is unduly deterministic and may lead to inaccuracies in the 

landscape sensitivities ascribed to landscape receptors in the landscape 

effects schedules appendices.   
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IACC recommends that the landscape and seascape character areas 

baselines as presented in appendices are augmented by more 

comprehensive baseline review of sensitivity using a more detailed review 

of value and susceptibility based upon application of the approach set out in 

GLVIA3.  Adoption of such an approach would introduce the missing sense 

of transparency and ensure that the concept of landscape susceptibility 

(derived from a review of each landscape receptor’s physical, visual and 

perceptual characteristics) was given an appropriate weight.     

 

The absence of an inventory of landscape elements within the development 

sites prevents any baseline review of their sensitivity.  This omission has 

the consequence that the loss of these landscape elements is generally not 

fully taken into account in the landscape or the visual assessments.  IACC 

recognises that it is unrealistic to request that a full inventory of landscape 

elements and a review of their sensitivity are undertaken at each site prior 

to the DCO being determined.  Instead it requests that the absence of this 

important detailed information in the development of mitigation and 

restoration strategies and the landscape assessments is acknowledged, and 

that detailed surveys and IACC’s suggested additional mitigation and 

compensation measures are achieved by way of DCO requirements.  

 

Similar shortcomings are identified for baseline visual conditions and 

assessment of impacts on visual receptors.  These include the lack of 

explanation as to how the definitions of values attached to views and the 

susceptibility of visual receptors to change that are set out in Table B10-15 

have been applied to provide the entries in the visual effects schedules.   

Magnitude of change - Landscape 
In Section 10.4.39 it is stated that “the size and scale of change in the 

landscape is mainly a reflection of the extent or proportion of the landscape 
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elements lost or added …”.  IACC considers that the absence of detailed 

inventories of the baseline landscape elements (as noted under the 

responses to Q7.0.1(c) and (d) above) undermines the ability of the 

landscape assessment to implement this approach.   

 

In Section 10.4.40, it is stated that “geographical extent is assessed by 

determining the area over which the change would influence landscape”.  

IACC agrees with this approach but, in the assessments of magnitude of 

change on landscape character areas and designations (eg Appendix D10-

6), geographical extents are not expressed in terms of distance, area or 

even as a proportion of the landscape unit or designation.  Instead, the 

assessment uses vague terms such as “small” which are not defined in the 

methodology or assessment.  Furthermore, these assessments then assess 

the significance of the effects and residual effects in terms of direct effects 

(which are generally limited to each site) and effects on the landscape unit 

or designation “overall”.  As some of the landscape units and both the 

AONB and Heritage Coast designations are very extensive areas, the effects 

on these resources overall are, inevitably, not significant.  This means that 

the extent of the significant indirect effects on these landscape units and 

designations have not been identified and, consequently, have not been 

adequately mitigated or compensated.   

 

Unlike the methodology for magnitude of change for visual receptors 

(Section 10.4.43, see below), it is not stated in Sections 10.4.38 – 41 that 

a worst case scenario is consistently used in the landscape assessment.  As 

identified in the IACC LIR, the parameter approach will lead to a wide 

variety of possible scenarios, eg in terms of platform and building heights 

and it is clear that the worst case scenario has not always been assessed 

with regards to impacts on historic landscape, landscape character and 
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designations (eg on the AONB, Cestyll Garden and Dame Sylvia Crowe’s 

designed landscape).   

 

As noted above for the sensitivity criteria, the criteria for magnitude of 

change are also unbalanced with two criteria below medium (small and 

negligible) and only one above medium (large).  In order to assess the 

greatest magnitudes of change, for example on the WNDA, and also 

cumulative impacts, it would be appropriate to have a “very large” 

magnitude of change category.   

Magnitude of change - Visual 
IACC agrees that the use of size and scale and the geographical extent of 

visual effects to determine the magnitude of visual effects and the listed 

factors that influence these two criteria are in accordance with GLVIA3.  

IACC welcomes the statement in Section 10.4.43 that a worst case scenario 

is consistently used in the visual assessment.    

 

IACC notes that there is a disconnect between the approach to determining 

the magnitude of visual change as set out in Sections 10.4.42 – 45 as 

summarised in Table B10-17 and the reliance upon the assessment of visual 

change at representative viewpoints as summarised in the visual effects 

schedules appendices (Appendix D10-7 [APP-198]).  The columns for the 

magnitude of visual change without and post additional mitigation do 

contain one word entries for size and scale and geographical extent but 

there is no further rationale provided in the tables.  The descriptions 

provided in the column titled ‘change in view with embedded and good 

practice mitigation’ often do not provide a detailed description that supports 

the derivation of the assessments for size and scale and geographical 

extent and hence the magnitude of visual change and, at some 

representative viewpoints, why the adoption of one or more of a suite of 
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additional mitigation measures is assessed as reducing the magnitude of 

change.   

 

IACC notes that the methodology adopted in B10 is heavily based upon 

assessment at representative viewpoints which feeds into a broad narrative 

for the principal groups of visual receptors identified in the baseline which is 

set out in the main LVIAs.  IACC considers that this approach has several 

weaknesses in allowing a comprehensive understanding of the full range of 

visual effects: 

 The visual assessments do not provide IACC with a detailed  

understanding of the proportions of the PRoW networks and open 

access areas where significant effects are assessed: for example at 

the WNDA site the assessment of effects upon the local PRoW 

network only concludes that across the detailed LVIA study area 

significant adverse visual effects will be sustained at all 13 

representative viewpoints during the construction, operation year 1 

and operation year 15 periods.  The variations across the extensive 

PRoW network in the WNDA LVIA study area are only briefly touched 

upon in the supporting text in the Volume D LVIA [APP-129].  There 

is no indication of the total length of PRoW network or the number of 

PRoWs (as defined in the definitive map) where significant and not 

significant effects will be sustained by recreational visual receptors.  

Similar comments apply to the smaller PRoW networks in the LVIA 

study areas for the Logistics Centre, Dalar Hir Park and Ride and the 

Off-Site Power Station Facilities.  

 A similar comment applies at the WDNA site for the recreational 

visual receptors using the Wales Coast Path; Copper Trail/NCR 566 

and A5025; and at all the development sites for the local road 

network.  
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 The reliance on assessments at the representative viewpoints does 

not allow IACC to develop a detailed understanding of variations in 

the effects upon residential visual receptors in the nearby 

communities.  Principally Cemaes, Tregele and Llanfairynghornwy for 

the WNDA site; but also at Kingsland and Trearddur for the Logistics 

Centre; Llanfaethlu for the Off-Site Power Station Facilities and 

Llanfihangel for the Park and Ride.  

 Recommendations are provided in response to the questions relating 

to the individual developments.  

 

In summary, although the visual assessments contain large amounts of 

information and utilise large numbers of viewpoint assessments and a 

moderate number of photomontage visualisations, the approach of relying 

almost entirely upon representative viewpoint assessments has 

substantially weakened the visual assessment.  The result is an absence of 

quantitative assessment of significant adverse effects: IACC knows that the 

visual assessments conclude that there will be some significant adverse 

visual effects, for example for residents in Cemaes during the construction 

period, but it is not clear what the spatial extent of the predicted significant 

adverse effects will be and approximately how many residents will be 

affected.  These shortcomings apply to a wide range of the main identified 

visual receptors groups, particularly at the WNDA site, but to an extent also 

at the Logistics Centre, Dalar Hir Park and Ride and the Off-Site Power 

Station Facilities.   

 

In making this comment IACC notes that GLVIA 3 (Section 6.15) states that 

“Where possible an estimate should also be made of the numbers of the 

different types of people who might be affected in each case.  Where no 

firm data is available this may simply need to be a relative judgement …”.  

IACC considers that the methodology adopted in undertaking the visual 
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assessments at WNDA the Logistics Centre, Dalar Hir Park and Ride and the 

Off-Site Power Station Facilities has failed to accord with this 

recommendation.  

 

(f)  The use of:  

i. Design Manual for Roads and Bridges assessment methodology for the 

A5025 Off-line Highway Improvements  

 

IACC is highly supportive of the use of the DRMB for the A5025 Off-line 

Highway Improvements for the landscape and visual assessments.  IACC 

considers that its use avoids many of the shortcomings that have been 

identified in the landscape and visual assessments at the other 

development sites.  This is due to this methodology’s requirement that the 

baseline identifies landscape fabric and residential and recreational visual 

receptors at a finer level of detail e.g. small groups of residential properties 

or individual PRoWs, and carries this level of detail through to the landscape 

and visual assessment.  It also encourages the detailed mapping of visual 

effects for each period assessed.  The result is a more detailed, 

comprehensive and transparent series of landscape and visual assessments 

for the A5025 sites than has been provided for the other development sites. 

 

The only drawback is that the descriptors and definitions for the sensitivity, 

magnitude, significance and duration criteria are different to those used for 

the assessments of the other aspects of the Wylfa Newydd Project, which 

makes it difficult to compare the impacts of the A5025 and the other 

developments, and also makes it difficult to undertake the assessment of 

cumulative intra-project impacts based on these assessments.   

 

i. Night-time visual effects assessment methodology for the Power 

Station – IACC agrees that the night-time assessments and ELIA should 
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be based upon the referenced guidance i.e. ILP Professional Lighting 

Guide 043.  As set out in detail in the Lighting Assessment LIR, IACC 

considers that the night-time visual effects assessment methodology as 

applied in the Environmental Lighting Impact Assessment (ELIA - 

Appendix D10-10 [APP-201]) is flawed.   

 

Night-time visual assessment has only been applied in any detail at the 

WNDA site.  At the Logistics Centre, Dalar Hir Park and Ride and the Off-

Site Power Station Facilities; a cursory night-time baseline has been 

provided followed by brief night-time lighting assessments for 

construction, operation and decommissioning periods based upon 

assumed working hours and generic lighting designs.  The approaches at 

these development sites do not reflect the methodology set out in ILP 

Professional Lighting Guide 04.  Only a short length of the Valley section 

of the A5025 Off-line Highway Works will be lit and the limited inclusion 

of the resultant night-time effects in the baseline context of Valley and 

the A5 is appropriate.  

 

The methodology does not provide a basis for assessing the effects of 

night-time lighting on landscape resources, such as the effects of 24 hour 

light on the viability of the boundary vegetation and other vegetation to 

be retained, the effects on the special qualities of the AONB and Heritage 

Coast and the effects on the Dark Skies initiative.   

 

                                       
3 Institute of Lighting Professionals. 2013. Professional Lighting Guide 04 - Guidance of Undertaking Environmental Lighting Impact 

Assessments 
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   (e) Limitations – Some of the specific limitations on the night-time 

lighting assessment in the LVIAs and in the ELIA for the WNDA site in 

Appendix D10-10 [APP-201] are acknowledged by IACC but as set out in 

detail in the Lighting LIR, IACC assesses that the lighting design at the 

WNDA should be sufficiently advanced to overcome some of the limitations 

and that other stated limitations are the consequence of flawed application 

of detailed lighting assessment methodologies. 

IACC disagree with the statement in section 10.4.70 that “There are no 

limitations to the assessment undertaken within the scope of the 

methodology set out above” for many of the reasons set out in other 

responses to this question.  In particular IACC wishes to emphasise that the 

LVIA contains self-imposed limitations by possessing a lack of transparency 

in the derivation of its assessments; having a visual assessment that is 

overly reliant on representative viewpoint assessment; does not provide 

sufficient quantitative assessment on the numbers of residential properties 

where residents will sustain significant adverse visual effects or the lengths 

of routes where recreational or transient receptors will sustain significant 

adverse visual effects; or provide a detailed baseline for landscape elements 

within the development sites.  

 

A major limitation which is not acknowledged by Horizon is the degree of 

variability in the extent, intensity and duration of the likely significant 

effects that could arise, as a consequence of the parameter approach.   

  

 

 


