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The Proposed Port Talbot Steelworks (Power Generation Enhancement)
Order

Applicant's comments on ABP's response to request for information
issued by the Examining Authority on 20 May 2015

Revision 2

9 June 2015

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This document comprises the applicant's comments on ABP's
responses to the request for information issued by the Examining
Authority on 20 May 2015. It also provides the ExA with an update on
the current position of the negotiations between the applicant and ABP
regarding the protective provisions.

1.2 This document also provides a further update on the position regarding:

1.2.1 the outcomes of the results of the site investigation works and
Detailed Qualitative Risk Assessment (DQRA); and

1.2.2 the Environmental Permit application.
2. GENERAL UPDATE

2.1 Considerable progress has been made on the principles of the
protective provisions and the parties are currently seeking to agree the
appropriate drafting. A final update will be provided to the EXxA
confirming the position by the close of the examination on 9 June 2015.

3. RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS MADE BY ABP

3.1 At paragraph 1.2 ABP states that the applicant has "made only passing
acknowledgement to ABP's concerns”. This statement is contrary to the
evidence which shows that the applicant has engaged extensively with
ABP both during the development of the proposals and following the
submission of the DCO application. This engagement has been
undertaken to understand ABP's concerns and the likely impacts of the
proposed development on its commercial operations and its statutory
functions as harbour authority.

3.2 Evidence of this engagement with ABP is included in the applicant's
Environmental Statement (see Vol. 3(a) Appendix 1.11). This
engagement has continued following the submission of the application
and it is hoped that this will result in the parties being able to agree
protective provisions.

3.1 At paragraph 1.3, ABP suggests that the applicant "seems to be
operating on the understanding that they have an overriding right to
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abstract water from the dock regardless of ABP's operational needs and
statutory duties". On the contrary, the applicant fully recognises that its
right to abstract water from the dock water system is subject to a
framework of legal agreements with ABP. The applicant is not seeking
any powers or statutory rights within the DCO that would override those
agreements.

Alleged inconsistencies between applicant's submissions and the ES

3.2 In paragraphs 1.5 to 1.8 ABP has used a statement made by the
applicant in response to the ExA's second written questions to attempt
to discredit the water modelling results presented in the applicant's
Environmental Statement (ES). The ‘inconsistencies' which ABP claims
to have identified are explained below.

3.3 The applicant's statement that the net consumption limit of 54.8
megalitres per day "may not be sufficient to meet the operational needs
of the steelworks" was not intended to mean that the proposed power
plant in combination with the current steelworks operation requires
more water than this. The statement was made in the context of
explaining the applicant's objection to the principle of a protective
provision which imposes abstraction limits on the wider steelworks.

3.4 The applicant opposes the net consumption limit not because it would
provide insufficient water for the power plant in combination with the
current steelworks operation, but on the grounds that it is not
appropriate for the DCO to impose a limit which applies to the wider
steelworks. Putting aside the fact that there is no practical means of
measuring the applicant's net consumption from the dock, and that it
would not guarantee water levels within the dock, any such limit could
have the effect of introducing a statutory constraint on the future
development of the steelworks.

3.5 If the applicant ever needed to increase the abstraction from the dock
for the purposes of expanding the steelworks, the appropriate
mechanism for regulating this would be the existing 1996 Licence with
ABP and through whatever additional commercial negotiations with
ABP were necessary at that time. As is now apparent to the ExA, the
1996 Licence does not specify a limit on the amount of water that can
be abstracted, but imposes obligations on Tata to meet the costs
incurred by ABP in pumping water to maintain an unspecified water
level in the dock.

3.6 It would undermine the applicant's ability to expand the steelworks in
the future and negotiate the necessary contractual arrangements with
ABP if the DCO authorising the power plant were to impose a statutory
cap on the amount of water which the steelworks can consume. This is
the point which the applicant was seeking to make in paragraph 4.11 of
the applicant's submissions of 11 May 2015.
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3.7 The point was not as clear as it could have been, but this provides no
justification for ABP's suggestion that the modelling results presented in
the applicant's ES may need to be re-run. The modelling is robust and
is based on sound assumptions about what would represent a 'worst
case' for consumptive losses from the dock. These assumptions are
explained below.

3.7.1 The current situation — The water balance model, approved by
NRW and developed in consultation with ABP, had to estimate
the net consumptive losses figure for the dock, as there is no
means of accurately measuring this figure. Based on the
current abstraction of 166,000,000m?/yr from the dock, the 88%
return rate to the dock assumed in the NRW water balance,
gives 20,000,000m3yr (12%) lost due to evaporation and blow
downs.

3.7.2 This is outlined in the water balance report contained within
Document 6.03.1 Vol. 3b, Appendix 14.2 and was the basis for
the modelled scenario Runs 3-5 for Option 1 and 9-11 for
Option 2 construction scenarios.

3.7.3 The future scenario (with the proposed development) — The
implementation of the proposed development will include
decommissioning of turbo alternators (TA2, TA3, and TAB1)
which currently utilise dock water for cooling systems. The new
proposed cooling towers units will have an open circuit (i.e.
water used in the turbine condensers is cooled in. cooling
towers and recycled back into the system) and will therefore no
longer require the current volume of abstraction from the Port
Talbot Dock.

3.7.4 Abstraction from the Port Talbot Dock will still be required after
the decommissioning of the existing turbo alternators and
during the whole operational life of the proposed development,
at approximately 47,000,000 m3/yr (based on current average
abstraction (165,736,617 m®yr) — reduction in abstraction
volumes for the proposed development (119,136,000 m®/yr).

3.8 For the purposes of the modelling, the applicant assumed that any
reduction in the evaporative losses associated with decommissioning of
these turbo alternators would not be realised and that the estimated
20,000,000 m®yr consumptive losses would continue. This is therefore
a worst case approach from a net consumptive losses perspective
when comparing the ‘current’ situation to the ‘future’ situation.

3.9 In addition, the model assumes levels of consumptive abstraction, for
the proposed development as recognised in the ABP snapshot model
dated 17 February 2015, from the dock feeder channel that are higher
than those now estimated following further engineering development of
the scheme as confirmed to the EXA in response to first written
guestions submitted on 15 January 2015 (Question 3.09).
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3.10 In summary, the applicant has assessed a robust consumptive
abstraction ‘worst case scenario’ for both the Dock and the dock feeder
channel in the water balance model and has been consistent in its
approach in assessing the effects of the proposed development on the
dock water level.

Terms of the 1996 abstraction licence

3.11 At paragraph 1.9, ABP acknowledges that the 1996 Licence permitting
the abstraction of water from the Dock does not have any limit on the
guantity of water that can be abstracted and states that this point has
already been explained to the ExA in ABP's representations of 11 May
2015.

3.12  ABP provided this explanation to the ExA on 11 May because it realised
that the applicant (in its submissions of the same date) would be
bringing to the ExA's attention the misleading description of the 1996
Licence that had been included in ABP's submissions of 15 January
and 5 March 2015.

3.13 The applicant had not intended for the existing contractual
arrangements between the parties to be a matter for consideration
during the examination. However, it was left with no option but to raise
this point with the ExA to correct the misleading impression being given
by ABP that its preferred protective provisions seek to do no more than
replicate the existing contractual arrangements.

Scope of proposed abstraction limit

3.14 Paragraph 1.10 of ABP's response is confusing. Referring to the
applicant's submissions of 11 May, ABP states that "the applicant
seems to be implying that it should have the right to take water from the
dock ‘for any other purpose for which the applicant may require water to
be abstracted™.

3.15 This is not at all what paragraph 4.11 of the applicant's 11 May
submission is doing. The paragraph is not asserting the extent of the
applicant's rights; it is explaining the scope of the abstraction limits
proposed by ABP. The paragraph points out that the net consumption
limit proposed by ABP for the dock would apply not only to the power
plant, but to "any other purpose" for which the applicant may require
water to be abstracted from the Dock. The words "any other purpose”
are taken directly from paragraph 2(2) of ABP's protective provision.

3.16 The applicant maintains that it is not appropriate for a DCO authorising
the power plant to impose abstraction limits on the entire steelworks,
regardless of the fact that the proposals would give ABP discretion to
increase those limits. The steelworks is not the development which
would be authorised by the order.
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3.17 By resisting these limits ABP claims that the applicant is failing to
recognise that this "is precisely the operating framework within which
the applicant has been operating” for many years.

3.18 It is simply not correct to suggest that the measures ABP is seeking to
impose would be precisely the same as the current operating
framework. As the ExA is aware, the relationship between the
steelworks and the Port of Port Talbot is regulated by an existing
contractual framework. This contractual framework provides ABP with a
robust legal mechanism to protect its interests.

3.19 Even where equivalent terms may be used in the protective provisions,
there is a significant difference between two businesses freely entering
into contractual arrangements to regulate the interface between their
operations, and measures being imposed by provisions in a statutory
instrument. Contractual arrangements can reflect all of the
circumstances that are relevant to the parties and can include all the
provisions necessary to regulate the parties' commercial relationship.

3.20 This is quite different to protective provisions in a DCO which are solely
intended to regulate the exercise of the statutory powers granted by the
order to ensure that the property and interests of affected third parties
are adequately protected from the development for which consent is
granted.

3.21 The applicant's steelworks are outside the scope of the DCO and it
would not be appropriate for the order to impose restrictions on the
operation of the steelworks which, inevitably, could not reflect the wider
circumstances that are relevant to the relationship between the parties'
respective operations.

4. ABP'S RESPONSE TO Q. 4.4.1(A)

4.1 The applicant can confirm that ABP's summary of the cumulative effect
of the 1955 and 1959 Agreements is correct. Accordingly, there is
already in existence a limit of 27.4 megalitres per day on the applicant's
abstraction of water from the Dock feeder channel. This legal
framework (including the terms of any renewal negotiated by the
parties) provides a robust legal mechanism by which ABP can protect
its interests and the appropriate mechanism for imposing abstraction
limits which would apply to both the proposed power plant and the wider
steelworks. It is not appropriate for these limits to be imposed by the
DCO and the applicant's preferred drafting for the protective provisions
therefore does not include abstraction limits.

5. ABP'S RESPONSE TO Q. 4.4.1(B)

51 ABP's response to this question does not directly address the issue of
why the existing water level based methodology for managing the
impounding of the dock water level cannot be applied as a trigger
mechanism for impounding in the future. The applicant maintains that
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the mechanism provided for in the applicant's preferred protective
provision (as amended - see below) provides the appropriate
mechanism for impounding sea water in the future. This mechanism
remains the subject of ongoing discussions between the parties,
principally regarding the level that must be maintained and the
apportionment of the costs of impounding.

6. REVISED PROTECTIVE PROVISIONS

6.1 In response to the submissions made to the ExA, the applicant has
revised its preferred protective provisions. A copy of the revised
protective provisions is appended to this document (Appendix A). The
revisions respond to ABP submissions by:

6.1.1 giving ABP responsibility for pumping water into the dock to
maintain water levels (at the applicant's cost);

6.1.2 raising the level at which pumping is triggered from +4.45m
AOD to +4.95m AOD; and

6.1.3 making the applicant responsible for the reasonable costs
incurred by ABP in, maintaining, repairing and renewing any
plant or equipment used for the purposes of maintaining a level
of +4.95m AOD.

6.2 The rationale for these changes is set out below together with some
general remarks on why the applicant considers these provisions are
appropriate to ensure ABP's undertaking is not affected by the
proposed development.

6.3 The key point of disagreement between the parties concerns ABP's
proposal to make the applicant responsible for the costs of maintaining
a level of +5.55m AOD within the dock. ABP has suggested that this
obligation is necessary to ensure that it remains capable of fulfilling its
statutory obligations as harbour authority and, in particular, its duty to
maintain an open port. The applicant considers that ABP's proposals
are not driven by its statutory obligations but are an attempt to use the
DCO examination process to its commercial advantage.

6.4 The open port duty that ABP has referred to does not require a level of
+5.55m AOD to be maintained at all times and it is disingenuous of ABP
to suggest that a temporary fall below this level would put ABP in
breach of its statutory obligations. The details of water levels appended
to ABP's submissions of 23 April 2015 acknowledge this by stating
"while it is expected that the above levels will be maintained, this cannot
be guaranteed".

6.5 Paragraph 5 of ABP's preferred protective provisions (submitted on 28
May) would effectively provide a guarantee that such levels would be
maintained at all times and the costs of this guarantee would be
underwritten by the applicant.
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6.6 The applicant has revised its preferred protective provisions to provide
that it is responsible for the costs of impounding (carried out by ABP) to
maintain a minimum level of +4.95m AOD. This is equivalent to the 8m
'minimum level' referred to in paragraph 5 of ABP's draft provisions. The
applicant considers that this reflects the existing mechanism that
applies under the 1996 Agreement.

6.7 As the EXA is aware, the 1996 Agreement between the parties places
an obligation on the applicant to meet the costs incurred by ABP "in
pumping water for the purpose of maintaining the level of water within
the Dock" (see clause 4(a)). It is common ground between the parties
that the 1996 Agreement does not specify a water level that needs to be
maintained.

6.8 It should be noted that the obligations imposed on ABP by clause 2 of
that Agreement are to "preserve the Old Docks in being and ... maintain
and repair and cleanse the same to the extent necessary to enable the
said licences to be exercised". Accordingly, under that Agreement, the
applicant is liable to pay ABP's costs to the extent that these are
incurred by ABP in maintaining the Dock to the extent necessary to
enable the applicant to extract water for cooling purposes at the steel
works.

6.9 The applicant's previous submissions have explained that the minimum
water level that is required for the effective operation of the applicant's
abstraction equipment is +4.45m AOD. The applicant's revised drafting
would make the applicant responsible for the costs of impounding water
to maintain a level of +4.95m AOD.

6.10 However, the applicant is not prepared to accept ABP's draft provisions
of 28 May 2015 and regards these as an attempt by ABP to extend the
terms of the 1996 Agreement to make the applicant entirely responsible
for the costs of maintaining a level of +5.55m AOD within the Dock. The
level of +5.55m AOD which ABP is seeking to impose is higher than the
level which is required for the majority of vessels currently using the
dock, and the applicant considers this is largely driven by ABP
aspirations for the future development of the Dock which would see it
servicing more of the larger vessels.

6.11 The applicant is currently considering a proposal which ABP has
recently made under which Tata would be responsible for a proportion
of the costs of impounding above +4.95m AOD. Negotiations are
continuing and the applicant will update the ExA before the close of the
examination.

6.12 The applicant does not have any comments on ABP's responses to
Questions 4.4.1(c) and (f).
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7. ENVIRONMENTAL PERMIT APPLICATION

7.1 As confirmed in the applicant's previous submissions, the
Environmental Permit application was submitted to Natural Resources
Wales (NRW) on 28 May 2015.

7.2 NRW confirmed on 5 June 2015 that the application has been 'duly
made' for the purposes of paragraph 12(1) of Schedule 5 to the
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010 (see
Appendix B).

8. DETAILED QUALITATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT (DQRA)

8.1 NRW provided further comments on 28 May, and the finalised DQRA,
which addressed these comments, was submitted to NRW and
NPTCBC on 3 June 2015. Evidence of the submission of the finalised
DQRA, which includes an explanation of the issues that have been
addressed, is appended (Appendix C).
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APPENDIX A

APPLICANT'S PREFERRED PROTECTIVE PROVISIONS FOR ABP

For the protection of Associated British Ports

1.—(1) In this Part of this Schedule—

“AB Ports” means Associated British Ports in its capacity as the owner, operator and

harbour authority for the Port of Port Talbot;
"the dock" means the main inner dock at the Port of Port Talbot; and

"the minimum level" means +4.95 metres above ordnance datum Newlyn or any lower
level that AB Ports and the undertaker agree at any time is acceptable within the dock

for any given period.

(2) The provisions of this Part of this Schedule have effect for the protection of AB Ports

unless otherwise agreed in writing between the undertaker and AB Ports.

2. — (1) Subject to the undertaker complying with paragraphs (3) and (4), AB Ports will use
reasonable endeavours to ensure that the water level within the dock is maintained at the level
which AB Ports considers necessary to ensure the satisfactory operation of the dock being not

less than the minimum level.

(2) If the water level within the dock falls below the minimum level and remains below that
level for more than 24 hours without AB Ports pumping water into the dock, the undertaker may,
at its own cost, temporarily access the dock to pump water into the dock for the purpose of

restoring the water level to the minimum level.

(3) The undertaker must notify AB Ports in writing before entering onto the dock for the
purpose of exercising the right in sub-paragraph (2) and whilst exercising that right the
undertaker must comply with any reasonable requirements imposed by AB Ports in the interests

of health and safety and the security of the Port.

3. The undertaker must, on a monthly basis from commencement of the operation of the
authorised development, provide to AB Ports records of the volumes of water abstracted from
the River Afan (dock feeder channel) and the dock for the purpose of the authorised
development and the Port Talbot steel works identifying the date and point of abstraction and

the levels of water abstracted.
4.- (1) The undertaker must pay to AB Ports the costs reasonably incurred by AB Ports in:

(a) pumping water into the dock to maintain the minimum level and supplying, maintaining,
repairing and renewing any plant or equipment used by AB Ports insofar as it is necessary for

this purpose; and
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(b) maintaining, repairing and cleansing the dock and taking such other actions as in the

opinion of AB Ports may be necessary to prevent the creation of a nuisance or danger.

(2) AB Ports must, on receipt of a request from the undertaker, from time to time provide the

undertaker free of charge with written evidence of the costs mentioned in sub-paragraph (1).

5. Differences arising between the undertaker and AB Ports under this Part of this Schedule
must, unless otherwise agreed in writing between the undertaker and AB Ports, be determined

by arbitration in accordance with article 27 (arbitration) of the Order.
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APPENDIX B

LETTER FROM NRW CONFIRMING APPLICATION DULY MADE

ah. Cyfoeth
@ Naturiol
Cymiru

MNatural
Resources
Wiales

Mr Jason Heatman
Environmental Compliance Manager

Tata Steel Sirip Products UK Our ref: EPR/BLT108IMNVO15
Port Talbot Steel Works

Port Talbot Your ref;

SA13 ZNG

Date: 5" June 2015

Dear Mr Heatman
Your environmental permitting application is duly made

Application reference: EPR/BLT108IM/N015
Operator: Tata Steel Strip Products UK
Facility: Tata Steel Strip Products UK, Port Talbot Steel Works, Port Talbot, SA13 2NG

I'm writing to let you know that your application, received on 5" June 2015, is duly made as
af &1 June 2015. Duly made means that we have all the information we need to begin
determination. Determination is where we assess your application and decide whether or not
we can allow what you've asked for. If we have to refuse your application, we'll explain wiy.

We may need to ask you for more information during determination. If we do we'll write to
you to explain what we need and how long you have to reply.

Our Customer Charter explains that as long as you have provided us with all the infarmation
we need, included the appropriate fee and there are no complicating factors such as
confidentiality decisions, you can expect us to determine your application within the following
timescales:

* for transfer or partial transfer of an environmental permit within two months;

* for astandard permit {except for installations); minor or normal variation or surrender
or partial surrender of an environmental permit within three months;

* for a standard permit for an installation, a bespoke permit or substantial vanation to a
permit (with public paricipation) within four months.

We want to give you a decision as quickly as possible, but the time it takes depends on

what's in the application. WWe may need to agree a longer timescale with you:

»  jfthe application is complex;

v ifwe need to ask you for maore information about the technical aspects of your
application;

*  jfthere’s a considerable level of interest from the public or other organisations.

If we haven't already spoken fo you about when to expect our decision, one of our officers
will contact you soon to explain this and deal with any questions you have. If your application

Fign/Tel 03000 654582
Ffacs/Fax 02020 488574
Ebost'Email \iictoria. sellen@eyfoethnaturicleymmu.gov.uk

\ictoria_sellen@nsturalresourceswales gov.uk

Gwasanaeth Trwyddedu, Cyfoeth Maturiol Cymru, Ty Cambria, 28 Heol Casnewydd, Caerdydd. CF24 OTP
Pemitting Service, Matural Resources Wales, Cambria House, 28 Mewport Road, Cardiff. CF24 OTP

GwefanfWebsite www.cyfoethnaturioloymru.gov.uk Croesewr gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg a'r Seesneg
wosnw naturalresourceswales gov.uk Comespondence welcomed in Welsh and English
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contained a request for confidentiality we will write to you separately about our decision on
that.

We must advertise new bespoke applications, standard rules applications for installations
and substantial variations on our website. 'We explain more about this in our Public
Participation Statement.

If you have any questions please phone our Customer Services Centre on 0300 065 3000
and they will put you in touch with one of our Permit Receipt Centre advisors or email
permifreceipicentre@naturalresourceswales.qov.uk.

Yours sincerely

Victoria Seller
Senior Permitting Officer (Regulated Industry)
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APPENDIX C

LETTER ACCOMPANYING SUBMISSION OF FINALISED DQRA

”i"": Urits

'--.j' CGaireborough Tradng Estate

Learingion Road
Souham
‘Wzrwickshire
CW4r 1RE
Telkphare: 01528 519400

. Facsimie: 0192 $15050

four Hef E-inzil: geo.souhamEesgon Uk

Our Bef ;. LOYH40E9/004/MT
02 June 2045

Matural Razources Walas
Maes Mewydd

Britannic Way

Mezth

Port Talbot

Sad0 el

For the attention of Joanne Fittan
Dear Sirs

PORT TALBOT STEELWORKS {POWER GEMERATION ENHAMCEMEMT) ORDER
DETAILED QUANTITATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT
REPSOMSE TO NEW COMMENTS ON THE COMTROLLED WATERS DGRA

We anz pleased to encloze the full D2RA mport on the shove site and have alzo provided msponses
belw 1 the comments on the previously issued DORA, as supplied to ESG by email on the 20 May
2015 {note that full discussion and justifization of the maodel pammeters i included inthe epont whizh
=hould b2 read in full alongzide a myiew of the evized remedial targets spreadshests).

Leval 1 Soils

- FIC valuss are site specific and, for the Made Gmound aeross the sie, hewve bean danved
fmm 21 no. =sie specific meazumements. FOC mesuls from samples that contained
significantly elvated concentrations of total PAH: and fotal TPH have not beaen included in
the cakulation of the avemge FOC in soil, 35 elkvaled concantrations of hydmoocabons can
affect the khorstory measumed tokl organic caton (TOC). The samples usad for the FOC
cakuktions, togethar with the respective PAH and TPH concantrmtions am summanzad in
Tabke C32, presented in Appendi: C of the ESG H408Q DiRA Report, dated June 2045,

Lewval 2 Sails

- Foliowing the MPW comments the value uzed for the thickness of the palltant plume in the
aquiferat i source was reviewwed by ESG and i now et as 11 m, which iz slighthy kess than
the aquiter thickness and iz alzo the thickness of the miking zone specified in Level 2 Sail.
The adopted mixing zone and pallutant plume hicknesses ar considend appophate basad
on the groundwater cbsarvations and samplke analksis data which indicate that elkevated
concentmtions of the contaminants of copcern, and in paticular rephtrakne, have bean
detected to significant depths within the aquifer. The presence of elevated concantrations at
depths within the aquifer may also indicake that, already dispersed, contmination is migrating
fmom up gradient to the sita.

- Thesourcs arss for the models is deemed o be the whole of the sie. Altthough thee hoepot!
B5|a arezs of visible ¢ olfactory hydmeahon comtaminstion wene dentified during the =site
@ investigation, there vere amas and depths of =oil that were not accesshle for =ampling; there

'."-..l"..-'..-"q.-'q.-'_l_"-ﬁE_fﬂ_ljk i el , Burtcdn upon Trant, DE1S 0YE
b 5011
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Matural Fezouroce: Walas S >

02 June 2015

iz, therafore, the potential for higherconcentrations of comtaminants oradditional ‘hotspots' 1o
o encourtered durnng the earthworks phase of the pmjpet in other pants of the sie
Futthemomre, a eview of the distrbution of the gmoundwater concentations across the
indicatad that the bensane and naphthakne markar compounds exseeded the adopted BEOS
in borehoks acmss the site without any clear indication that ther i a specific source ansa
with the remainder of the =ite being uraffected. Thamfom sslecting source ansa o be
modalied 2= the wholk of the site iz balieved o b both consarvative and mpresantative of the
cument conditions on site.

- The hydrulic condustivity (zet 10 0142 mid) i site spacific and based on eight pemmaaki lity
frizing head) tests undertaken on site. The pemieability tests were camied owt in installations
with msponze zones in a variety of matenalz and ane thenefore considemd epresamative of
the gmund conditionz acmss the =ite. The hydraulic conduztivities measured wem in the
order of 10% ar 107 mé& peith the exception of two ootliers). The site specific hydmulc
copductivities ame well within the =nge of hydradlic conductivities specified forfine =and (min
2407 max 2 x 10", 2= prezented in the Consim hep fik and ae themfor eonsidered
gppmoprate for the modelling of the aquifer pathway beneath the zie. The pemeability test
zheatz am included in Appandi: B ofthe ESG H4089Y DR A Report, dated June 2015,

- Foliowing the MEW comments egamding the hydrulic gradient on sie being cakeukated vsing
monitonng data from bomholez, betwean which an obstruction was encountered during the
zite investigation, ESG mvievwed the avaikble data and szkected alermative moniboring data
forn two sots of selected boreholes, betwean which no known bured structues are pesant
honitorng data fom BH2 - BH4 and BHS - BHF have been usad to cakulkate the prevalkent
hydraulic gradient on =ite. The calcukdted hydraulic gradent for both setz of bomhoks was
conziztent st 0.0021. Thie walue has therefore been deemed mpresantative and us=d in the
RTM modets.

Level 2 Soils

- The MAW comments: egading the uze of average gmoundwater nesulE used az the input
parameters, athough it appears to ba refernng to the Level 2 Sail of he mode|, t & assumed
that thie query =hould hawve bean refering to Level 2 Gmoundwater in the model, and in
parficular to the ‘Initial conaminant concentrtion in goundwater at plume com' input
parameter. For this parameter the average gmoundwater msults wame used for the whole of
the site which i considemd to be the most mpresantative source aea', as discussed above,
In the Level2 Soils of BTM speadsheet the user has to skt botween thee options for the
input parametar ‘=oume concantration”. =0il lsachate concantation as mol, s0il concaniration
&= mafky or assumed concentration.  For the present BT model, the average kachake
concentrtions forall the inorganic contamirants have been used, for samples from acmss
tha =ite, a= diszussed above. Leachate mzults foromanic contaminants are considerad o be
mepremmitative, due to the retume of the Boorion analkvzie and are uzually not accepted as
valid m=zultz by regqulketorz. Thamfomr, when modalling organie contamirants of concarn, the
soumse concaniration' call in Lewal 2 Saoil hes baen ket blenk. Mote that the models ane beaing
u=ed to derve mmedial tamgets and the input of soume concentrations has no affect on the
cakxubted values.

Level 2 Gmundwsadar

- Foliowing the REW commentz, ESG reviewed severml lemtue soumes and adjusted all balf
livas using anasnobic and more cons2 rvative (higher) values. Forfull details eference should
b made 10 Tahle C1, pesanted in Appendis C of the ESG H40ey Di2RA Report, datad Juns
201a. With regand to the MEW comment mgarding the potential for aemobic degradation o
completaly degrade all the cortamination on site keaving none detactablie in the watar, we
would comment that akthough we have now adopted anaerobic half lves as sugoested by
MAW, the ongoing presenze of significant free phase on the groundwater and poentially as

61626950.2\DO03 14



PINS Reference: EN010062 9 June 2015 _Revision 2

3
Matural Resources Wales S i’.ﬁ'
032 June 2015

vat undetected areas of grogs contamination beneath buried structures means that
contamination of the water in the vicinity of thesa soumes k& to he expected. It iz anticpated
that sourse memoval durng remediation will allbw meductions in the dissolhed phase
contamination within those sounce ansas to be obsened indue coursa,

- Justifizations for considering the wholke of the site as the ‘source'am detailed above.

- Aliterature value, equal to the specific viel from Brassington (1992} Field Hydmilgy (ppr2-
73} fortill {mainly =and), has now bean used for effective pomsity (16%) whizh is believed o
he the most consevative epresentative ltermture value for the aguifer benaath the site. As
discussed above the hydraulic conductivity (K) is site specific 28 opposed b from Iieratune
values for any particular soil type and & based on eight pemesbility (rsing head) tests
undertakanon site in installations with response zones ina vanetyof makriak. It i therefore
conzidered mprsantative of the ground conditions acmss the site. Please mfer b comment
rgarding hydraulie conductivity above and details within the eport.

We trust that the enzlsad report and discussion above is satisfactory o NRW and ook forvard to
receiving your respons2. In the meantime, we will progress the options apprmizal and remediation
strtegy based on the meommendations of the DORA report

Yours faithfulby
forESG

Maria Tsamaki

SeniorScientist
Emal  maia. s=amaddi@esg couk
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