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1.

Introduction

OVERVIEW OF THE SCHEME AND THE DCO APPLICATION
1.1.

Wrexham Power Limited (WPL or ‘the Applicant’) has applied to the Secretary of
State for a Development Consent Order (DCO) under the Planning Act 2008 (PA
2008). The application for the proposed Wrexham Gas Fired Generating Station
Order (‘the Order’) is for powers to construct, operate and maintain the Power
Station Complex Site on land at Bryn Lane on Wrexham Industrial Estate (WIE) in
the County and Borough of Wrexham. The Order would also authorise the
Applicant to compulsory acquire land rights to construct, operate and maintain the
Gas Connection.

1.2.

Unless defined in this document, the terms used in this document have the same
meaning as in the Glossary submitted with the Application (Examination Library
Reference APP-156).

1.3.

WPL is a joint venture company established by St. Modwen Properties V Sarl and
Glenfinnan Properties. Both companies have an extensive background in the
development and economic regeneration of sites throughout the UK, including
experience in the energy sector.

1.4.

The Power Station Complex Site constitutes a Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Project (NSIP) by virtue of section 14(1)(a) and section 15 of the PA 2008, which
includes within the definition of an NSIP any onshore generating station in England
or Wales of more than 50 megawatts capacity. Under section 31 of the PA 2008 a
DCO is required for development to the extent that the development is, or forms
part of, an NSIP. Under section 37 of the PA 2008, this can only be granted if an
application is made for it to the relevant Secretary of State – in this case, the
Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy.

1.5.

The Gas Connection element of the Scheme has been consented separately under
the Town and County Planning Act 1990 by means of a planning permission granted
by the local planning authority, Wrexham County Borough Council (WCBC or ‘the
Council’) on 5 September 2016. However, powers of compulsory acquisition over
the land required for the Gas Connection are being sought as part of the
Application. The Environmental Statement (ES) that accompanies the Application
has assessed both the Power Station Complex Site and the Gas Connection
together pursuant to the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2009 and the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999. In addition, the ES has
cumulatively assessed other proposed developments including the Electrical
Connection required for the Wrexham Energy Centre, as agreed with WCBC.
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1.6.

The Scheme comprises:


a combined cycle gas turbine (CCGT) power station (the ‘Power Station
Complex’) (work numbered 1 in Schedule 1 to the Order) which would be
fuelled by natural gas and would have a gross rated electrical output of up to
299 megawatts (MWe);



temporary and permanent Laydown Areas (works numbered 2A and 2B
respectively in Schedule 1 to the Order);



surface water drainage works (work numbered 3 in Schedule 1 to the Order);



the landscape and ecological mitigation works (work numbered 4 in Schedule
1 to the Order); and



the alteration and use of the Kingmoor Park Access Road from Bryn Lane
(work numbered 5 in Schedule 1 to the Order);

(together identified as the ‘Power Station Complex Site’); and


the Gas Pipeline and an Above Ground Installation (AGI) (the ‘Gas
Connection’).

1.7.

The Power Station Complex will occupy a site known as Kingmoor Park South, on
the north-eastern side of the WIE, adjacent to Bryn Lane and to the north of a large
logistics warehouse and distribution centre operated by XPO Logistics. The Gas
Connection Route is approximately 3.5km in length and would largely cross
agricultural land, connecting to the AGI Site adjacent to the existing Maelor Gas
Works to the south of the WIE.

1.8.

The Electrical Connection is not part of the DCO, but will be required for the export
of electricity.

1.9.

An updated Grid Connection Statement submitted by WPL in June 2016
(Examination Library Reference OD-006) confirms that the distribution network
operator, SPEN, has made a connection offer to the Applicant to export electricity
into SPEN’s 132kV network via underground cables from the Power Station
Complex Site to the Legacy substation south-west of Wrexham. No new overhead
lines are required for the export of electricity from the Scheme.

1.10.

The detailed specification of the 132kV underground connection will be determined
at a later date by SPEN in its capacity as the statutory undertaker for electrical
infrastructure in the area. Any works associated with the underground connection
will be consented through the appropriate lawful consenting regime and will be the
responsibility of SPEN.
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PURPOSE OF THIS STATEMENT
1.11.

This statement provides the Applicant’s response to the Examining Authority’s
Second Written Questions, issued on Friday 21 October 2016. The document has
been prepared by Wrexham Power Limited and its consultants, Savills and Atkins.
Where possible, the Applicant’s comments cross-refer to earlier submissions in
order to avoid repetition, using the Examination Library Reference numbers (‘ELR’)
for examination documents listed by the Examining Authority (ExA) on its project
website1.

1

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010055/EN010055000937-Examination%20Library.pdf
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2.

Applicant’s response to ExA’s Second Written
Questions: air quality and emissions

SWQ 2.1.1 - QUESTION FOR NATURAL RESOURCES WALES (NRW) AND WCBC
Stack design and interaction with the environmental permitting regime
[REP1-032] states that ultimate stack height will be specified by NRW through the EPR. The
maximum stack height is defined in the ES to allow air quality assessments and LVIA based
on a worst case emissions scenario (WCS). On this basis, the Applicant took the position at
the last hearings that it is unnecessary for the DCO to specify a minimum stack height. The
DCO as made by the SoS for the similar Meaford project does not specify a minimum stack
height. ES Chapter 8 [APP-056] says that it would not be realistic to assess a very low stack
height because this would not be acceptable from an EPR perspective (paragraph 8.82).
However, the assessment in the ES is based on the Rochdale envelope approach so if the
Applicant’s argument that the 50m ‘2+1’ arrangement represents the worst case scenario is
accepted then in theory it should not be possible to have a worse effect in air quality terms,
regardless of the final stack height. The EPR provides an additional safeguard in that it will
not allow a stack height that would have significant environmental effects – more adverse
than the effects assessed as the WCS in the ES. The Applicant will have to demonstrate to
NRW when seeking its environmental permit (EP) that the proposed stack height offers
adequate environmental protection and the analysis undertaken in the ES shows this can be
achieved with a stack no higher than 50m. NRW may impose more stringent emissions
concentrations than those in the IED or assessed in the ES, so it remains important that
flexibility in stack height is allowed in the DCO.


2.1.

4

Do NRW and WCBC agree with the position articulated here?

This question is not addressed to the Applicant. However, the question summarises
the essential need for flexibility in the DCO with respect to stack height. The
Applicant has adopted a precautionary realistic worst case assessment approach to
emissions modelling and stack design in accordance with the EIA Regulations and
industry good practice. As stated in paragraph 5.26 of Chapter 5 of the ES (ELR APP053), the limits on the parameters proposed for the stack height have been based
on the need to ensure that the realistic worst case scenario (the Rochdale
Envelope) for environmental effects were fully assessed. 50 metres above 30
metres AOD was the height considered acceptable from a landscape and visual
impact perspective and is considered to be a maximum height level. It is therefore
reasonable and necessary to control that stack height through Schedule 2,
Requirement 2 of the draft Order, Revision 3 (ELR REP3-012). No such need exists
for the imposition of a minimum stack height. In relation to air quality, the stack
height is explained in the Applicant’s response to the Examining Authority’s First
Written Questions 1.1.2 to 1.1.5 (ELR REP1-033).
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2.2.

Once the Applicant has entered into a contract with a technology provider, further
emissions modelling will allow the stack dimensions to be refined within those
parameters identified in the draft Order and an Environmental Permit (EP)
application would follow. The Applicant considers that the DCO as drafted provides
adequate security with respect to stack height. The minimum stack height will be
determined by the Environmental Permitting process. If a minimum stack height
was imposed it is possible that a stack height of lower than this might be achievable
once the technology provider had been chosen. This would result in the Applicant
being required to build a stack that is higher than technically necessary, with a
resultant unnecessary impact on the landscape, or the Applicant would need to
seek an amendment of the parameters contained within any made Order to permit
a lower stack height.

2.3.

It would not be reasonable, and indeed it is not necessary, to fetter the process of
design refinement and environmental permitting through the imposition of further
constraints which, as demonstrated by the ES, is not required.

SWQ 2.1.2 - QUESTION FOR NRW
Stack design and interaction with the environmental permitting regime (EPR)
During the September hearings, Mr Chris Briggs indicated that he may wish to introduce
additional data that would have a bearing on stack design. Is there any reasonable likelihood
of a scenario emerging in which stack heights significantly above 50m and so outwith the
Rochdale envelope for LVIA purposes would be required in order to deliver a scheme
capable of favourable consideration under the EPR?

2.4.

This question is not addressed to the Applicant. However, paragraphs 2.13.19 to
2.13.20 of the Applicant’s Response to Relevant Representations (ELR REP1-036)
outlined the assessment undertaken to determine the stack height, which adopted
a conservative approach on emissions, explained in paragraphs 2.13.12 to 2.13.18
of those responses. This conservative approach determined the maximum potential
stack height, and as such it is not considered that taller stacks are required. During
the hearings Mr Briggs’ commented about start up and shutdown emissions. NRW
confirmed in their Deadline 3 submission (ELR REP3-008) that:
“For the purpose of the calculation of the average emission values, the values
measured during the periods referred to in Article 30(5) and (6) and Article 37 as well
as during the start-up and shut-down periods shall be disregarded.”

2.5.

Had there been any reasonable likelihood of a scenario emerging in which stack
heights above 50m (at 30m AOD) would be required, then the Applicant would
have applied for a taller stack(s). A development with stacks that exceed 50m (at
30m AOD) height are not before the Examining Authority and will not therefore
form part of the DCO. The parameters are specified in Schedule 2 of the draft Order
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(ELR REP3-012). Furthermore, any such assessment would fall outside the Rochdale
envelope for LVIA purposes. The Applicant is confident that a 50m (at 30m AOD) is
capable of implementation in relation to the EPR process.
SWQ 2.1.3 - QUESTION FOR THE APPLICANT, KELLOGG’S AND NRW
Dust and air quality mitigation
The Applicant and Kellogg’s are requested to document their position on air quality and
particularly dust impacts and the adequacy of mitigation proposals as at Deadline 4.

2.6.

The Applicant and Kellogg’s have been in dialogue regarding Kellogg’s concern on
the risk of dust during construction of the Scheme and its potential to impact on
the balancing pond that is located on the Kellogg’s factory site boundary along Bryn
Lane. This was confirmed in Kellogg’s representation submitted on 5 October 2016
(ELR REP3-006) following their review of the Applicant’s response to Written
Representations (ELR REP2-010).

2.7.

It is noted that Kellogg’s acknowledge the balancing pond is not classed as a
sensitive ecological receptor as defined in the IAQM guidance. However, the
Applicant recognises that for legal compliance reasons the balancing pond is an
important asset to Kellogg’s and is consented to discharge to the River Dee under
their Environmental Permit for Total Suspended Solids, Chemical Oxygen Demand
and Bio-chemical Oxygen Demand.

2.8.

Paragraphs 2.61 to 2.149 of the Applicant’s response to Written Representations
set out the Applicant’s position on air quality and in particular dust impacts,
alongside mitigation proposals both inherent (distance to receptor, intervening
vegetation) and additional measures set out in the revised draft CEMP (ELR REP2018). It is noted in paragraph 2.115 of the Applicant’s response to Written
Representations that “It is Atkins professional opinion that very substantial
quantities of dust would need to settle in the balancing pond located between the
Kellogg’s site boundary fence running along Bryn Lane and the Kellogg’s southern
car park in order for water quality to be compromised and present a risk that total
dissolved solids (TDS) or suspended solids concentration or other discharge consent
parameters… could be breached.”

2.9.

Additionally, it is likely that construction dust would not contain any appreciable
soluble component and hence total dissolved solids (TDS) in the pond would be
unaffected. Mineral particles associated with construction works are of a higher
density than water, and hence would settle rapidly and not contribute to elevated
suspended solids concentrations.

2.10.

The Applicant confirms its conclusion in paragraph 2.121 of the Applicant’s
response to Written Representations – “It may therefore be reasonably assumed

6
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that no significant effects will occur to the balancing pond in terms of any increase
in TDS or suspended solid concentrations during construction”.
2.11.

The exemplar hypothetical calculation in paragraph 2.116 of the Applicant’s
response to Written Representations demonstrates that even were dust deposition
rates to approach 200 mg/m2/day (in itself implausibly high due to the mitigation
measures that will be in place through the CEMP and a figure often taken to
indicate a level at which complaints may arise), the effect on suspended solids
concentration would be extremely small (a theoretical input of 0.2 mg/l per day)
compared with the typical trade effluent consent limits quoted (in the range of 10
to 100 mg/l). This calculation assumed all deposited dust would remain suspended
in the balancing pond water. In practice, any deposited construction dust would
not remain suspended, as the relatively dense mineral dust would rapidly settle
out.

2.12.

During discussions with Kellogg’s, the Applicant understands that the balancing
pond collects rain water runoff from their site. The permitted limits that need to
be applied to the balancing pond in accordance with their Environmental Permit
are 50mg/l for suspended solids and 30mg/l for biochemical oxygen demand. It is
this lower limit that is of greater concern to Kellogg’s. The Applicant has reviewed
the hypothetical calculation in light of this further information and confirms that
the conclusion regarding the quality of the balancing pond discharge is unaffected.

2.13.

The proportion of residual construction dust containing biological material, such as
that which may be derived from earthworks (i.e topsoil removal), will be relatively
low. The hypothetical calculation indicates safety margins of at least two orders of
magnitude; hence in any conceivable scenario, in which mitigation is applied and is
effective, there should be no adverse consequences in terms of compliance with
Kellogg’s permitted limits for biochemical oxygen demand during the construction
phase of the Scheme.

2.14.

The conclusion, as expressed in paragraph 2.121 of the Response to Written
Representations thus remains valid: “It may therefore be reasonably assumed that
no significant effects will occur to the balancing pond in terms of any increase in
TDS or suspended solid concentrations during construction”. This conclusion
includes any effects on the balancing pond in terms of biochemical oxygen demand.

2.15.

Notwithstanding the above, the Applicant acknowledges and recognises Kellogg’s
concern relating to the balancing pond during the construction of the Scheme. As
such, for the purposes of dust mitigation only the balancing pond is treated as a
“highly sensitive” receptor together with the car park, and a further revised draft
CEMP is therefore submitted at Deadline 4 to recognise this and to make sure that
the final approved CEMP notes the Kellogg’s balancing pond and car park as an
important receptor.
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3.

Biodiversity, ecology and natural environment

SWQ 2.2.1 - QUESTION FOR NRW AND NATURAL ENGLAND
Site designation consultation processes
On 18th October 2016, NE commenced a public consultation regarding three potential or
extended Special Protection Areas (pSPAs) around England. These sites appear sufficiently
distant from the application site as not to be relevant for HRA purposes.


Can NE please confirm that these sites do not need to be taken into account for HRA
purposes?



Are there any other consultation processes underway which need to be taken into
account for HRA purposes?

3.1.

3.2.

8

This question is not addressed to the Applicant. The three pSPAs are listed below,
with their closest points to the Power Station Complex identified:


Greater Wash pSPA – closest point: coast of Bridlington Bay, south of Hornsea
– 205 km;



Dungeness, Romney Marsh and Rye Bay pSPA – closest point: English Channel
coast, between Pevensey Bay and Bexhill – 335 km;



Solent and Dorset Coast pSPA – closest point: English Channel coast at Mupe
Bay, east of Lulworth – 274 km.

Natural England and NRW are raising no objection to the Scheme on the grounds of
adverse effects on European sites closest to the Power Station Complex Site. It is
considered inconceivable that the Scheme could exert any significant effect on
protected bird populations over the distances identified above. The physical
pathways between the Scheme and avian receptors do not exist at this extreme
range.
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4.

Compulsory acquisition and/or temporary possession

SWQ 2.4.1 - QUESTION FOR THE APPLICANT
Record of proposals and ongoing diligence
In response to FWQ 1.4.4 and 1.4.6 [PD-09 Annex A], the Applicant was asked to complete
an Objections Schedule [REP2-011] with information about any objections to compulsory
acquisition and temporary possession proposals. Elements of proposals that have changed
due to changes in project land requirements or circumstances where diligence has disclosed
changes in land interests are likely to lead to a need to a revised Objections Schedule. The
Applicant is requested to amend any entries, or delete any entries that it believes would be
appropriate, taking account of the positions expressed in relevant representations, written
representations and oral representations to date, giving reasons for any additions or
deletions.
Where necessary, amendments and/or deletions to the Objections Schedule should be
reflected in a revised Book of Reference (BoR) and Land Plans.
Documents produced in response to this question at Deadline 4 will form the basis for
examination at the Compulsory Acquisition Hearing to be held in November.

4.1.

An updated Objections Schedule has been produced as requested and is included
with this submission.
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5.

Gas and electricity connections

SWQ 2.7.1 - QUESTION FOR THE APPLICANT
Revised electrical connection route: social and economic effects
The uCA identifies that the revised route has a shorter construction period and employs
fewer people than the original route. It suggests that the temporary positive economic
impact during construction will be reduced from that initially assessed in the ES, but would
still remain as a minor beneficial impact.
However, given the proposed route is largely within highways in the urban area, disruption
to local residents and businesses might increase. Disruption identified in original ES was to
agricultural operations. Short-term disruption is predicted to be outweighed by longer-term
economic benefits.
The cumulative effects are predicted to be slightly different than for the original proposal,
but no change to the ES original conclusion (that construction and operational effects would
not be significant but would be ‘real & beneficial’) is proposed.
The uCA doesn’t say whether the short-term effects of the disruption arising from the
revised route are significant, just that the effects would be outweighed by the economic
benefits.


What is the significance of the short-term disruption in terms of the socio-economic
effects?



What criteria have been used to reach this conclusion?

5.1.

As explained in the Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental Statement Cumulative
Effects Assessment – Electrical Connection (uCA) (ELR REP2-015), the route of the
Underground Connection was identified by SPEN in its grid connection offer.
Paragraphs 2.1-2.5 of REP2-015 consider the socio-economic effects of the
Underground Connection and the Applicant acknowledges the potential for
localised disruption to local residents and businesses during construction.
However, the Applicant does not consider that such short-term disruption will be
significant from a socio-economic perspective.

5.2.

Construction work for the Underground Connection will be carried out by SPEN and
will be limited to a small number of locations, and possibly a single location, at any
one time. The potential for disruption is thus highly localised and temporary.
Whereas the work would not be under the control of the Applicant, it is reasonable
to assume that SPEN and its contractors would follow normal good practice in
terms of neighbour notification, facilitation of access to affected businesses and
community uses and the establishment of clear arrangements for temporary traffic
contra-flow or diversions where the carriageway needs to be constricted as they
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would for all their other construction works they carry out.
5.3.

The Applicant has assessed the Underground Connection route provided by SPEN.
Following the route from east to west  From Wrexham Industrial Estate to the edge of Wrexham at Rhosnesni, the
route follows Bryn Estyn Road, to which Industrial Estate Road (N) and the A534
provide a parallel alternative.
 For the next 1.1 km, the route proceeds along the A534 Holt Road, which
generally offers a wide corridor with alternative routes to the north and south,
should these be required.
 The route then heads south along Ffordd Montgomery, which has wide grass
verges in which the cable can be located. It then skirts the southern edge of
Wrexham town centre via a wide 300 metre-long section of the A525 Kingsmill
Road and then the B5100.
 The route then follows the A5152 Ruabon Road / Wrexham Road to the junction
with the A483. The A5152 is a primary radial route into Wrexham, to which the
B5098 / B5099 to the north provide an alternative should this be required.
 The last stretch of the cable route to Legacy substation follows the B5065
Wrexham Road and the B5426 Smithy Lane, for which local alternative routes
are available including the B5097 to the north, Pentre-bychan Road that joins it
from the B5426, and the B5098 that connects the B5097 to the B5065 Wrexham
Road.

5.4.

Once the Underground Connection route deviates from the construction traffic
route for the Scheme, as per the draft CTMP (ELR APP-114), any cumulative impact
will generally reduce the further the effects are from the Power Station Complex
Site. Whether the final solution for the Electrical Connection requires express
planning permission will depend on the solution for its construction determined by
SPEN (it should be noted that SPEN's permitted development rights only applies
where the development in question is not classed as Environmental Impact
Assessment Development and would, by definition, be development that would not
likely give rise to significant environmental effects).

5.5.

In conclusion, based upon the criteria of the duration and likely physical extent of
the works in a given location at any one time, the ability to avoid primary routes
where possible, the ability to maintain the passage of road traffic whilst works are
in progress, the availability of feasible alternative routes for local traffic otherwise,
and the assumption that good practice would be followed by the contractor in
respect of community and business liaison, the Applicant considers that
construction of the Underground Connection would not give rise to significant
adverse socio-economic effects. The Applicant acknowledges that it is difficult to
quantify all the short-term socio-economic effects that may arise as a result of the
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Underground Connection. However, the Applicant's assessment has concluded
that such effects would be minor, localised and temporary and therefore not
significant. The Applicant maintains its position that the socio-economic benefits of
the Scheme outweigh any socio-economic impacts relating to short-term disruption
arising from the Underground Connection.
SWQ 2.7.2 - QUESTION FOR WCBC AND LOCAL COMMUNITY INTERESTED PARTIES
Revised electrical connection route: social and economic effects
Are there any significant social and economic effects arising from the revised electricity
connection route that in your view have not yet been fully taken into account for cumulative
assessment purposes? If so:


Please identify these effects; and



Itemise how they lead to a material change to the cumulative assessment.

5.6.

The Applicant acknowledges that this question is directed primarily to WCBC and
local community interested parties.

5.7.

As set out in the Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental Statement Cumulative
Effects Assessment – Electrical Connection (ELR REP2-015) and its response to
Second Written Question 2.7.1 (above), the Applicant does not consider that there
are any significant social and economic effects arising from the proposed
Underground Connection.

SWQ 2.7.3 - QUESTION FOR THE APPLICANT
Revised electrical connection route: traffic and transportation effects
The uCA prepared to take account of the revised electrical connection route suggests that
cumulative traffic flows would decrease by 19% on the A354 and 26% on Industrial Road
North. It suggests that they would increase by 2% on Bryn Lane, although the document
does not identify that this change would exceed assessment thresholds employed in the ES.
However, it appears likely that traffic flows might change on other roads that are now
proposed to host the electrical connection works (although it is accepted that the precise
routeing is a matter for SPEN and is not within the application before the ExA). It is also
possible that the revised electrical connection could lead to changes in the performance of
roads that would host the connection works, which could include periods of traffic controls
and associated congestion in the Wrexham urban area where works may have to take place
within the highway surface.
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Can the Applicant please explain whether, the extent to which and how these changes
have been taken into account? An account of the indicative changes to traffic flows
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taking account of highways used to host the route and of the approach used to
calculate these should be provided.


If figures emerging from this process materially change the analysis and conclusions in
the ES, (see for example Table 7.17 [APP-055]) then updated analysis should be
provided.

5.8.

The Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental Statement Cumulative Effects
Assessment – Electrical Connection (ELR REP2-015) sets out the assessment of the
Underground Connection on transport and traffic including on the local road
network.

5.9.

The Underground Connection is anticipated to result in a reduction in cumulative
traffic flows on A534 (W), and Industrial Estate Road (N) of -19% and -26%
respectively. There is estimated to be a slight increase in traffic flows on Bryn Lane
of 2% compared to the original proposals. This does not exceed the assessment
IEMA threshold of 30% for non-sensitive links identified in Chapter 7 of the ES:
Transport and Traffic (ELR APP-055). The conclusions of the ES assessment are
therefore unchanged.

5.10.

The construction of the Underground Connection is likely to require temporary
traffic controls on a number of roads along the route outside the study area for the
Scheme. However, these are not anticipated to increase the traffic flows on the
roads within the study area as they are remote from the Scheme to have a
cumulative effect. Therefore, it is not anticipated to materially change the
conclusions of the assessments presented in the ES. The direct temporary impact
on Bryn Lane and Industrial Estate Road (N) has already been considered in the
assessment and would not result in significant impacts.

SWQ 2.7.4 - QUESTION FOR WCBC AND LOCAL COMMUNITY INTERESTED PARTIES
Revised electrical connection route: traffic and transportation effects
Are there any significant traffic and transportation effects arising from the revised electricity
connection route that in your view have not yet been fully taken into account for cumulative
assessment purposes? If so:


Please identify these effects; and



Itemise how they lead to a material change to the cumulative assessment.

5.11.

The Applicant acknowledges that this question is directed primarily to WCBC and
local community interested parties.

5.12.

It is likely that temporary traffic controls will be required on a number of roads
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along the route of the Underground Connection to facilitate construction.
However, these are not considered to divert traffic onto the roads identified within
the study area. The direct impact of closing Bryn Lane or Industrial Estate Road (N)
has been considered, but given the short term nature of this disruption, and on the
basis that this would result in a reduction in traffic flows on these roads (compared
to the original Electrical Connection), it is not considered to materially change the
cumulative assessments, or conclusions presented in the Chapter 7 of the ES (ELR
APP-055).
SWQ 2.7.5 - QUESTION FOR THE APPLICANT AND KELLOGG’S
Revised electrical connection route: air quality effects
The uCA prepared to take account of the revised electrical connection route suggests that
trenching works in the highway will increase potential dust emissions on Bryn Lane. The
Kellogg’s plant (Receptor 7) is suggested to have an increased cumulative sensitivity to dust
soiling, suggested to rise from low, to medium. 4-6 Bryn Lane (Receptor 4) is not considered
likely to experience an increased cumulative sensitivity to dust soiling, due to its greater
distance from the Power Station complex as a source of dust. The updated CEMP takes
account of this changed assessment. However, in the original ES, Kellogg’s factory is
described as being of high sensitivity to dust soiling in Table 8.18 [APP-056] – a description
which does not appear to be compatible with the revised assessment in the uCA.


Are the dust sensitivity assessment in the original ES and in the uCA compatible?



If not, is any change to the uCA assessment for receptor 7 required and might this
significantly change the cumulative assessment conclusions?



The Applicant and Kellogg’s are engaged in ongoing discussions. Have any matters
arisen that qualify or amend the air quality assessment as revised in the uCA and if so
are any changes to mitigation / to the CEMP required?

5.13.

Paragraph 8.199 in Chapter 8: Air quality of the ES (ELR APP-056) states that “the
Kellogg’s manufacturing facility is considered to be highly sensitive in terms of
soiling (due to the presence of a car park) and which is less than 100 m to the west
[of the Power Station Complex Site boundary]”. It is evident in Table 8.18 in
Chapter 8 of the ES that on considering the number of high sensitivity receptors
within 350 m of the Power Station Complex Site, the overall sensitivity of the study
area is ranked LOW, as per IAQM guidance.

5.14.

The Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental Statement Cumulative Effects
Assessment – Electrical Connection (uCA) (ELR REP2-015) describes the key
assumptions used in assessing the Underground Connection in paragraph 1.18. In
summary, the Underground Connection would be made by two ducts installed in a
trench aligned on existing roads and verges.
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5.15.

The uCA addresses potential effects of construction dust on air quality during the
works associated with the Underground Connection in paragraphs 2.11 to 2.19. It
is stated in paragraph 2.16 that the cumulative effects of construction dust were
considered using IAQM guidance in accordance with the methodology in the ES.
Paragraph 2.17 addresses the Kellogg’s car park, Receptor 7, which is <20 m from
Bryn Lane (as is the balancing pond) and the Scheme (<50 m from the Order Land).
It concludes that the overall sensitivity of the area to dust soiling during concurrent
earthworks associated with electrical connection and site operations would
increase from LOW to MEDIUM, as per IAQM guidance.

5.16.

The approach to assessment in the ES and the uCA is thus compatible.

5.17.

The conclusions remain as stated, including the mitigation recommendations in
paragraph 2.18 as qualified in paragraph 2.19 of the uCA. The draft CEMP has been
updated to incorporate the recommendations in paragraph 5.13. It should be
noted that no allowance has been made in the uCA for what, in the absence of
specific information, must be assumed to be a limited duration of trench
excavation works associated with a <250 m section parallel to the Kellogg’s factory
site boundary, which will further limit the potential for dust deposition and
accumulation on vehicles during this period of works to a degree that may become
noticeable.

5.18.

The position on the discussions between the Applicant and Kellogg’s is set out in
SWQ 2.1.3, as submitted for Deadline 4. There are no matters arising from
discussion with Kellogg’s that affect the air quality assessment as presented in the
uCA.

SWQ 2.7.6 - QUESTION FOR KELLOGG’S
Revised electrical connection route: air quality effects
Is Kellogg’s content with the proposed air quality mitigation as provided for in the CEMP
and, if not, what changes are sought and why?

5.19.

Any information provided by Kellogg’s in respect of air quality mitigation for the
revised electrical connection route (Underground Connection) will be considered by
the Applicant and they will respond at the Issue Specific Hearing into
Environmental and Other Matters on 23 November 2016 or at Deadline 5, as
appropriate.
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SWQ 2.7.7 - QUESTION FOR THE APPLICANT
Revised electrical connection route: air quality effects
Are there any air quality effects arising from the revised electricity connection route works
within highways broadly within the Wrexham urban area (such as emissions from idling
vehicles in traffic queues or dust from trenching) that have not yet been taken into account,
but need to be taken into account for cumulative assessment purposes?


If so, do these materially change any conclusions in the ES?

5.20.

The Applicant considers that there are no significant air quality effects arising from
the Underground Connection route that have not been taken into account for
cumulative assessment purposes in the ES and in the uCA.

5.21.

The uCA (ELR REP2-015) separately addresses the potential effects of construction
traffic and construction dust on air quality in proximity to the Power Station
Complex Site.

5.22.

Note that the spatial extent of any theoretical potential for cumulative effects due
to dust is very limited. Paragraph 2.17 of the uCA states that “although Receptor 4
is also close to (<20m) the Underground Connection on Bryn Lane, it was
considered to not have an increased risk of cumulative dust impacts due to its
greater distance (>200m) from the Order Land.”

5.23.

In the assessment of vehicular emissions from road traffic and construction plant,
the established methodology (the DMRB screening tool) addresses only those
receptors within 200 m of the road. This is because pollutant emissions are diluted
and dispersed effectively within that distance, such that the effects further away
from the source are considered indistinguishable from background pollutant
concentrations. The Scheme, in cumulative terms, would therefore be remote, due
to the distance being substantially in excess of 200m (circa 3km) from potential
impacts in the Wrexham urban area, making potential cumulative air quality effects
highly unlikely.

SWQ 2.7.8 - QUESTION FOR NRW, WCBC AND LOCAL COMMUNITY INTERESTED PARTIES
Revised electrical connection route: air quality effects
Are there any significant air quality effects arising from the revised electricity connection
route that in your view have not yet been fully taken into account for cumulative
assessment purposes? If so:


Please identify these effects; and



Itemise how they lead to a material change to the cumulative assessment
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5.24.

The Applicant acknowledges that this question is directed primarily to NRW, WCBC
and local community interested parties. Nonetheless, the Applicant wishes to
make certain representations in response to this question, as set out below.

5.25.

The uCA (ELR REP2-015) addresses potential effects of construction traffic on air
quality during the works associated with the proposed Underground Connection
(see paragraphs 2.20 to 2.23).

5.26.

The revised traffic estimates for construction traffic based on the Underground
Connection, and the effect of vehicular emissions on the new Industrial Estate Road
(N) and Bryn Lane were calculated using the DMRB2 screening tool. It was found
that there would be an increase in annual average nitrogen dioxide concentration
of less than 1 µg/m3, and as such the overall impact remains negligible.

5.27.

The lesser contribution associated with the Underground Connection would be of
negligible impact were similar work to be undertaken within the Wrexham urban
area. There would in any event be no possibility of cumulative effects on air quality
from construction operations on the Power Station Complex Site due to the
separation distance. The closest eastern part of the defined Wrexham urban area
is over 3km from the Site.

5.28.

A similar consideration applies to trench works in the urban area; there is no
additive contribution due to construction operations on the Power Station Complex
Site. These works will be of a transient nature at any particular location. Standard
“good practice” construction measures for these works would be anticipated to
adequately mitigate the potential effects of construction dust.

5.29.

Based on the above, the Applicant considers that there is no need to revise the
conclusions on cumulative assessment as presented in the ES and the uCA.

SWQ 2.7.9 - QUESTION FOR THE APPLICANT
Revised electrical connection route: landscape and visual effects
The proposal in the uCA to locate the electrical connection underground and in the existing
highway leads to a conclusion that that there would be only limited circumstances in which
there would be cumulative effects, due to the removal of trees providing visual screening in
landscape character areas which also experience adverse visual effects from the Power
Station complex. It is argued that in the most affected landscape character area (LCA13c)
(moderate adverse) any vegetation loss due to the electrical connection would not change
this conclusion. Elsewhere, LCAs 7c, 8 and 10 have negligible effects from the power station
complex and again cumulative effects due to the electrical connection are argued not to
change this conclusion. Beyond these areas, the absence of inter-visibility between the
connection route and the Power Station complex is argued to lead to no significant change

2

Highways Agency (2007), Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, Volume 11, Section 3, Part 1 ‘Air Quality’
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in cumulative effect. The same approach is taken in respect of impacts on individual visual
receptors.
This approach relies on assumptions about the extent of vegetation and particularly
hedgerow and hedgerow tree removal needed to facilitate construction of the electrical
connection within existing highways in areas with inter-visibility to the Power Station
complex. The uCA assumes there to be ‘limited potential for removal of trees providing
visual screening’.


Has any sensitivity analysis of this conclusion been undertaken?



Is there any prospect of its conclusions being changed, for example by a need to
remove a significant extent of hedgerow on a highway within an area with intervisibility to the Power Station complex?

5.30.

As set out in the Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental Statement Cumulative
Effects Assessment – Electrical Connection (ELR REP2-015), the route of the
proposed Underground Connection is identified by SPEN in its grid connection
offer.

5.31.

Paragraph 2.33 of REP2-015 confirms that a review of the Underground Connection
proposals was undertaken in relation to landscape and visual cumulative effects.
This review included an assessment of the assumptions and conclusion, all of which
are considered to remain appropriate.

5.32.

Regarding the removal of trees and vegetation that provide visual screening in
areas with inter-visibility to the Power Station Complex, this relates to Landscape
Character Areas (LCA) LCA8 (Gwersyllt Llay Gresford Borras), LCA10 (Wrexham
Town), and LCA7c (Rhosllannerchrugog – Rhostyllen – Ruabon – Penycae), as
outlined at paragraph 2.36 of REP2-015. Given that these LCAs have been assessed
as being subject to negligible change as a result of the Power Station Complex, the
uCA similarly concluded that there would be no potential for significant incombination or cumulative effects on these LCAs. In the very unlikely scenario that
a significant extent of vegetation would be removed, as the underground
connection is likely to be in roadside verges or in the highway, it is not considered
that any in-combination or cumulative effects would result which are more than
negligible in significance given the highly localised and limited nature of any
vegetation removal. The question of whether the final solution for the proposed
Underground Connection will require express planning permission will depend
largely on the solution for its construction determined by SPEN (it should be noted
in this context that SPEN's permitted development rights only apply where the
development in question is not classed as Environmental Impact Assessment
development and thus would, by definition, be development that would not be
likely to give rise to significant environmental effects). If the Underground
Connection requires the removal of trees or vegetation which would result in
significant environmental effects, then a planning application would be required
which would be considered on its merits cumulatively with the Power Station
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Complex Site at that time.
5.33.

The uCA further states at paragraph 2.36 that, in relation to LCA13c (Dee Terraces)
“any potential vegetation loss arising from the proposed underground Electrical
Connection would not result in a cumulative increase to the significance of effect on
this LCA…”.

5.34.

In summary, the Applicant considers that the conclusions of the uCA (ELR REP2015) are appropriate in terms of the potential effects of vegetation removal, and
that there would not be any changes to the conclusions which are set out in the
Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental Statement Cumulative Effects Assessment
– Electrical Connection (ELR REP2-015) in the unlikely event that a significant extent
of vegetation were to be removed in order to facilitate the proposed Underground
Connection. It is noteworthy in this context that, whereas the proposed
underground electrical connection construction works would not be under the
control of the Applicant, it is reasonable to assume that SPEN and its contractors
would follow normal best practice methods during the construction period,
including all matters relevant to vegetation removal.

SWQ 2.7.10 - QUESTION FOR NRW, WCBC AND LOCAL COMMUNITY INTERESTED PARTIES
Revised electrical connection route: landscape and visual effects
Are there any significant landscape and visual effects arising from the revised electricity
connection route that in your view have not yet been fully taken into account for cumulative
assessment purposes? If so:


Please identify these effects; and



Itemise how they lead to a material change to the cumulative assessment.

5.35.

The Applicant acknowledges that this question is directed primarily to NRW, WCBC
and local community interested parties. The Applicant’s position in respect of these
matters is set out in the Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental Statement
Cumulative Effects Assessment – Electrical Connection (ELR REP2-015), and in
further detail in its response to Second Written Question 2.7.9 (above).

5.36.

It is not considered that there are any significant landscape and visual effects
arising from the Underground Connection route which have not been taken into
account for cumulative assessment purposes.
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SWQ 2.7.11 - QUESTION FOR WCBC
Revised electrical connection route: cultural heritage
The uCA suggests that the revised electrical connection route will avoid identified receptors
and have only limited effects on undisturbed ground and so would reduce cultural heritage
and archaeological impacts.


Is this a credible conclusion?

5.37.

The Applicant acknowledges that this question is directed primarily to WCBC.
Nonetheless, the Applicant wishes to make certain representations in response to
this question, as set out below.

5.38.

There would be no effect on the setting of identified cultural heritage receptors
once the construction period is complete as the Electrical Connection is
underground for its entire length. All potential impacts that have been identified
during the construction period would be localised and temporary and therefore
would be highly unlikely to result in significant impacts on the setting of cultural
heritage receptors. The Underground Connection route principally follows the
alignment of existing roads, and as far as practical would be installed either
beneath the existing road surface or within the highway verge where previous
construction activity and ground disturbance would have already significantly
affected or destroyed any archaeological remains. Potential impacts in areas of
undisturbed ground would be very limited and localised in nature, and therefore
would be unlikely to result in any significant impacts upon archaeological remains.
All works at Legacy Substation would be within the boundary of the Legacy
Substation site. On the basis that SPEN would be unable to utilise permitted
development rights if the development would be likely to give rise to significant
environmental effects, SPEN would micro site the underground cable so as to avoid
any identified cultural heritage assets which, if disturbed, would alter the
significance of the impact. If there was a significant effect, then planning
permission would be required and would be considered on its merits cumulatively
with the Power Station Complex Site.

5.39.

The conclusions of the Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental Statement
Cumulative Effects Assessment – Electrical Connection (ELR REP2-015) in respect of
cultural heritage are therefore considered appropriate.

SWQ 2.7.12 - QUESTION FOR NRW AND WCBC
Revised electrical connection route: ecology
The uCA suggests that the revised electrical connection route will avoid designated sites and
have only limited effects on vegetated areas and so would reduce ecological impacts.
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Is this a credible conclusion?

5.40.

The Applicant acknowledges that this question is directed primarily to NRW and
WCBC. Nonetheless, the Applicant wishes to make certain representations in
response to this question, as set out below.

5.41.

As set out in the Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental Statement Cumulative
Effects Assessment – Electrical Connection (ELR REP2-015), the options for the
original Electrical Connection route as assessed in the submitted ES, passed
through two SSSIs and a SAC. Works which could have been required in order to
replace the existing overhead electricity line would require activity with direct
impacts upon habitats within these designations.

5.42.

The proposed Underground Connection route is located principally within existing
road alignments or verges through the urban area of Wrexham, and as such would
potentially result in only limited impacts on vegetated areas. There are no known
designated sites along this route. The closest identified national/international
designation to the underground Electrical Connection route is the Stryt Las a'r
Hafod SSSI / Johnstown Newt Sites SAC which is more than 600m from the route at
its closest point.

5.43.

On the basis of the above, the Applicant considers that the proposed Underground
Connection would not result in any direct impacts on any designated ecological
receptors, and that the conclusions of the Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental
Statement Cumulative Effects Assessment – Electrical Connection (ELR REP2-015) in
respect of ecology are appropriate and credible.

SWQ 2.7.13 - QUESTION FOR NRW
Revised electrical connection route: HRA and the NSER
Is NRW content with the uCA conclusion that the revised electrical connection route does
not give rise to any change to the conclusions in the NSER [APP-046]?
NRW is requested to review its response to this question in the light of the responses of
others to questions in section 2.7 at Deadline 4 and to respond again at Deadline 5 if any
factors emerge that change its judgment.

5.44.

The Applicant acknowledges that this question is directed primarily to NRW.
Nonetheless, the Applicant wishes to emphasise the position set out in the
Applicant's response to Question 2.7.12 above, namely that there are no
designated European protected sites in close proximity to the Underground
Connection route which have the potential to be significantly affected.
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5.45.

The Applicant also wishes to highlight in this context that NRW, in its Deadline 3
responses to questions raised at the Issue Specific Hearing and Answers to
Examiners Questions by the Natural Resources Body for Wales (see paragraph 5
Cumulative Effects Assessment) (ELR REP3-008), confirmed that “NRW are satisfied
that the new proposals [i.e. the underground Electrical Connection} are unlikely to
result in any substantial increase to the potential cumulative effects with regard to
Ecology, Ground conditions, the water environment and waste”.

SWQ 2.7.14 - QUESTION FOR WCBC
Revised electrical connection route: waste
Is WCBC content with the view that the move to an undergrounded cable alignment will
have a neutral effect on waste generation and recycling/treatment capacity?

5.46.

The Applicant acknowledges that this question is directed primarily to WCBC.
Nonetheless, the Applicant wishes to make certain representations in response to
this question, as set out below.

5.47.

The Applicant’s uCA conclusions in respect of waste matters relating to the
Underground Connection are set out in the Applicant’s Addendum to
Environmental Statement Cumulative Effects Assessment – Electrical Connection
(ELR REP2-015), at paragraphs 2.62 - 2.66. The conclusions of the uCA are that the
Underground Connection would not change the significance of the cumulative
effects described in the ES in relation to waste, which are described as minor
adverse and not significant.

5.48.

These conclusions are based on the likely worst-case cumulative waste arisings
compared to both local and regional waste arisings data. As detailed in paragraph
2.65 of the Addendum to Environmental Statement Cumulative Effects Assessment
– Electrical Connection (ELR REP2-015), the cumulative total (taking into account
the Underground Connection) would not exceed 7.57% and 1.32% respectively of
the local/regional capacity available. On this basis, the cumulative effects of the
Underground Connection would result in a neutral effect on the local/regional
waste recycling/treatment capacity.

5.49.

The Applicant also wishes to highlight in this context that NRW, in its Deadline 3
responses to questions raised at Issue Specific Hearing and Answers to Examiners
Questions by the Natural Resources Body for Wales (see paragraph 5 Cumulative
Effects Assessment) (ELR REP3-008), confirmed that “NRW are satisfied that the
new proposals [i.e.the underground Electrical Connection] are unlikely to result in
any substantial increase to the potential cumulative effects with regard to Ecology,
Ground conditions, the water environment and waste”.
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SWQ 2.7.15 - QUESTION FOR NRW
Revised electrical connection route: water
Is NRW content that the move to a trenched cable alignment will have a neutral effect on
water infiltration / groundwater quality / aquifers?

5.50.

The Applicant acknowledges that this question is directed primarily to NRW.
Nonetheless, the Applicant wishes to make certain representations in response to
this question, as set out below.

5.51.

The Applicant’s Addendum to Environmental Statement Cumulative Effects
Assessment – Electrical Connection (ELR REP2-015) concludes, in paragraph 2.61,
that the works associated with the Underground Connection would not change the
significance of the cumulative effects described in the ES in relation to the water
environment. The uCA addresses potential effects of the trenched cable alignment
on groundwater in paragraphs 2.52 to 2.61. Paragraph 2.55 acknowledges the
potential for increased effects due to the increase in the amount of cable trenching
required. Notwithstanding this, Paragraph 2.5.7 notes that the geological
conditions of the Underground Connection remain the same as that previously
assessed and as such the potential for impacts upon groundwater remains
unchanged. In particular, the sensitive groundwater bodies are located in
sandstones which are separated from the surface by impermeable layers such as
mudstones which would not be penetrated by cable trenching associated with the
Underground Connection works.

5.52.

This assessment assumes that all Underground Connection works would take place
in accordance with appropriate environmental mitigation measures and best
practice during the construction period. This includes implementation of all works
subject to the EA’s Pollution Prevention Guidance3 (PPG) and implementation of all
works in-line with the EA’S ‘Groundwater Protection: Principles and Practice’
document, which sets out the EA’s position on a range of activities, including the
storage of pollutants and hazardous substances.

5.53.

The Applicant also wishes to highlight in this context that NRW, in its Deadline 3
Responses to Questions raised at Issue Specific Hearing and Answers to Examiners
Questions by the Natural Resources Body for Wales (see paragraph 5 Cumulative
Effects Assessment) (ELR REP3-008), confirmed that "NRW are satisfied that the
new proposals [i.e. the underground Electrical Connection] are unlikely to result in
any substantial increase to the potential cumulative effects with regard to Ecology,
Ground conditions, the water environment and waste”.

3

The
Environment
Agency,
2014,
Pollution
prevention
guidance
(PPG).
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/pollution-prevention-guidance-ppg#pollution-preventionguidance-series-ppgs. Accessed 18 September 2014.
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6.

Noise and vibration

SWQ 2.10.1 - QUESTION FOR NRW AND WCBC
Wrexham Industrial estate and the noise background
During the September hearings, Mr Chris Briggs suggested that he was awaiting further data
and analysis that could have the effect of materially amending the noise background
assessed in the ES, with specific reference to noise emissions from other sources on the
Wrexham Industrial Estate. NRW and WCBC are requested to draw attention to any
information known to them which might change or have a bearing on the background as
assessed in the ES.

6.1.

24

Any information provided by NRW, WCBC or Mr Briggs in respect of the noise
background will be considered by the Applicant and they will respond at the Issue
Specific Hearing into Environmental and Other Matters on 23 November 2016 or at
Deadline 5, as appropriate.
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7.

Other Strategic Projects and Proposals

SWQ 2.12.1 - QUESTION FOR NRW AND WCBC
CIA included projects (FWQ 1.12.1)
The NRW response to FWQ 1.12.1 doesn’t make clear whether it considers that there are
any projects that have been omitted from the cumulative impact assessment.
WCBC did not respond at Deadline 2. Are they satisfied with the scope of the assessment?

7.1.

The Applicant acknowledges that this question is directed primarily to NRW and
WCBC. Nonetheless, the Applicant wishes to make certain representations in
response to this question, as set out below.

7.2.

The Applicant’s response to the chosen developments assessed within the
cumulative impact assessment is set out in its answers to the Examining Authority’s
First Written Questions [ELR REP1-033] in FWQs 1.12.1 and 1.12.2.

7.3.

The developments chosen to be assessed cumulatively were determined by the
Scoping Opinion for the Scheme from the Secretary of State and through dialogue
with WCBC. Additionally, the Applicant included Pickhill Bridge Farm Solar Park
within the cumulative assessment. The Pickhill Bridge Solar Park hadn’t been
identified through consultation but was included as the Applicant considered it
appropriate due to the interaction between it and the Gas Connection.
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8.

Water environment

SWQ 2.17.1 - QUESTION FOR NRW AND THE APPLICANT
Gas connection works
In the September hearings, Mr Ecclestone raised the prospect of the gas connection
alignment trenching forming a new drainage corridor.


Is this effect likely?



If so, what mitigation measures have been proposed to address it?



Does this matter raise any concern for NRW?

8.1.

The Gas Connection is not part of the Application and is therefore outside the
scope of the examination. Planning Permission for the construction of the Gas
Connection was granted by WCBC on 5 September 2016.

8.2.

Nonetheless, the Applicant would emphasise the effect of Condition 7 of the Gas
Connection planning permission, which specifies that:
"No part of the development shall commence until a Construction Environmental
Management Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. Works shall be carried out in accordance with the details as
approved unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority."

8.3.

The revised draft CEMP to the ES (ELR REP2-018) states, at paragraph 5.21, that
specific mitigation measures will be implemented during construction, including
the capture of site runoff and attenuation of contaminants, using sedimentation
tanks prior to discharge to surface water.

8.4.

In addition, Condition 9 of the Gas Connection planning permission further specifies
that:
"Prior to the commencement of works on site, a construction phase surface water
management plan should be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning
Authority. The Plan should clearly identify the potential risks associated with
surface water flooding during construction and propose appropriate mitigation to
ensure the risk will be managed. Works shall be carried out in accordance with the
details as approved unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning
Authority."

8.5.
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The Applicant is therefore of the view that these planning conditions attached to
the Gas Connection planning permission, and the specific mitigation measures
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which will be implemented to satisfy and comply with these conditions, will have
the effect of ensuring that the circumstances envisaged by this SWQ will not occur.
SWQ 2.17.2 - QUESTION FOR THE APPLICANT
Water environment: WFD screening (FWQ 1.17.3)
In [REP1-015], NRW suggested in response to FWQ 1.17.3 that the WFD assessment
undertaken by the Applicant was not sufficiently specific to allow confidence in its
conclusions at this point. NRW sought a map showing the water bodies in relation to the
proposed development, asked that water body baseline data should be set out and that any
potential impacts against the WFD quality elements should be considered in full. Whilst the
Applicant has highlighted that NRW did not express any concerns at the outset about its
WFD approach, which was equivalent to that taken at Meaford and supported by the
Environment Agency [REP1-032], it has also identified data across the ES [REP2-009] that in
part respond to the issues raised by NRW in its response to FWQ 1.17.3 [REP1-015]. This
notwithstanding, it would assist the ExA if a single consolidated summary WFD assessment
was prepared by the Applicant for Deadline 4, addressing the requests made by NRW in
[REP1-015].
NRW is requested to respond to this document at Deadline 5.

8.6.

A consolidated summary WFD assessment has been submitted at Deadline 4 as
requested by the Examining Authority.

SWQ 2.17.3 - QUESTION FOR NRW
Water environment: groundwater (FWQ 1.17.4)
In [REP2-017] responding to FWQ 1.17.4, the Applicant suggests that the assessment of
effects on ground conditions is no longer an area of disagreement between it and NRW.
With regard to its position in [REP1-015], can NRW confirm its agreement with the Applicant
(this matter can be addressed in a Statement of Common Ground)?

8.7.

The Applicant acknowledges that this SWQ 2.17.3 is directed primarily at Natural
Resources Wales (NRW). Nonetheless, the Applicant wishes to emphasise that it is
currently in the process of finalising a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) with
NRW and that the Examining Authority will be kept updated on the progress of this.
In this context, and without prejudice to the completion of the SoCG between the
Applicant and NRW, the current draft of the SoCG stipulates that there is
agreement between the Applicant and NRW on the following matters regarding
ground conditions.
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 the assessment methodology and significance criteria described in paragraphs
13.14 – 13.42 of Chapter 13: Ground conditions of the ES (ELR APP-061) provide
an appropriate basis for the assessment of the effects of the Scheme on ground
conditions;
 paragraphs 13.43 – 13.92 of Chapter 13 of the ES accurately identify baseline
information and ground conditions the defined study area;
 paragraphs 13.93 – 13.178 of Chapter 13 of the ES provide a balanced and
reasonable assessment of the potential individual and cumulative effects of the
Scheme on ground conditions during construction, operation, and
decommissioning, the conclusions of which are agreed between the Applicant
and NRW.
 Requirement 5: Ground investigation of the draft Development Consent Order
(in Schedule 2 to document reference 3.1) [ELR REP3-012] makes appropriate
provision for the submission, approval and implementation of a ground
investigations scheme.
 Sub-paragraph 1(q) of Requirement 4: Construction and Environment
Management Plan of the draft Development Consent Order (in Schedule 2 to
document reference 3.1) [ELR REP3-012] includes a requirement for a protocol
to be included within the Construction and Environment Management Plan (to
be submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority) which
addresses the situation where ‘unexpected contaminated land is identified
during ground investigation or construction’.
 Requirement 6: Piling of the draft Development Consent Order (in Schedule 2 to
document reference 3.1) [ELR REP3-012] provides that the Piling Strategy (to be
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority) should include a
Piling Risk Assessment;
 Paragraph 1(b) of Article 17 in Part 4: Supplemental Powers of the draft
Development Consent Order (document reference 3.1) [ELR REP3-012] enables
the developer to ‘make trial holes . . . to investigate the nature of the surface
layer and subsoil and remove soil samples’.
 Considering the above, the Applicant considers that there are no substantive
outstanding issues that need to be addressed at any issue-specific hearing.
SWQ 2.17.4 - QUESTION FOR THE APPLICANTAND WELSH WATER/ DWR CYMRU
Water Environment: foul drainage
Please provide an up-to-date position statement describing progress made towards a foul
drainage solution for the application proposal since the closure of the September hearings.
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8.8.

The Applicant and Welsh Water/ DWR CYMRU (WW/DC) have remained in dialogue
since the Issue Specific Hearings on the Environment and Other Issues held on 2729 September 2016 in relation to the undertaking of a Hydraulic Modelling
Assessment. A conference call between the two parties took place on 24 October
2016 and a number of telephone calls between the Applicant and WW/DC have
been held since.

8.9.

It was noted and agreed between both the Applicant and WW/DC that there are a
number of solutions for the provision of a foul outfall from the Power Station
Complex. The final solution, however, will be determined by undertaking a
Hydraulic Modelling Assessment which will determine if the foul outfall would be
detrimental to the network. On further discussion between the parties, it has been
agreed by both parties that it would be premature to carry out a Hydraulic
Modelling Assessment during examination. As would be the case in other similar
developments, the Hydraulic Modelling Assessment should be carried out prior to
the commencement of construction of the Power Station Complex as any
assessment carried out now will not necessarily reflect the capacity of network at
the point capacity will be required.

8.10.

The results of the Hydraulic Modelling Assessment will include identification of any
works needed to provide the necessary capacity, and any detriments to the
network as a result of the outflows from the Power Station Complex that would
require reinforcement or upgrade works. This will be included in the surface and
foul water drainage strategy, to be submitted and approved by the local planning
authority as secured in Requirement 12: Foul and surface water drainage provide in
Schedule 2 of the draft Order [ELR REP3-012].

8.11.

In order to address WW/DC’s concerns relating to the need to ensure a Hydraulic
Modelling Assessment is carried out and that any identified reinforcement or
upgrade works are included in the submitted surface and foul water drainage
system for the operation of the Power Station Complex, WW/DC are to be
consulted in the discharge of Requirement 12, as has been drafted in the draft
Order submitted at Deadline 3 [ELR REP3-012]. The Applicant and WW/DC agree to
the wording proposed in Requirement 12. Part (3) of Requirement 12 provides
that the surface and foul water drainage system is delivered in accordance with the
approved drainage strategy. The Applicant and WW/DC also agree to the
amendments made in Schedule 9 – Procedure for Discharge of Requirements in the
draft DCO.

8.12.

In addition, the Applicant and WW/DC have agreed to revise the Foul and Surface
Water Drainage Strategy submitted with the ES [ELR APP-148]. The revised
Strategy has been submitted at Deadline 4.

8.13.

The Applicant confirms that WW/DC’s concerns have now been addressed.
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