Appendix 7.9
Statutory consultation
Written responses to Preliminary
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
and the redline boundary: statutory
consultees (s42(1)(a) and (b) and nonstatutory bodies (s47)
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** All responses received in direct response to the PEIR, during the initial statutory consultation period are listed in the table below. All s42 responses
received during consultation on the Redline have also been included; comments specifically differing from PEIR responses (in relation to landtake) are
recorded separately in a secondary table at the bottom of this appendix.
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1. Objective, project, structure /aims of PEI (Chapter 1 of the ES)

LAs

Consultee

Date

Consultee response

Neath
Port
Talbot
County
Borough
Council

09/09/13

Reference is made in Table 1.5 to the cumulative and in-combination
assessment projects. There are some inaccuracies and/or updates, as follows:
Southern Access Road to Coed Darcy – the table identifies its status as
nearing completion, however, commencement of the development is yet to
be made.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
Cumulative impact assessments are
presented within each chapter of the ES.
The developments outlined have been
included where appropriate.

Commen
t No.
1.

Land 500m south west of Cynonville – proposed development is known as
Llynfi Afan. Planning permission refused and currently awaiting appeal
decision following public inquiry. Decision expected end August 2013.
Coastal defence works, Aberavon West Promenade - Completed August
2013.
Also give consideration to including the following consented wind
farm developments:
Mynydd y Betws
Mynydd y Gwrhyd
Current applications for wind turbines being considered at:
Newlands Farm, Margam
Kenfig Industrial Estate

SB

Welsh
Governm
ent

29/07/13

It would be useful for the ES to note the topics that have been scoped out of
the study with the reasoning for this and a justification. This may help reduce
queries about why some areas are not covered in the ES during the public

This information has been provided
within the PEIR and additionally within
the ES.

2.

1

consultation stages.
Finally, just to note there are some errors with terminology ¡n the document.
Please note:
 Chapter 1 and 2, Paragraphs 1.3.0.2 and 2.3.1.2 should state ‘on
behalf of Welsh Ministers not ‘Welsh Government’.
 Chapter 1, Paragraph 1.3.0.2 should say Marine Licence is required
from Natural Resources Wales under the Marine and Coastal Access
Act 20O9.
 Chapter 1, Paragraph 1.3.0.2 should just say Welsh waters” not Welsh
coastal waters’.
 Chapter 1, Paragraph 13.0.4 — the EIA is required for both the DCO
and the Marine Licence.
 Any references to ‘Welsh Office’ should read ‘Welsh Government’.
SB

NRW
(CEFAS)

05/08/13

3.
This has been amended in Chapters 1 and
2 of the ES.

This has been amended in Chapter 1 of
the ES.

The developer has used standard Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
methodology as described in Chapter 1. It should be noted that a good
Environmental Statement will not only discuss the impacts of the project on
individual receptors but will also look at the inter-relationships of these
receptors and therefore have a holistic view of the impacts.

This will be approach has been taken as
part of the EIA process and these
relationships are presented within each
individual chapter within the ES.

In terms of the structure of the ES Cefas would expect the developer to follow
standard practice in terms of chapters. For example Cefas would strongly
advise separate chapters on in-combination impacts and cumulative effects
rather than these topics being tagged on to the end of each chapter on the
receptors and a separate chapter on mitigation and monitoring. This ensures a
holistic view of the development.

Cumulative impacts are addressed within
each chapter of the ES to ensure the
relevance of the assessment presented.
This approach was set out in the Planning
Inspectorate’s scoping opinion.

5.

Recent best practice for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects has been
to signpost the beginning of each chapter of the ES with a table detailing the
main issues raised during the consultation process and where the issue is
covered. Cefas would strongly encourage structuring of the ES in this way to
make documentation easier to navigate for all stakeholders.

Each chapter will form a separate report
and have a contents page to aid
navigation.

6.

4.

2

SB

NRW
Advisory

05/08/13

table 1.5 front and other chapters - Atlantic array submitted

Since this comment Atlantic Array has
been withdrawn. The project is still
considered in the relevant chapters.
These references have been made
explicit where appropriate in Chapter 1 of
the ES.

7.

Clarification of this point is provided in
Chapter 1 of the ES.

9.

Table 1.5: Outline Cumulative and in-combination assessment projects Please refer to the City and County of Swansea and Neath Port Talbot CBC for
more recent updates on the timescales for a number of these developments,
for example the construction of the Southern Access Road to Coed Darcy has
not yet commenced.

This table has been updated based on
feedback from councils.

10.

The proposed Tidal Powered Generating Station falls within the boundary for
which The Coal Authority issued a conditional licence in November 2009 for
exploration of the potential for Underground Coal Gasification (UCG), the
“Swansea Bay Offshore Area”. The licence holder has expressed an interest in
extending the licence period. Whilst this is unlikely to directly impact your
proposal, the UCG licence area should at least be acknowledged within the
supporting documentation, if it has not already.
Chapter 1
We are interested in the organisations and companies backing these
proposals and how they are “Green entrepreneurs”. We would like to see a
list if possible.

Thank you for your comment. The UCG
licence area has been considered as part
of the EIA and the associated information
will be presented within Chapters 1 and 4
of the ES.

11.

Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay plc is funded
through a number of private investors
and through community share offer. We
cannot disclose commercially sensitive
information at this point.

12.

We advise that Table 1.2 needs to reflect the fact that in the marine context
OSPAR habitats and species should be specifically mentioned alongside those
listed in Annex 1 of the Habitats Directive. See:
http://www.ospar.org/documents/dbase/decrecs/agreements/0806e_ospar%
20list%20species %20and%20habitats.doc
NRW seeks clarification as to what is meant by the term ‘site’ in this Table 1.3.
It is currently unclear whether this refers to a designated site or to any
geographic area. The ‘Major Negative’ impact descriptor in this table doesn’t
refer to species.

SB

The Coal
Authority

30/07/13

NSB

Swansea
Environm
ental
Forum

30/08/13

8.

It is really positive that this will be a thoroughly predictable low carbon energy
3

source and has the potential to increase local energy resilience.
We have noted that in your publicity there is a lot of talk of reduced energy
bills for local residents, and commitment was clearly made at your launch
event in the National Waterfront Museum. We were therefore surprised that
there is no mention of this in your report. On this point, does the offer only
apply to residents or local businesses too?

NSB

Mumbles
Developm
ent Trust
(MDT)

[Mumbles Development Trust sought] assurances that there would be a direct
pay back to the local community either through local share issue, (a
mutualistic Company), or a substantial annual grant scheme for local
community organisations managed by the community

NSB

Monkston

[MCSC] wish to complain in the strongest terms possible at this proposed

With regards provision of community
benefits, TLSB has considered the
appropriateness of establishing a fund for
the purposes of securing community
benefits. It has taken account of the
support for such funding and has
concluded that by direct provision of
infrastructure of benefit to the
community it is better able to ensure that
such benefits are delivered, and that
there is a direct nexus between the
Project and the benefits that are
delivered. As such, TLSB proposes to
invest in the provision of facilities such as
the proposed visitor and sporting
facilities, which TLSB views as an intrinsic
community benefit.
TLSB made MDT aware of the current
community share offer which was set up
in response to the interest we have
received from local people regarding the
investment opportunity that stage of the
project represents. TLSB are not currently
exploring becoming a mutual company
due to the scale and commercial nature
of the project, however we are very
interested in how local community
organisations contribute to and benefit
from the additional facilities and
resources which we hope to create as an
integral feature of the Project.
This objection is noted and TLSB has

13.

14.
4

e Cruising
and
Sailing
Club
(MCSC)
Crynant
Communi
ty Council
(CCC)

development

continued to engage with MCSC to
understand and resolve the nature of
their concerns.

How much electricity will it generate?

15.

NSB

Mumbles
Yacht
Club
(MYC)

Has considerations been made as far down as Porthcawl

Each turbine will be capable of generating
up to 20MW of electricity. This will
produce 400GWh of electricity on a net
annual output basis, which is enough to
power around 121,000 homes.
As part of our ongoing consultation
process we have engaged with key
stakeholders and the local community,
especially with those who have an
interest in the development or those that
the development may impact upon. As
part of this process a full Environmental
Impact Assessment has been conducted,
within which Porthcawl has been taken
into account. The full results of the EIA
will be published within the ES

SB

Rhonda
Cynon
Taff
County
Borough
Council
Mond
Angling
Society
(MAS)

RCTCBC considers that the lagoon will have no impact on RCTCBC, and does
not expect to be involved in further consultation.

TLSB has accepted this viewpoint but will
continue to send information to RCTCBC
where legislation requires.

17.

Firstly an introduction, we are an angling society with approximately one mile
of single bank fishing on the river Tawe in Glais, in the Swansea Valley. We
have 110 (circa) members and 20 junior members.

TLSB has had regard to the
representation of the Pontardawe and
Swansea Angling Society. The details of
TLSB’s comments are contained in the
tabular responses to Chapter 9 below.

18.

NSB

NSB

2 August
2013

We refer to your public notice that appeared in the South Wales Evening Post

16.
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on the 29th June 2013 and the formal response that has already been e-mailed
to you by Pontardawe and Swansea Angling Society and wish to record our full
support for their comments.
Please ensure that you record this letter as a formal objection to the proposed
tidal lagoon and involve us fully in any further consultation process.
2. Consenting Process and Consutlation context (Chapter 2 of the ES)

SB

Consultee

Date

Consultee response

Associated
British Ports
(ABP)

05/08/13

ABP does not object in principle to the development of the Scheme.
However, ABP is the party principally affected by the development and
future operation of the Scheme. The nature of ABP’s undertaking and the
commercial consequences of the Scheme for ABP mean that ABP must have
adequate protection for its interests either on the face of the proposed
Development Consent Order or by a separate agreement with the promoters
of the Scheme.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
TLSB has continued to engage with ABP
and appropriate protections will form
part of the consent.

Comment
No.
19.

Detailed discussions have yet to take place with the promoters of the
Scheme and until such protective provisions have been negotiated ABP must
maintain an objection to the Scheme proceeding.
SB

NRW
Advisory

05/08/13

NSB

WWFCymru

05/08/13

2.1. Please amend Table 2.1 to show that elements of the scheme not
covered by a Marine Licence e.g. access works, may require a Flood Defence
Consent (FDC) if in, or adjacent to, the Main Rivers Tawe or Neath. Where a
Marine Licence is required for elements of the scheme this will negate the
need for separate Flood Defence Consents.
We note that TLSB states, in paragraph 1.4.0.2 of the PEIR that it “aims to
meet and exceed the consultation requirements of relevant legislation, and
to follow local and national best practice guidance in all respects”.
WWF Cymru considers the engagement carried out to date by TLSB with

This table has been amended and is
presented in Chapter 1 of the ES.

20.

TLSB welcomes this support for the
consultation undertaken.

21.

6

stakeholders and the local community to be exemplary and complies with
the second pillar of the UNECE Aarhus Convention (which concerns public
participation in decision-making) and to which the UK is a contracting Party.
We also consider the Project Film to be a persuasive portrayal of the
company’s visioni.
NSB

RSPB

05/08/13

There may be the requirement for additional permissions. Harbour porpoise
may need a species licence from NRW as a section
42 species/European Protected Species
There may be a requirement for a safety zone. Section 95 and
Schedule 16 of the Energy Act 2004 set out the basic requirements for
applying for a safety zone to be placed around or adjacent to an offshore
renewable energy installation (OREI). Applications for safety zones must be
made to the relevant regulatory authority. In the
majority of cases for OREI in the sea off England, Wales and Scotland
the relevant regulatory authority will be the Department of Energy and
Climate Change (DECC).

SB

Welsh
29/07/13
Government

Chapter 2, Table 2.1 indicates the onshore works will be consented by the
DCO. You may like to seek clarification, if you haven’t already, from The
Planning Inspectorate or the Local Planning Authority (Swansea County
Council) about whether any of these works will also require Planning
Permission for the ancillary works.

Reference has been made to the
European Protected Species (EPS) in the
relevant Chapters of the ES, such as
Chapter 10.
An exclusion zone of 300-500m around
the turbine housing is being applied for
construction and operation. Further
information is provided in Chapter 4
(Project Description) of the ES.
TLSB will also be applying to DECC, after
submission of the DCO, to issue a notice
of safety zones
This has been taken into consideration
and the appropriate consents will be
applied for.

22.

23.

24.

Any references to Welsh Office should read Welsh Government.

This has been amended in the ES.

25.

Consenting process: Harbour porpoise may need a species licence from NRW
as a section 42 species/European Protected Species.

An EPS licence will be sought if required
concurrently with the application for the
DCO/ML.
An EPS licence will be applied for
concurrently with the application for the
DCO/ML.

26.

You might like to consider whether a European Protected Species (EPS)
licence under The Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010 will
be required, as It is an offence to deliberately disturb, capture, injure or kill,

27.

7

or damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of an EPS. Natural
resources Wales (NRW) can advise you further on this.
LAs

Bridgend
County
Borough
Council

29/07/13

Within table 2.1 in the summary of schedule of consents it should be noted
that under the Marine and Coastal Access Act (2009) the construction of any
structure in, on under or over the sea such as, but not limited to the swing
bridge may require a Marine Licence. It may be useful to provide a detailed
list or table that outlines which aspect(s) of the development will be
included in the Marine Licence application, the DCO application and any
other relevant consents.

Please amend Table 2.1 to show that elements of the scheme not covered by
a Marine Licence e.g. access works, may require a Flood Defence Consent
(FDC) if in, or adjacent to, the Main Rivers Tawe or Neath. Where a Marine
Licence is required for elements of the scheme this will negate the need for
separate Flood Defence Consents.
LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd will be required to consider the issues raised
by this Authority in the final preparation of the Environmental Impact
Assessment. This in turn will allow the Authority to come to an informed
position when invited by the Planning Inspectorate to submit a LIR, if and
when an application is accepted for examination.

In response to consultation with ABP
TLSB has withdrawn the western link due
to the potential impact on the operations
of the port.
A marine licence for the consent of those
elements of the Project that constitute a
licensable activity will be applied for
concurrently with the DCO.
Ancillary works are confirmed in line with
engineering parameters which is
reflected in the table shown in Chapter 1.

28.

29.

TLSB will continue to engage with the
Local Authorities throughout the
consenting process.

30.

Even though the project is the first of its
kind, methods to determine baseline

31.

Accordingly, at present the City & County of Swansea is not in a position to
come to a view as to whether the benefits of the scheme outweigh any
adverse impacts and therefore whether the proposal accords with UDP
Policy R11.

NSB

Swansea
Environmen

30/08/13

The position is therefore effectively one of in principle support, subject to
the criteria of Policy R11 and other relevant planning policy being met.
We realise and welcome that as this project is the first of its kind, that
guidelines and best practice must be taken from elsewhere. However, we

8

NSB

tal Forum

feel that there needs to be greater transparency on when guidelines have
been adapted and why the adaptation has taken place, this will allow for the
adapted guidelines to be assessed adequately.

Carmarthen
shire Rivers
Trust

The Carmarthenshire Rivers Trust would like to respond to your public notice
which appeared in the South Wales Evening Post on Saturday June 29th.
We are an environmental body and have full charity status. We are presently
managing environmental and habitat improvement schemes (in excess of
£1.5 million) in Carmarthenshire which extend to the western rivers of
Glamorgan, Tawe, Neath, Afan and Ogmore.

environments and conduct an
Environmental Impact Assessment have
followed established scientific practice
and current best practice. All information
of procedures followed and exact
methodology are provided within each
chapter of the ES.
TLSB comments on the response to
consultation made by PASAS are
discussed in detail in the report and this
appendix.

32.

We are fully supportive of and wish to be associated with the detailed
objection submitted by Pontardawe and Swansea Angling Society Ltd.

3. Site Selection and option appraisal (Chapter 3 of the ES)

NSB

Consultee

Date

Consultee response

RSPB

05/08/13

Impacts on hydrology and sea level ‐ including near and farfield effects,
impacts on flood risk, water quality, wave climate, land drainage and
groundwater; Impacts on estuarine habitats –
including both habitat loss at the time of
construction, and that associated with changes in geomorphology and the
tidal regime following construction.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
These issues have been fully investigated
as part of our detailed Environmental
Impact Assessment. The chapters of the
Environmental Statement which provide
further information in relation to these
comments will be chapter 6 (Coastal

33.

9

Section 3.9.3.1 of the PEIR refers to “the formation of a new artificial rocky
reef as part of the project”. Does this just refer to the lagoon structure itself
or will there be a separate rocky reef created as part of the project?

NSB

Swansea
Environmen
tal Forum

30/08/13

We realise and welcome that as this project is the first of its kind, that
guidelines and best practice must be taken from elsewhere. However, we
feel that there needs to be greater transparency on when guidelines have
been adapted and why the adaptation ion has taken place, this will allow for
the adapted guidelines to be assessed adequately.

SB

NRW
Advisory

05/08/13

3.1. Section 3.9.3.1 of the PEIR refers to “the formation of a new artificial
rocky reef as part of the project”. Does this just refer to the lagoon structure
itself or will there be a separate rocky reef created as part of the project?

Processes), chapter 7 (Marine Water
Quality Assessment), chapter 8 (Intertidal
and Subtidal Benthic Ecology), chapter 17
(Hydrology and Flood Risk) including
other matters that are discussed below.
The section referred to by the RSPB refers
to the lagoon itself. Wording amended.
Further clarity provided in chapter 4.
Even though the project is the first of its
kind, methods to determine baseline
environments and conduct an
Environmental Impact Assessment have
followed established scientific practice
and current best practice. All information
of procedures followed and exact
methodology are provided within each
chapter of the ES.
This refers to the lagoon structure itself.
The lagoon will comprise of c9.5km of
new wall creation, which will be covered
in rock armouring, within the
intertidal/subtidal zone. This structure
will create new artificial rocky reef
habitat that will be colonised.

4. Project Description (Chapter 4 of the ES)
Consultee

Date

Consultee response

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions

10

NSB

RSPB

05/08/13

The project must comply with Invasive Non-Native Species (INNS) biosecurity guidelines

Section 3.9.3.1 of the PEIR refers to “the formation of a new artificial rocky
reef as part of the project”. Does this just refer to the lagoon structure
itself or will there be a separate rocky reef created as part of the project?

LAs

Neath Port
Talbot County
Borough
Council

09/09/13

It is acknowledged that at 4.3.4 (Electricity connection to the NETS)
reference is made to the connection works being carried out along Fabian
Way before potentially passing into the Crymlyn Burrows SSSI either along
or adjacent to the existing tarmac track.
Firstly, it should be noted that a drainage ditch is to be formed along the
highway verge on the southern side of Fabian Way, where there are
already fibre optics and other services, which could result in difficulties in
laying the cables and / or the need for easements adjacent to these
services. In addition, given the historic use of the adjacent site as a BP Tank
Farm serving the oil refinery, there may be pipelines crossing this area. The
Head of Engineering and Transport has confirmed that any information in
relation to the location of services will be forwarded to TLSB as soon as it is
available.
Given the ecological sensitivity of the SSSI, a full assessment of the
ecological impacts arising from the routing of the cable will be necessary. It
is important to note that the existing tarmac path is not specifically
excluded from the SSSI designation. It is also understood that the tarmac
path follows the route of an historic BP pipeline and, as such, if the cabling
is to follow this line, remediation of this area may be necessary. However,
it is considered preferable to lay the cable in an area already disturbed or

Details of guidelines and measures
followed with respect to biosecurity are
discussed in section 8.6 of Chapter 8
(Intertidal and Subtidal Ecology).
This refers to the lagoon structure itself.
The lagoon will comprise of c9.5km of
new wall creation, which will be covered
in rock armouring, within the
intertidal/subtidal zone. Therefore,
creating new artificial rocky reef habitat
to be colonised.
A full infrastructure survey has been
undertaken as part of the land
referencing exercise and the undertakers
identified have been included in the Book
of Reference.

34.

35.

36.

TLSB intends to reach agreement
concerning the extinguishment or
suspension of third parties' temporary
and permanent rights where possible.

This full assessment is presented in
Chapter 12, Terrestrial Ecology, and
Chapter 18, Land Quality and
Hydrogeology of the ES. This comment
will be taken into account at the
appropriate time when the final route is
decided, and this preference has been

37.

11

requiring remediation rather than adjacent to the path in an area which
potentially has greater ecological sensitivity.

noted.

Additionally, it is understood that separate discussions with Neath Port
Authority will result in changes to specific elements of the project, and
include:

The final design of the Lagoon has been
shaped by the requirements of Port
authorities.






The south Lagoon wall set back from the port training wall is to be
brought forward to form part of the training wall.
The starboard buoy would be moved to create a gap of a minimum
of 250 metres from the repositioned lagoon wall.
The navigation channel width opposite the lagoon return wall at
Crymlyn Burrows will be widened to 100 metres and a new
Monkstone light also erected at this position.
The existing starboard training wall to the seaward and upstream
of the repositioned light will be uplifted, the river channel widened
accordingly and a new starboard training wall installed to
accommodate the repositioning of the starboard buoy and
Monkstone light.

38.

TLSB has and will continue to engage with
the Port Authorities to ensure the
appropriate protections form part of the
DCO.

Whilst the modifications have been agreed with TLSB and will provide
significant long term cost benefits to the port should the project proceed,
an assessment of any additional impact will need to be assessed as part of
the ES. In addition, it is understood that the Neath Port Authority will
prepare a report detailing the additional accommodation works that the
port will expect TLSB to provide including overcoming any future sediment
transport, dredging and improvements to the port wall upstream of the
lagoon.

TLSB have also suggested that with the approval of NRW the scheme could
include the removal of all the sand overtopping the training wall at

This option is no longer being pursued as
part of the Project or thus considered as

39.

12

SB

St Modwen &
Swansea
University

23/09/201
3

Crymlyn Burrows to replenish the beach in front of the new University
Campus. Again, an assessment of the environmental impacts of such a
proposal needs to be undertaken.

part of the EIA. Sufficient sand will be
available from within the lagoon footprint
for the beach-scaping works within the
lagoon.

Whilst the Table 2.1 summary schedule of consents identifies the
‘provision of a temporary working area’ within the DCO regime, it is not
clear whether this area is the same as that identified in Fig 4.25 Potential
Locations in the Port of Swansea for construction support sites. Some of
the sites identified in this Fig. are physically detached from the application
site and clarification is therefore sought as to whether this can be
considered associated development or whether a separate consent will be
needed from the relevant LPA. The description of this Fig. is also
misleading in that the support sites are not all in the Port of Swansea i.e.
the land north of Fabian Way.

The schedule of consents table provides
more detail and clarification in Chapter 1
of the ES.

The simplified cross section of the impoundment shows natural rock armor
set at a slope of 1:2. The Neath Estuary Group advise that the consenting
bodies should be interested in the source for this material, and
recommend clarification of which European County(s) may be able to
supply the majority of the this material and what mode of transport would
be used. From an initial examination, most of the material will not be
available in Wales. It is also unclear whether imported rock from Europe
would be large enough to be used in all areas of the proposed works. This
opens up the prospect of substantial volumes of artificial armoring using
concrete units
Disturbance of mineral sea bed
The geotubes® which will be used in the construction process are to be
filled with the material dredged as part of the lagoon creation. Dredged
material is treated as being contaminated unless proven otherwise. Part of
the reason for using geotubes is for the purpose of contaminant
containment as an integral part of lagoon wall structure.

40.

All sites considered for temporary
construction sites are now within the
application site and will be included
under the DCO. Use of the land north of
Fabian Way is no longer being considered
as part of the project.
The source of rock is clarified in Chapter 4
Project Description. Rock is expected to
come from Cornwall or North Wales, and
artificial armouring is not expected to be
required.

41.
TLSB’s geotube contractor TenCate has
done extensive testing on the geotube
material and the suitability for the
materials for this project. The first
TenCate geotube was installed in 1962
and has been used successfully in marine
13

Geofabric is porous to some degree so it needs to be assessed in order to
determine whether, if dredged material will leach from it. Laboratory tests
carried out by scientists at the University have determined that geotubes
filled with sediment have experienced significant leakage once the
material has wetted thoroughly.

structure construction for over 40 years.

Use of geotube fabric has been tried and tested in fluvial environments but
the University is not aware of any scheme which utilises them in a more
challenging marine environment. Extensive and careful testing of the
performance of the intended design, as well as the potential for material
to leach from the tubes under the repeated wave loading they will be
expected to endure should be carried out.
It is noteworthy that the lower Swansea Valley has contributed significant
heavy metals and other contaminants since the early 1700’s. These will
largely remain in Swansea Bay and may have an environmental impact if
disturbed.
Costs and Financial Model

The financial model has been refined and
updated as the project has progressed.
Financial advisors to the University and St Modwen have been provided
Consultation with DECC is ongoing with
with the opportunity to view the financial model, but without detailed
respect to agreeing a strike price for the
interrogation. At this stage, there is insufficient information on inputs or
energy generation. The model will be
outputs to consider whether the financial forecasts are within a reasonable supplemented with additional
range of sensitivity given the early stage of the development of the Project. information when appropriate.

42.

TLSB has acknowledged that both capital and operating costs remain at a
very high level and have the potential to vary significantly dependent on
the outcome of ongoing studies, and details such as site and ground
characteristics.
TLSB has also acknowledged that the financial model does not project high
rates of returns and is dependent upon agreement of the Contract for
Difference (“CfD”) strike price at the required level. It is not clear whether
14

the financial model is sufficiently robust taking into account likely costs
and liabilities both future and ongoing.
The Investor Memorandum prepared by TLSB and dated April 2013
indicates that the Project will be substantially funded by equity (84%), with
an illustrative internal rate of return of 10% based on a strike price of
£140/MWh.
The CfD tariffs are currently being consulted upon. Within these tariffs
“tidal range” projects, which include both “tidal lagoon” and “tidal
barrage” technologies, do not have a published strike price except for the
first 30MW of installed capacity in any project. Instead, given the lack of
cost data available, DECC will consider how best to price CfDs and the
appropriate length of contracts for these projects on a case by case basis.
Therefore it is not possible to assess the commercial viability of the Project
revenues.
Funding Structure
In discussion with TLSB, it was noted that the funding structure for the
Project remained to be clarified beyond the statement in the Investor
Memorandum, particularly funding of the development period cashflows.
Without clarity on the funding structure and demonstration of
commitment from both investors and lenders (as appropriate), it is not
possible to assess the commercial viability of the project and the risks
which it may pose should funding conditions not be met during
construction or operation.
Decommissioning
No comment is made in relation to the decommissioning process including
how it will be funded.

The decommissioning process is
described in Chapter 4 and assessed in all
relevant chapters of the ES. All
environmental assessment has been
15

undertaken using a defined baseline and
considers the construction, operation,
and decommissioning phases; which are
detailed within each ES chapter in
relation to the particular topic area.

NSB

WWF-Cymru

05/08/13

Wall construction
The construction process is described in section 4.6 of the PEIR. This
explains the care that will be taken to protect the sediment-filled
geotextile bags which will be placed within the wall structure: “The
Geotubes® will be covered with a geotextile to protect them from damage
during stone placing. The geotextile will then be covered by a small sized
rock under layer. The depth of the layer will vary depending on location
and exposure to the sea. The larger sized, rock armour, layer will be placed
on the sea side of the bund, again varying in depth dependant on
location.”
This care shows there is concern about protecting the integrity of the
Geotubes®.
Geotubes® are also mentioned in the document on Frequently Asked
Questionsii. This states:
“The wall design uses geotextile material (woven plastics) to encase sandy
dredged material, which has been used in many marine construction
applications from highway bridge foundations to coastal defences.”

As negotiations and consultation are
ongoing, funding of the decommissioning
stage is still to be determined.
Geotubes are three dimensional
geotextile encapsulated sand elements
manufactured from a woven
polypropylene geotextile material and
filled with sand. Geotube systems have
been in common use in hydraulic
engineering since the late 1980s and have
been used in a variety of hydraulic
engineering structures such as flood
defences to repair levees after hurricane
Katrina, dams, dykes, submerged
breakwaters, and harbour breakwaters as
the breakwater core.

43.

They are used to make the best use of
locally available materials (sand and
gravel) and to reduce the amount of
quarry stone that is used in traditional
rubble mound breakwaters. This reduces
the construction time, materials costs
and the environmental impact of creating
a large breakwater structure such as a
lagoon.
If a geotextile tube tears, it can be easily
16

We would like to know more about the historical use in construction of
geotextile material to encase sandy material and whether there have been
problems due to tearing of the geotextile. In particular, we would wish to
see the EIA provide information on the estimated risk of failure of the
Geotubes® and whether TLSB has considered contingency measures to
deal with such a failure.
NSB

RSPB

05/08/13

NSB

The Gower
Society

22/07/13

Rock and Rock Armour - The source and transportation of quarried
material needs to be addressed.
We query the large amounts of rock armouring that is to be imported into
the area and why full investigations have not been carried out into
obtaining locally sourced Pennant Sandstone that could be quarried and
then be used as a landfill site.
The free board above high water mark on the SW end looks small when
compared to that on the deep water iron ore dock at Port Talbot.

NSB

Pontardawe
and Swansea
Angling
Society Ltd

02/08/13

It’s claimed that the “nominal capacity” of the generating station would be
240MW. But that’s misleading. Because of utterly predictable tidal
conditions, actual capacity would be a lot less. The PEIR concedes that
actual generation over a year can never be any more than 400GWh, which
is shown by simple calculation to equate to a maximum overall generating
rate of just 46MW.
It isn’t clear, therefore, why the procedure in sections 14 and 15 of the
Planning Act 2008 is being used, because that procedure applies to
onshore generating stations with a capacity of more than 50MW and
offshore generating stations with a capacity of more than 100MW.

repaired. Chapter 4 of the ES provides
further information on the geotubes®.
Please comment 43 for geotube
information.

44.

This is addressed in Chapter 4 of the ES.

45.

Further information on the rock type and
source is provided in Chapter 4.
The most suitable rock type/location for
both economical and engineering
requirements has been selected.
The design has been carefully considered
and therefore the height of the free
board is considered appropriate.
A full explanation of the electrical
calculations and power quantification is
provided in chapter 4.

46.

47.

48.

In response, 400 GWh per year means an
average power production over the full
year (365 days and 24 hours per day) of
about 46 MW/hour.
But the turbines do not run the whole
year, full time. They will only run
between 14 to 16 hours per day. And the
power that the turbines can generate in
this period, depends on the available
head.
17

In principle, the turbines will generate
power anything between 0 and maximum
output.
The maximum installed capacity of the
turbines is 20 MW per turbine, or 320
MW for 16 turbines.

SB

Mid and West
Wales Fire &
Rescue
Service

31/07/13

1) The seawall is expected to be open to the public during daylight hours
for walking, running, cycling etc., though access will be controlled in
extreme weather - Access for Emergency Service is maintained at all times,
considering 24 hour security, electric gate key fobs for all appliances or
electrical gates that offer key coded access.
2) The top of the seawall will have an access road which will be used for
operation and maintenance of the lagoon as well as for visitors - This
would ideally be two lanes wide, one lane wide with periodic pull ¡n areas
to allow the passing of oncoming traffic or a one way vehicular movement
of traffic. This access road should be able to carry our Ariel Rescue Pump
(26 tonne).

3) Location A, B, C, and D - Would ideally have two clearly marked and
restricted parking bays, solely for Emergency Service’s
4) Location B and C - These locations should have either ramped access or
substantial landing platforms purely for Fire Service access. We could
utilise ramped access to allow our SRT crews to launch our Service boats
into the lagoon (DEFRA regulations allowing) and for Emergency Water

And because this is more than 100 MW,
the procedure in sections 14 and 15 of
the Planning Act 2008 is being used.
Agreed. Emergency access to the Project
will be ensured.

Two lanes wide cannot be guaranteed
around the entire perimeter. Generally
we will provide one lane width with
periodic pull in areas for passing vehicles.
(5.5 m width).
This access road will be capable of
supporting a 26 tonne vehicle.
Adequate provision will be made for
servicing and emergency access and
parking at each of the building locations.
We anticipate ramped access to intertidal
waters will be provided via a slipway at
the western landfall (Location B). Safety
plans and relevant Health and Safety will

49.

50.

51.

52.
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Supply access. EWS for Location B would cover the docks area and more
importantly Location C would cover the new proposed build of Swansea
University accommodation blocks.

be taken into consideration as part of
ongoing design development.

5) Access for fire service appliances should be provided commensurate
with the requirements of Building Regulations 2012; 'Approved Document
B 2010'- section 16 Vehicle Access.

The Project complies with these
regulations.

53.

6) Access to Open Water – where development of water front sites takes
place, the need for permanent and unobstructed access for Fire fighting
appliances to the water should be made a consideration of any planning.

This access will be available.

54.

7) Water Supply - The developer should consider the need to provide
adequate water supplies for fire fighting purposes on the site.

Adequate water supplies for such
purposes will be provided on the Lagoon.

55.

8) Rescue of Persons from Water in Construction Phase & After Opening You may be aware that Mid & West Wales Fire & Rescue Service generally
provides a water rescue response for persons in difficulty in inland aquatic
risks such as the docks, marina area and non-tidal areas of the River Tawe
etc. However, this is currently a non-statutory duty and therefore cannot
be relied upon in either the construction phase or after opening of the
Lagoon.

TLSB’s construction contractor Costain
will ensure that best practice is followed
for health and safety as detailed in the
HASEMP – (Health and Safety
Environmental Management Plan) which
will appended to CEMP.
Lifebelts and other safety equipment will
also be available.

56.

TLSB’s construction contractor Costain
will ensure that best practice is followed
for health and safety as detailed in the
HASEMP – (Health and Safety
Environmental Management Plan) which

57.

As I read this, the Fire Service is saying that it may not be able to provide
assistance in some circumstances. Are we making any alternative
arrangements to protect personnel/users?
For the construction phase of the project statute Health & Safety law
requires you to make such provision for all foreseeable risks. This would
include the possibility of the rescue of persons who have fallen into the
water. Likewise, after the opening of the Lagoon no guarantee can be
given that Mid & West Wales Fire & Rescue Service would provide a water
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rescue service in the lagoon.

will appended to CEMP.

The initial consultation above highlights the pertinent issues relating to the
proposed Tidal lagoon once constructed.
Point 8 refers to the construction phase, it is to this matter that I would
add the following, additional observations and comment.
Under the construction phase, the Construction Design and Management
(CDM) Regulations will be the primary legislation for which the HSE will be
the ‘Lead Authority’. Legislation such as the Regulatory Reform (Fire
Safety) Order, for which the Fire and Rescue Service (FRS) will be the
enforcing authority, will not apply until the project or phases of it are
occupied.

Dult noted

Access and Facilities for Fire Fighting.
Plant and Machinery involved in fire could be at the extremities of the
build site, and tidal water levels could be low or non-existent during
phases of construction, there may therefore be an issue with water
supplies for fire-fighting. There ¡s a static supply on the pumping
appliances and a water bowser may be added to the ‘pre-determined
attendance’ for such an incident.

58.

59.

Any temporary access roads would need to meet the minimum
requirements for a pumping appliance, in terms of load bearing capacity
and width. This would be 12.5 Tonnes, for Pumping appliances, with a
minimum width of 3.7 m (3.lm at gates or pinch points). The Aerial Rescue
Appliance (ARP), currently in service in this Brigade, would require a load
bearing capacity of 23 Tonnes. The weight of this appliance is distributed
over 3 axles, however this would be critical on any structures such as
bridges on any access route.
A survey of available access points to launch the FRS Rescue Boats, should
be undertaken. This work would be on-going during the construction
phase, and temporary access ramps may be needed, subject to the findings
20

of this survey.
If there are proposals to use high-elevation or ‘tower cranes’, then this
should be identified and the FRS informed, so contingency plans for any
possible rescue of the crane operators can be put in place.
Similarly, if there are any proposals for ‘confined space’ working, such as
tunnels or trenches, then any prior information would assist the FRS ¡n its
training and preparation for any such emergency event.
Details of the type and location of any hazardous substances, such as
acetylene, for example, should be recorded and available to the FRS given
any ‘fire incident’.

NSB

Fulcrum
Pipelines Ltd

02/07/13

SB

National Grid
Electricity
Transmission
plc.

29/07/13

This is not an exhaustive list of any possible scenarios or problems that
may arise, and many of the points above are obviously incumbent in the
‘Risk Assessments’ that will be required for this project and I am sure will
be identified and addressed
We are constantly adding to our underground assets and would strongly
advise that you consult us again prior to undertaking any excavations.
National Grid Transmission has high voltage electricity overhead
transmission lines and high voltage underground cables which lie within or
in close proximity to the proposed order limits.
These lines form an essential part of the electricity transmission network in
England and Wales and
include the following:
_ VE 275kV Overhead Line – Baglan Bay to Swansea North
_ VE 275kV Overhead Line – Baglan Bay to Margam
_ VEA 275kV Overhead Line – Baglan Bay to Swansea North & Margam
_ 275kV UG Cable – Baglan Bay to Swansea North
_ 275kV UG Cable – Baglan Bay to Margam
The following substation is also located within or in close proximity to the
proposed order limits:

All associated parties will be consulted
prior to any excavation works.

60.

A full infrastructure survey has been
undertaken as part of the land
referencing exercise and the undertakers
identified have been included in the Book
of Reference.

61.

TLSB intends to reach agreement
concerning the extinguishment or
suspension of third parties' temporary
and permanent rights where possible.
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_ Baglan Bay Substation
Statutory electrical safety clearances must be maintained at all times. Any
proposed buildings must not be closer than 5.3m to the lowest conductor.
National Grid recommends that no permanent structures are built directly
beneath overhead lines.

TLSB’s construction contractor Costain
will ensure that best practice is followed
for health and safety as detailed in the
HASEMP – (Health and Safety
Environmental Management Plan) which
will appended to CEMP.
See comment 60 above.

62.

See comment 60 above.

64.

Plant, machinery, equipment, buildings or scaffolding should not encroach
within 5.3 metres of any of our high voltage conductors when those
conductors are under their worse conditions of maximum “sag” and
“swing” and overhead line profile (maximum “sag” and “swing”)

See comment 60 above.

65.

Drilling or excavation works should not be undertaken if they have the
potential to disturb or adversely affect the foundations or “pillars of
support” of any existing tower.

See comment 60 above.

66.

Where the promoter intends to acquire land, extinguish rights, or interfere
with any of National Grid apparatus protective provisions will be required
in a form acceptable to it to be included within the DCO.

TLSB has submitted any proposed
acquisition of land or
extinguishment/suspension of rights over
land in the Book of Reference submitted
with the Application. Where these rights
are being sought in relation to National
Grid assets, negotiation is being

67.

If any changes in ground levels are proposed either beneath or in close
proximity to our existing overhead lines then this would serve to reduce
the safety clearances for such overhead lines. Safe clearances for existing
overhead lines must be maintained in all circumstances.
The relevant guidance in relation to working safely near to existing
overhead lines is contained within the Health and Safety Executive’s
(www.hse.gov.uk) Guidance Note GS 6 “Avoidance of Danger from
Overhead Electric Lines” and all relevant site staff should make sure that
they are both aware of and understand this guidance.

63.
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National Grid requests to be consulted at the earliest stages to ensure that
the most appropriate protective provisions are included within the DCO
application to safeguard the integrity of our apparatus and to remove the
requirement for objection.

undertaken and the appropriate
protections will be included in the DCO.
See comment 65 above.

68.

SB

Abertawe Bro
Morgannwg
University
Health Board
(& Public
Health
England)

20/08/13

Requirements for assessing potential human or public health impacts that
may arise from exposure to EMF (Electric and Magnetic Fields). The final
submission to the Planning Inspectorate should demonstrate that these
potential impacts have been correctly assessed and that either no adverse
impact is predicted or that exposures will fall within guidance levels.
(Referred to in the scoping consultation response issued by the HPA on 1st
November 2012)

All transmission cables will be built into
the lagoon wall and will not radiate EMF
to human or public visitors. At landfall,
cables will be buried to appropriate
depth to meet H&S requirements
providing suitable land cover.

69.

NSB

Royal
Yachting
Association

15/07/13

With respect to the latest change in the design of the lagoon boundary, the
RYA has a preference for the layout option D shown in the PEIR at table 3.1
which has an overlap in the lagoon wall, with the turbine housing sited in
between. The hazard workshop was the first time we had seen the new
layout, with the turbines sited in line with the wall, and we believe that the
turbine housing selected in option J3 is less safe that option D.

The lagoon design which has been
selected (J3, which is a larger design but
developed as a result of consultation to
avoid encroachment on the SSSI and
Neath Harbour approach channel)
incorporastes appropriate safety and
navigational] considerations in mind with
an anticipated exclusion zone in the
region of 300-500m in the vicinity of the
turbines which is applicable in all design
options as displayed in table 3.1.

70.

Operational safety zones around the turbine housing were also mentioned
for the first time at the hazard workshop, and if the proposed 400m
operational safety zone on both sides of the turbine housing is progressed
with the new in line design, then this will force boats navigating from the
River Neath to the River Tawe (or vice versa) to take an unnatural path
should they choose to skirt the edge of the lagoon wall […].
The overlapping wall in option D created a natural enclosure of the turbine
housing, thus negating the need for a “marked exclusion area around
turbines (with wire/buoy system)” as detailed in the hazard log.
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SB

Health and
Safety
Executive

29/07/13

Does location B (western landfall) fall within consultation distance of a
major hazard site, BP chemicals?

Impact on generation, transmission and distribution to satisfy general UK
health and safety legislation and the proposed design and future
operations must comply with the Electricity at Work Regulations 1989 and
Electrical Safety, Quality and Continuity Regulations 2002. Generators,
distributors, their contractors and others have defined duties in order to
protect members of the public from the dangers posed by the electrical
equipment used.
SB

SB

Wales & West
Utilities

NRW advisory

05/08/13

05/08/13

Apparatus may be at risk during construction works.

This is out-with the PADHI consultation
zone. No element of this project will be
constructed on the former BP tank farm,
as detailed within the Consultation
Report.
TLSB’s construction contractor Costain
will ensure that best practice is followed
for health and safety as detailed in the
HASEMP – (Health and Safety
Environmental Management Plan) which
will appended to CEMP.

71.

A full infrastructure survey has been
undertaken as part of the land
referencing exercise and the undertakers
identified have been included in the Book
of Reference.

73.

TLSB intends to reach agreement
concerning the extinguishment or
suspension of third parties' temporary
and permanent rights where possible.
Noted. Since completion of the PEIR,
details of the construction and operation
details of the project have been finalised.
Information requested is now detailed in
Chapter 4 (Project Description) of the ES.

4.1. Chapter 4.0 of the PEIR outlines the main elements of the project; how
these will be constructed, maintained and operated and NRW welcomes
the inclusion of these details. However, there are still a number of options
for certain key elements of the project which remain under consideration
such as the exact number and size of turbines and the design of the
cofferdam required for construction of the turbine housing. We appreciate
that some of these details are still to be worked out and may in part rely
The assessment undertaken assumes a
on the outcome of the EIA, but ask the applicant to clarify how any residual worst case scenario and the options

72.

74.
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uncertainty will be handled within the ES, as Paragraph 4.1.1.1 of the
report states that: “a number of options still exist and that where more
than one option remains at the DCO application stage, the option with the
potential for the worst case effect is to be assessed”, whereas paragraph
3.1.1.4 states that “Where more than one options remains when the
application is made for a DCO, all options will be considered within the EIA
process and reported within the ES”. It is therefore unclear whether all
options or a worst case scenario will be assessed. We therefore welcome
further clarity on the proposed impact assessment approach to be applied
within the EIA, and recommend that this is clearly communicated within
subsequent EIA documents such as the ES.

considered envelop the micro-siting
requirements as defined in the ES.

4.2. It is proposed that the lagoon wall will require 5 million m3 of
sediment and that this is to be obtained from an area within the lagoon of
2.5km2 at an average depth of 2m (see paragraph 4.3.1.6). The report does
not go into detail regarding the type of sediments required to fill the
Geotubes and for use as infill but we note that comparison of the
proposed source area (shown in Figure 4.4) to the map of sediment
distributions within the lagoon footprint (Figure 6.6) suggests that the
principal material to be used is to be gravel. These proposals appear to be
conceptual and not based on detailed ground investigations (see 4.6.2.9)

Within the ES further information has
been provided within Chapter 4 regarding
the sediment proposed for use in the
Geotubes. The Geotechnical
Investigations have determined where
dredging will occur, which consists of
sand/gravel/silt combinations of
sediment. Prior to construction additional
ground investigations will be conducted
to build upon the information which has
been presented to date.
TLSB will submit a marine licence for both
the construction of works in the
seabedand dredging and disposal. All
information has been submitted to NRW
MLT within these applications and
supporting documents.

Within section 4.6.2.9 we note that the results of the Ground
Investigations will be submitted to the MLT to enable the determination of
the dredging aspect of the marine licence application. From the
information presented to date it is anticipated that the application to
dredge will be presented as part of the marine licence application for the
entire scheme. If this is not the case please notify the MLT as soon as
possible. The determination of the application to dredge will be based on
the process outlined earlier, with the results of the ground investigations
used to inform this decision after consultation with a number of
consultees, including Cefas and NRW advisory. Should the sediment

75.

76.
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analysis undertaken be considered to be insufficient to support the
dredging aspect of the application TLSB will be notified and additional fees
may be payable.
NRW recommend that the ES clearly state (as accurately as is reasonable)
the following: - Volume of each type of sediment needed for the seawall
and temporary bund;
- Source of sediments (following sediment quality analysis);
- Likely source of sediment if insufficient volume within project area; and
assesses the impacts of all options for sourcing of materials for the
construction of the lagoon that remain under consideration at the point of
application.

Chapter 4 of the ES, project description
provides detailed information regarding
the volume and source of the sediment
used for constructing the lagoon wall.

77.

4.3 Figure 4.1a has no key and poor resolution which makes it very hard to
read and interpret.

This has been amended in Chapter 4 of
the ES.

78.

4.4 Paragraph 4.3.8.6, Visitor Centre(s) including access and parking: Figure
1.2 states that the proposed Eastern landfill Building will “sit on the
proposed dune and grassland between the SAIC and the lagoon”. It is
assumed any associated impacts e.g. on LBAP habitat will be fully assessed
through the EIA process. We note the acknowledgement of the need for
access controls and for this to include information relating to Crymlyn
Burrows SSSI. In addition the EIA will need to fully consider the siting of
buildings and associated infrastructure in conjunction with Swansea
University Bay Campus applicants and the conditions and obligations
established within that planning permission for managing access to
Crymlyn Burrows SSSI for which we refer you to the local planning
authority. We continue to advise further detailed discussion with the
University, St Modwens and NPTCBC Planning Dept. in this regard, so that
the final EIA addresses the in-combination effects and any mitigation
measures required for any proposals that could increase Eastern landfall
recreational access pressures to the SSSI. Access controls are not clear
from the information provided. We would be willing to attend any
discussions on these aspects if required.

The information centre is located outside
the SSSI and the Swansea University
campus. The project team are presently
reviewing the university mitigation
strategy for the Crymlyn Burrows SSSI,
and in conjunction with them will seek to
agree a joint strategy to manage
recreation access to be agreed with NRW.
The information centre will seek to
promote responsible use and the building
itself will not provide for any visitor
parking minimising footfall generated by
the lagoon proposal.

79.
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SB

NRW (CEFAS)

05/08/13

4.5 Paragraph 4.6.3.25, Grid Connection: There is no reference to working
areas within the SSSI, or how large a working width is required for a 1.5m
wide trench. Similarly no reference to size of laydown areas or need for
compounds along cable route.

This information is provided within
chapter 4 (Project Description) of the ES.

80.

4.6 Paragraph 4.7.1.2 states that the sea bed at the turbine housing site
will be taken down to between 9 and 12m below existing sea bed level.
NRW seek clarification as to how this excavation will be stabilised and how
far from the turbine housing the change in existing bed level will extend,
both inside and outside of the lagoon. Will there be a gradual slope
running down to the turbine housing for instance, or will the excavation be
confined to the immediate vicinity of the turbine housing and the walls of
the excavated area stabilised by sheet piling or some other method?

This information is provided in detail in
Chapter 4 (Project Description)

81.

4.6 We note that the details of [the] decommissioning phase outlined in
the PEIR are still relatively limited and would like to take this opportunity
to reiterate our previous advice on this matter that impacts of all phases of
the project are adequately assessed within the EIA.

Noted. This is provided within each
chapter of the ES for the resulting
assessed topic.

82.

A construction method statement together with a route (or routes) for
construction traffic should also be considered, together with a parking
strategy and public transport provision and links during the operation
phase of development should be provided within the ES.

A construction phase traffic management
plan will be prepared for approval by the
local planning authority and a draft
skeleton of this plan has been submitted
to CCSC.
This is addressed within the Health and
safety and environmental management
plan.

83.

Noted. This is now provided in Chapter 4
of the ES.

84.

In terms of construction / waste management, full details of pollution
prevention controls to be implemented at all stages of development and
details of waste materials used on site / imported etc. should be provided
and assessed.
Firstly a map of the scheme showing all aspects of the development should
be provided at suitable scale (not more than 1:10,000) which clearly
identifies the location of the Mean High Water Springs (MHWS) line. We
note that the lagoon boundary and MHWS line is displayed in Figure 4.1a
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(in the figures section of chapter 4), however the additional structures
such as the swing bridge are absent. All figures must also contain adequate
keys to enable interpretation of the figures
There is also the potential to create an access to the Lagoon from the sea
and this would be considered further during the EIA stage of the Project.
The access would be in the form of a gate that could be used when the
water level in the Lagoon and the sea are the same. There is also intended
to be emergency access to the Lagoon via several slipways. Cefas would
expect details of these and any possible impacts to be presented in the
draft ES so that a full assessment of the project can be completed.

Access between the Lagoon and the sea
as part of the project is no longer being
considered.

85.

. A number of bridge crossings are proposed but again details are lacking in
this PEIR which Cefas would expect to see at the draft ES stage, particularly
in relation to any works below mean high water springs (MHWS). This also
applies to works to the former Ro-Ro ferry terminal.

All proposals for bridge crossings
including the Western Link are no longer
being taken forward as part of the
Project.

86.

Proposals are also being considered for an extensive new beach and
proposed saltmarsh. Again no details are included at this stage but Cefas
reiterate the importance of including these details and an assessment of
the impacts of these works (and therefore the project as a whole) at the
draft ES stage.

Full details will be provided within
chapter 4 (Project Description) and
chapter 8 (Intertidal and Subtidal
Ecology) of the ES.

87.

Mariculture opportunities are also being considered to help regenerate the
native oyster beds within Swansea Bay, a potential lobster hatchery which
could be used to increase biodiversity of the new seawall/reef habitat,
mariculture “plots” and opportunities linked to research at Swansea
University’s new Science and Innovation Campus (SAIC). Again no details
are included at this stage but Cefas reiterate the importance of including
these details and an assessment of the impacts of these works (and
therefore the project as a whole) at the draft ES stage.

Full details will be provided within
chapter 4 (Project Description) and
chapter 8 (Intertidal and Subtidal
Ecology) and chapter 9 (Fisheries)

88.

Construction is expected to begin in 2015 and will be split into 4 phases.

This figure has now been updated in

89.
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Dredging will occur usually between April to October. As such the
permanent breakwater bund seawalls will be constructed during the
summers of 2015 and 2016, and the closure of the eastern arm of the
breakwater bund seawall during the summer of 2017. The construction of
the turbine and sluice gate structure is programmed from Autumn 2015 to
Autumn 2017. Incidentally figure 4.32 which shows the timeline of the
project is missing from the main report.

Chapter 4 of the ES.

Dredging is expected to be undertaken by Cutter Suction Dredger. The
results of the Ground Investigation (GI) will provide information on levels
of contamination within the sediments. This information will be provided
to Natural Resource Wales, Marine Licensing Team (and their advisors the
Centre for Environment, Fisheries & Aquaculture Science (CEFAS)). Further
advice on this can be found under the section on Coastal Processes,
Sediment Transport and Contamination below.

Noted. All information is being passed to
the marine licensing team (MLT) for their
consideration, and appropriate licences
will be obtained.

90.

It is unclear whether dredged material will be immediately put into the
Geotubes but the developer should be aware that there is currently no
provision for the stockpiling of marine sediment and then returning it to
the marine environment.

No stockpiling is required of the sediment
to fill the Geotubes.

91.

To construct the concrete turbine and sluice gate structure, a temporary
bund wall is required to create a dry construction area. There are currently
four options for this which are detailed within the PEIR. Removal of the
bund has been considered at a high level but will be further determined
once an option has been selected. Any sediment, stone or rock armour
removed from the temporary bund would be used to complete the
breakwater bund.

The options are refined in Chapter 4 of
the ES.

92.

Cefas support a 10 m cable burial depth, if this can be achieved to mitigate
the effects of EMF on electro sensitive species (9.3.3.27), Cefas also
support the mitigation suggested in 9.3.6.7. Cefas support and recommend
soft start piling procedures (9.3.6.1). Cefas look forward to reviewing the

The cable will be installed within the
lagoon breakwater structure and will
avoid routes through natural sediment.

93.
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outcomes of 9.3.6.3 and potential mitigation measures that may result.
NSB

WWF-Cymru

05/08/13

Paragraph 4.9.2.2 states that “it is proposed that between 16 – 22 bidirectional bulb turbines will be used. Based on a 7m turbine, they will
have a rotational speed of approximately 62.5rpm”. This would imply a
turbine tip speed of about 23m/s.

Full assessment on impacts to fish and
fisheries in relation to turbines has been
conducted as detailed in Chapter 9 (Fish,
Including Recreational and Commercial
Fisheries).

94.

The impact of the turbines on fish is
assessed as part of Chapter 9 of the ES.
The ability of fish to pass through the
turbines as modelled and presented in
the chapter is considered in the
formation of the impact significance.

95.

9.3.3.10 states “ … the turbine runners will be three-bladed units and this,
combined with large passage sizes and low runner speed (~62.5 rpm
currently proposed), will minimise risk to fish”. However, this seems to be
at odds with research quoted in a report produced by Rolls-Royce plc. and
Atkins Ltd in 2010 as part of the Severn Embryonic Technologies Schemeiii.
This research (which is referred to in the report of the Energy and Climate
Change Committee’s recent inquiry into a Severn Barrage iv) contains the
following figure:
This implies a high risk of fish mortality with turbines with a tip speed of 23
m/s. In addition, sub-lethal injuries and predation may add to the overall
mortality.
We would wish to see these issues covered in detail in the EIA, together
with any mitigation measures which have been demonstrated to be
effective.
NSB

Ogmore
Angling
Association

05/08/13

The design of the turbines – shown above - and the manner in which
they’ll be screened is a huge concern to our club.
This statement from TLSB gives us no confidence that the impact of the
turbines on fish and marine life in general has received anything other than
the most superficial scrutiny -

“The size of the turbines (7-8m in diameter) and low rotation speeds
(approx. 60rpm) mean that there will be large gaps through which fish
30

can pass and the modelling will give a better understanding of this.”

At 60 rpm the tips of the propeller blades of the turbine will rotate at a
speed which fish will not be able to avoid as a quick primary school
calculation would have shown.
The circumference of a circle is calculated by the formula 2𝜋𝑟
The rotor blades have a radius of around 3.75 metres.
The circumference of the circle which the blades will describe is (2 x 3.14 x
3.75 m), 23.55 metres.
The given speed of the blades is quoted as 60 rpm or 1 revolution per
second.
The ends of the blades will rotate through 23.55 m each second, 23.55
metres per second converted to miles per hour is 52.7 mph, a speed
which spells certain death for any creatures over a few millimetres in size
which enter the draft tube.
The three turbine blades shown in the diagram above will all be moving at
that speed so a fish will have a window of opportunity of a third of a
second to avoid the blades which will be rotating at a speed of over
50mph.

NSB

WTW

05/08/13

This issue needs to be addressed, the proposed turbine design is unsafe
and a more fish friendly turbine such as Archimedes screw should replace
it.
We would welcome further information about why screening in front of
the turbine is not considered necessary in mitigation for marine mammals.
We would also point out that apart from the large amount of suspended

Screening is not a viable option for this
type of turbine and design as it would
cause significant reduction in flow speeds

96.
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sediments being moved around in the water column of the Bristol Channel
there are also many cases of larger flotsam moving through the waters,
such as large timber.

and result in potential issues of the
screens becoming blocked with marine
fauna and flora.
The construction will take approximately
3 years, with generation expected in
2018.
Landowners have been identified as part
of the land referencing exercise that will
form part of the DCO applications. [All
parties with an interest in land], such as
ABP and Swansea University, have been
subject to a process of early and
continuous engagement and negotiation.
The operation of a Severn Barrage would
not preclude TLSB from generating tidal
energy, though it may have some impact
on the level of the tide and therefore the
level of electricity generation.
At present there are no other tidal lagoon
projects installed within the United
Kingdom.
Geotubes are three dimensional
geotextile encapsulated sand elements
manufactured from a woven
polypropylene geotextile material and
filled with sand. Geotube systems have
been in common use in hydraulic
engineering use since the late 1980s and
have been used in a variety of hydraulic
engineering structures such as flood
defences to repair levees after hurricane
Katrina, dams, dykes, submerged

NSB

Crynant
Community
Council (CCC)

Between 4
July and 5
August

CCC enquired about the length of time construction will take; which
landowners permissions will be required from; the impact of the Severn
Barrage and whether this is the first project of its kind in Britian.

NSB

Reynoldston
Community
Council (RCC)

Between 4
July and 5
August

RCC enquired about the use and previous use of the geotube® technology.
RCC also enquired about access from the sea. RCC considered that trees
were unsuitable for planting on the seawall.

97.

98.
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breakwaters, and harbour breakwaters as
the breakwater core.

NSB

5.

NSB

Mumbles
Yacht Club
(MYC)

Between 4
July and 5
August

[MYC] were using ABPmer for site 1 and 2 AWOK readings were we
convinced by results reference the net difference?
Will there be buoys near the turbine housing, inside and out?
What would the current speed be around the turbine housing?
Where in the lagoon will the dredging material come from for the
Geotubes?
There is a possibility that it could change the structure of the Bay, very
interested in the impact on the effect of siltation. Look at example of the
car park at Knabb Rock [located on Mumbles head] which has changed the
dynamics considerably

Planning and Policy Context (Chapter 5 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
RSPB

05/08/13

Renewable Energy Infrastructure National Policy
Statement (EN‐3, 2011) Tenure of the seabed – A progress report of the

There will be no public access to the
lagoon wall from the seaward side of the
structure. There will however, be a
number of publicly accessible facilities,
including slipways, within the lagoon
which are fully listed in chapter 4 (Project
Description) of the ES.
TLSB is satisfied with its methodologies
that have been agreed with the relevant
regulatory bodies.
The turbine housing will be protected by
an exclusion zone, marked by buoys,
inside and out.
The safety measures regarding navigation
will be agreed with the relevant port and
other authorities.
The sediment used within the core of the
breakwater bunds/Geotubes will be
taken from the seabed within the
footprint of the Lagoon. Exact location
within that footprint has been
determined by detailed survey of the
seabed – see EIA Chapter 4.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
Consultation with The Crown Estate are
still ongoing.

99.
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Crown Estate lease application would be helpful.
In the list of relevant legislation you may have missed the “Fish
Directive” (Directive 2006/44/EC). It covers freshwaters, up to 1 nm, and
parameters for supporting fish life.
SB

SB

NRW advisory

NRW
Marine
Licence Team

05/08/13

05/08/13

All relevant legislation that has been
taken into account with regards to fish is
detailed in Chapter 9 (Fish, Including
Recreational and Commercial Fisheries).
Consideration of the topics raised is
included in Chapter 5 of the ES.

101.

As the determination process for a marine licence is based upon the
procedure outlined [below], having regard to the Marine Works
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations, 2007 and the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations (2010) the references to
section 105 of the Planning Act should be deleted from section 5.3.

This has been amended in Chapter 5 of
the ES.

103.

There are also number of comments that need to be updated within section
5.3 Decision making. For Marine Licences:
a) The need to protect the environment,
b) The need to protect human health
c) The need to prevent interference with legitimate users of the sea,
And such other matters the authority considers relevant.

This has been included in Chapter 5 of
the ES and is discussed in the Planning
Statement.

104.

The MLT must also have regard to any representation which it receives

This has been included in Chapter 5 of

105.

5.1 Please ensure that the former FCW policy position paper on
development affecting woodlands (see Annex V of this response) is
included in the list of Welsh National Guidance in any additional public
consultation documents and when relevant within any future
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) submitted as part of the application
for development consent. We wish to specifically draw attention to the
following points from section 4.1 of the statement:
“2. There is a strong presumption against the permanent removal of
woodland except for the restoration of high priority open habitats and
where this is necessary it is balanced by woodland creation at a national
level
4. When permanent removal of woodland is permitted for development,
compensatory planting offsets the losses in public benefit”

102.
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from any person having an interest in the outcome of the application.
Furthermore in section 5.5, Welsh National Guidance, it should be clarified
that the determination of a Marine Licence is for the NRW MLT on behalf of
the Licensing Authority. Whilst Welsh Government provide Marine Policy
guidance to NRW, the determination process is outlined in section 69 of the
Marine and Coastal Access Act (2009).
We would like to welcome the fact that project is the first of its kind, and
that there is not yet a fixed decision on various aspects like size and location
of the site and the amount and type of turbines until the completion of the
EIA. However as this is a world first we feel it is particularly important to use
extra caution in the planning phase to ensure the project’s success, and
bearing in view that once constructed, any effects are likely to be
irreversible.

6. Coastal Processes, Sediment Transport and Contamination (Chapter 6 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
SB

NRW (CEFAS)

05/08/13

Section 6.2.1.2 we note the contents of the National Policy Statement. As
this application is within Welsh Territorial Waters guidance should be sought
from NRW MLT not the Marine Management Organisation as outlined in this
statement.
No data collection quality standards or assurance methods have been
documented at this stage. Cefas would expect such information to be
presented in the geophysical and metocean survey reports produced by
Titan Environmental Surveys (Titan 2012 a and b) rather than in the ES itself.
The measures should include documentation of sound velocity

the ES and is discussed in the Planning
Statement.
Marine licence applications have been
submitted to NRW MLT.

TLSB welcomes the support for the
Project and considers that a robust
assessment of the impact of the scheme
has been undertaken as part of the EIA
process presented in the ES.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
Guidance from all relevant government
bodies have formed the basis of the EIA.

This information is presented in the
appendices to Chapter 6 where
appropriate.

106.

107.

108.

109.
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measurement, navigation checks and tidal correction.
Standard practices have been employed in the data collection. The
methodology provides a comparison between the behaviour of the physical
environment with and without the proposed development and for each
development phase: pre-construction, construction, operation and
decommissioning (6.3.1.2, page 6-3), applying a source pathway- receptor
model (6.3.1.3, page 6-3).

This is reflective of the assessment
undertaken.

110.

Baseline environmental information has been taken from geophysical and
metocean surveys conducted by Titan Environmental Surveys Ltd and the
local Shoreline Management Plan produced by Halcrow (all published in
2012), the Severn Tidal Power SEA published by ABPmer in 2010 and a
report about marine aggregates in the Bristol Channel published in 2000
(6.3.1.9, page 6-4). These data are sufficiently timely for use in this report.
(Page 11). Performance criteria were met or exceeded for over 85% of the
time for each location/parameter presented and in many cases 100%
success was achieved.

This is reflective of the assessment
undertaken.

111.

Modelled data were also compared against validation data. Statistical
TLSB welcomes the support for its
accuracy assessments are presented for modelled water levels (Table 6.1.5,
approach to modelling work.
page 13), flow speeds (Table 6.1.6, page 13) and flow directions (Table 6.1.7,
page 14). The performance of the model against validation data is also
assessed with respect to the performance criteria in Table 6.1.4 (page 11).
The wave model was compared with calibration data and statistical accuracy
assessments made. These assessments are presented for wave height (Table
6.1.8, page 15), wave period (Table 6.1.9, page 15) and wave direction
(Table 6.1.10, page 15). Similar assessments are presented for comparison of
modelled wave data with validation data. Statistical accuracy assessments
are presented for wave height, period and direction in Tables 6.1.11 to
6.1.13 (page 17). All of the assessments in the report indicate that the
modelling work carried out provides reliable results.

112.
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The existing environment is accurately described in terms of tidal dynamics
(6.4.2.3 to 6.4.2.12, pages 6-7 to 6-8), water levels (6.4.2.13 to 6.4.2.16,
pages 6-8 to 6-9), waves (6.4.2.17 to 6.4.2.22, pages 6-9 to 6-10), fluvial
inputs (6.4.2.23, pages 6-10 to 6-11). Sediment issues are considered in
section 6.4.4 (pages 6-12 to 6-20). The potential effects of the scheme are
described in section 6.5 (page 6-20) and it is understood that the potential
impacts presented are simply a high-level overview and that a more detailed
assessment of impacts will be made during the assessment phase of the
studies (6.5.0.5, page 6-22). During construction the potential impacts
arising from localised sediment disturbance will be made with consideration
of separate construction phases if required (Table 6.6, page 6-22). Potential
impacts during the operation phase are changes to local tidal flows, local
erosion and sedimentation, changes to water levels and wave processes and
changes to sediment distribution and supply inside and outside the lagoon,
at offshore sandbanks and the coastline (Table 6.7, page 6-23). During the
decommissioning phase the predicted potential impacts are a short-term
increase in suspended sediment concentration and flow changes (Table 6.8,
page 6-23). Cumulative and in-combination effects have been considered
(6.5.4, page 6-24) and Cefas are unaware of any relevant schemes that have
not been included in Table 6.9 (page 6-24).

The ‘detailed assessment’ identified in
the PEIR has been completed and is
presented in Chapter 6 of the ES.

113.

2D flow modelling has been carried out (page 4-51 to 4-55). The effect of the
lagoon on wave climate within the Bay (including the approaches to the
Tawe and Neath Channel is being reviewed (4.9.5.3, page 4-56). Design wave
conditions are also being assessed and information regarding climate change
and resulting sea level rise will be taken into account (4.9.5.4, page 4-56).
Cefas would expect to see the results of both of these reviews incorporated
into the impact assessment.

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is presented in ES
Chapter 6.

114.

Any changes to the marine processes are likely to impact other receptors
such as marine ecology and these impacts should be considered throughout
the EIA process and discussed within the ES.

Marine processes are discussed primarily
in Chapter 6 (Coastal Processes) but have
also been considered throughout other
chapters where relevant.
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SB

NRW (KPAL)

05/08/13

For the Project it is anticipated that a total of 5 million m3 of sediment will
be required. To reiterate guidance provided on 12th April 2013, OSPAR
guidance for this volume of material is for 16 to 30 stations for up to 2Mm3
and for a further 10 stations for every million m3 thereafter and to sample
at surface and every 1 m depth. In terms of those determinants which
require analysis Cefas would suggest that the developer consults the
sediment sampling guidelines on the Marine Management Organisations
website.
(http://www.marinemanagement.org.uk/licensing/how/sample_analysis.ht
m).

TLSB has engaged with Cefas and is
satisfied that the appropriate number
and type of surveys have been carried out
to support a robust assessment.

116.

Cefas would strongly insist that the developer further discuss their sampling
and analysis strategy to ensure that the programme is fit for purpose.

TLSB has engaged and will continue to
engage with Cefas.

117.

Recent sample analysis in the area (to support Marine Licence application
MCU10/74) has shown elevated levels (above Cefas Action Level One) of
some metals and tins, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and polychlorinated
biphenyls at surface although this material was deemed suitable for disposal
at sea. No samples were taken at depth.

Samples at depth have been taken and
discussed with the regulator. None are
greater than those at surface.

118.

Cumulative and In Combination Effects
As suggested above Cefas would prefer to see this as a separate chapter in
the ES. The developer should consider the effects of the project on the
nearby LU120 and LU130 disposal sites and aggregate area 476. Atlantic
Array and the whole Bristol Channel zone should also be considered. Cefas
would suggest regular contact with NRW and Cefas over projects in the
marine environment that should be considered.

Cumulative and in-combination effects
have been considered in Section 6.6 of
the draft ES chapter 6.

119.

The ‘high level modelling’ report (ABPMer, 2012) has not been made
available, although some its findings are summarised in the pre-benthic
survey report (Titan, 2013). According to this report, the modelling involved
a 2D application of the Delft 3D modelling software package (marketed by
Deltares), using a curvilinear grid of variable resolution and modelling of

This clarification has been provided in
Chapter 6 of the ES.

120.
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wave events from two directions. However, indirect references given in the
ABPMer 2013a,b) reports seem to imply that DHI MIKE-21 software was
used. The nature of the models used in the initial ‘high level’ modelling
requires clarification and it is recommended that NRW should seek to
obtain a copy of the ABP (2012) report.
Section 4.6.4.7 of the Scoping Report (TLSB, 2012) defined the limits of
Swansea Bay (the ‘near field’) as extending from Mumbles Head in the west
to Port Talbot in the east, and as far offshore as the 10m contour, while the
limits of anticipated ‘far-field’ effects were defined as Port Eynon Point in
the west and Sker Point in the east”. However, Section 6.4.1.1 states that
the seaward limit of Swansea Bay is generally taken between two
Carboniferous Limestone points, Mumbles Head in the west and Porthcawl
Point in the east, and that Swansea Bay is also partially separated from the
deeper waters of the Central Bristol Channel by the linear sandbank of
Scarweather Sands. It is recommended that the limits of the near field and
far field which are being considered within the EIA are clearly defined
Three receptors are identified in the PEIR (section 6.3.15) for the physical
environment:
1. Approach channels to the ports of Swansea and Port Talbot, and to the
River Neath, particularly in relation to dredging and navigation concerns
2. Offshore sandbanks - near and far-field, controlled by hydrodynamic and
wave regimes
3. Coastline of South Wales – near and far-field, controlled by the
hydrodynamic and wave regimes, which includes designated sites such as
sand dune systems or intertidal areas)
These receptors are appropriate, but it is recommended that their
geographical limits are more closely defined.
The geographical limits of the Central Bristol Channel used in previous
studies (e.g. Posford Duvivier & ABP, 2000) are Worms Head in the west and
Nash Point in the east, while the area of responsibility covered by members
of the Swansea Bay Coastal Group extends from Worms Head to Lavernock
Point. It is therefore recommended that the far field should extend at least
to these limits and at least as far as Scarweather Sands in the offshore

This clarification has been provided in
Chapter 6 of the ES.

121.

This clarification has been provided in
Chapter 6 of the ES.

122.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate level of assessment has been
undertaken and presented in Chapter 6

123.
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direction.
Based on the information provided in the Scoping Report and the PEIR, it is
not possible to rule out potential impacts on areas in Carmarthen Bay to the
west of Worms Head, particularly in terms of the dispersion of fine (and
potentially contaminated) sediment placed into suspension as a result of the
lagoon construction or subsequent erosion and morphological changes
within the Bay. It is recommended that the possibility of a requirement for
a Habitats Regulations Assessment of the potential impact on the
Carmarthen Bay and Estuaries SAC should not be ruled out at this stage.

Section 6.3.16 of the PEIR states that a combination of modelling tools and
expert judgement is being used to assess the sensitivities of each of the
identified receptors.

Further work undertaken to inform the
EIA has estsablished that the Project will
not have a significant effect on a
European protected site. A Report to
inform Habitats Regulations Assessment
is submitted with the Application. This
sets out for the Competant Authority the
evidence required for him or her to
conclude that there will be no significant
impact on a European designated site.

124.

This clarification has been provided in
Chapter 6 of the ES.

125.

However, no specific details of the modelling tools or expert judgement
methodology are provided. It is recommended that the exact nature of the
modelling tools and other methods to be used are clarified.
It is stated in Section 6.4 of the PEIR that the pre-construction baseline and
This has been taken into account and the
conceptual understanding is / will be based on:
appropriate data has been used to inform
 a review of previous published and unpublished literature, including the EIA.
the SMP2 (Halcrow, 2010) and results of the Bristol Channel Marine
Aggregates Study (Posford & ABPMer, 2000)
 a geophysical survey (Titan, 2012a) to collect swath bathymetry,
sidescan sonar, sub-bottom profiler and magnetometer data within
the immediate vicinity of the Project
 a metocean survey (Titan, 2012b) to measure currents, waves and
turbidity at two locations within the Bay over a period of 3 months
 a benthic survey which will include collection of sediment samples
for particle size analysis and concentrations of contaminants (Titan,
2013)

126.
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3.11 With regard to the above, it is not evident from the PEIR that any
substantive use is being made of beach topographic data sets referred to in
the appendices to the SMP2 documentation (Halcrow, 2010) and held by the
Swansea Bay Coastal Group and the Welsh Coastal Monitoring Centre in
Dolgellau. It is recommended that the potential use of this dataset be
investigated within the EIA.
There is also no mention that time-series analysis will be undertaken on
other long-term data sets relating to winds and tidal levels within the Bay
(e.g. wind records for Mumbles and stations included in the City and County
of Swansea air quality monitoring network). Wind is key process which is of
critical importance to the maintenance of dune features at Crymlyn, Baglan
and Margam, to issues of blown sand hazard in northern Swansea Bay, and
to local wind-driven circulations which can exert a significant influence on
fine sediment transport and water quality. It is recommended that the
potential effects of the lagoon on local wind velocities and direction be
specifically evaluated in relation to (a) windblown sand transport, (b) fine
sediment re-suspension and dispersion, and (c) mixing of nearshore waters
with regard to overall water quality.
The geophysical survey undertaken by Titan in early 2012 is essentially
restricted to the vicinity of the planned lagoon; there is no stated intention
to obtain data for other parts of Swansea Bay. This will leave an important
gap in knowledge concerning the thickness and distribution of potentially
mobile sediments on the floor of other parts of the Bay. At the present time
it is not proven that a sufficient thickness of suitable / usable sediment
exists within the lagoon footprint to construct the core of the lagoon walls
and to fill the Geotubes. Although further information about this aspect
should be provided by further planned / ongoing geotechnical
investigations. It is recommended that the EIA should consider possible
implications and alternatives if insufficient suitable material is available
from the proposed borrow areas.
The Metocean campaign was conducted over a three month period between
February and May 2012. While the data collected from the two monitoring

This has been taken into account and the
assessment specified carried out as part
of the EIA.

127.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate data has been used to inform
the EIA.

128.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate data has been used to inform

129.
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stations are valuable for the purposes of hydrodynamic model calibration
and validation, it is recommended that at least one wave buoy and/or
AWAC should be deployed over a longer time period in order to provide
real-time monitoring and long-term data set of water levels, waves and
currents during the pre-construction, construction and operational periods
(see also point 3.25 below).
Existing information about sediment characteristics within Swansea Bay (to
which sections 6.4.4.2 to 6.4.49 relate) is incomplete and largely out-ofdate. Published BGS sea bed sediment maps are based on a limited number
of samples collected in the late 1970s and early 1980s, and subsequent
studies have covered only very limited areas and have sometimes used nonstandard methods of sediment analysis. Consequently, there is a
requirement for a comprehensive new sediment study which covers the
whole of Swansea Bay, including the intertidal areas.
The resulting sampling pattern, shown in Figure 2.6 of Titan (2013), provides
reasonably good coverage of the lagoon development area and the western
part of the Bay north of Mumbles Head, but sampling density is low in other
areas and no sampling is planned to the south of a line running
approximately west from Port Talbot Harbour. There are notable gaps in the
planned sample coverage to the south and southeast of the proposed
lagoon. The spatial coverage of PSA data arising from this sampling regime
will have significant limitations in terms of the option to perform sediment
trend analysis (STA - a method of comparing the particle size parameters of
neighbouring samples which can provide useful information about sediment
transport pathways, and which has been previously used in the Bristol
Chanel Aggregates Study). The value of the benthic sampling and PSA
exercise would be greatly enhanced if additional samples are collected to
give more even coverage, and extending to include outlying parts of the Bay
at least as far south as Porthcawl Point. It is recommended that additional
sediment samples are collected to give this wider coverage, and that STA is
carried out on the data.
The Titan (2013) report states that PSA will be performed using sieving at
half-phi intervals for the sand and gravel fractions (>0.063 mm), with laser

the EIA. TLSB does not consider the
deployment of an AWAC necessary for
the completion of a robust assessment,
as detailed in Chapter 6 of the ES.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate data has been used to inform
the EIA.

130.

Additional sampling will be undertaken
prior to construction to better determine
the sediment composition for dredging
requirements.

131.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate analysis has been used to

132.
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diffraction analysis being performed only on the mud (<0.063 mm) fraction if
it constitutes >10% of the bulk sample. This is a non-standard analytical
protocol which will compromise the stated intention of calculating mean,
sorting, skewness and kurtosis parameters from the distributions (such
calculation requires that at least 95% of the total particle size distribution is
analysed). It is recommended that the analytical protocol be modified to
include laser diffraction analysis where the mud content exceeds 5%.
The sources and pathways of sediment to Swansea Bay are presently not
well documented. Modern-day sediment input from local rivers is thought to
be small, but the magnitude of the contribution relative to that derived from
local reworking of glacial and postglacial sediments on the bed of the Bay
and adjoining areas of the Bristol Channel, and derived from distal sources
including the Severn estuary, is poorly quantified. A detailed sediment
fingerprinting and sediment budget study, involving mineralogical, chemical
and magnetic analysis, is required to address this issue but may fall outside
the scope of the EIA. It is recommended that the significance of this
uncertainty is explored within the EIA and the conclusions made explicit in
the ES.
The coastal processes modelling described in the PEIR has utilised two
modules of the DHI MIKE 21 system, namely MIKE21 FM-HD (flexible mesh
hydro-dynamic model) and MIKE21-FM-SW (flexible mesh spectral wave
model). The modelling undertaken is two-dimensional (depth-averaged),
using an unstructured fine element mesh linking far-field and near-field
areas in a single grid. The model is reported to be an adaptation of that used
during the EIA stages of the Severn Estuary Tidal Power study and the
Atlantic Array Offshore Windfarm project (ABPMer, 2013b). The offshore
(far-field) areas have a relatively coarse grid resolution (12,000 m x 12,000
m). The mesh resolution for the near-field areas has reportedly been
increased to approximately 20m x 20 m, but this may not fully capture
detailed morphological variations in some nearshore sub-tidal and intertidal
areas (e.g. where sub-tidal bars are present, and within and adjacent to the
dredged channels). It is recommended that future modelling should
incorporate a finer mesh in the intertidal and nearshore areas to provide

inform the EIA.

This clarification has been provided in
Chapter 6 of the ES.

133.

This has been taken into account and a
higher resolution model has been applied
to the assessment presented in Chapter 6
of the ES.
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better characterisation of the bed.
In some areas of the Bay, including the area between Swansea Docks and
the River Neath, tidal flows are weak and wind-driven circulation effects can
be important. Depth-related salinity and temperature variations are also to
be expected around the discharge points of the principal rivers (Tawe, Neath
and Afan). In these areas, 3D models would provide a better
representation of fine sediment transport and mixing processes which
impact on water quality, and their use is recommended
Waves are of key importance in terms of their potential impact on the
lagoon structure and on the adjoining shorelines. Consequently there is a
requirement to obtain a better understanding of the potential effect of the
structure and bathymetric changes on wave reflection, refraction and
diffraction. It is recommended that more detailed wave modelling be
undertaken using a high resolution and up-to date bathymetric mesh (e.g.
using the SWAN wave model).
Sections 6.4.2.13 & 14 of the PEIR consider the issue of extreme water
levels. Predicted water levels for different return periods taken from the
recent Environment Agency national assessment are presented in Table 6.2.
However, there is no discussion of tidal current speeds and wave
interactions during periods of high positive or negative surge and/ or
extreme water levels. These are of critical importance in terms of potential
bed scour, shoreline erosion and possible damage to the lagoon
embankments. It is recommended that the interaction of waves and
currents during extreme storm surge conditions, including their potential
effects on sediment transport and the lagoon structure, are examined
within the EIA.
The Titan metocean campaign measured waves and other parameters for a
three month period in early 2012. It is stated in the PEIR that this period was
chosen to capture a range of conditions but there is no discussion of how
representative this period was of longer-term wind and wave conditions,
and therefore how representative other captured data (e.g. suspended
sediment concentrations) are. Wind speed and direction data captured at
Mumbles Head between January 2000 and May 2013 (see Appendix 1 to this

This has been taken into account
however the use of 3D models is
considered inappropriate to establish the
impacts of the Project.

135.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate analysis has been used to
inform the EIA.

136.

This has been taken into account and
Chapter 6explores the scenarios
suggested.

137.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate assessment has been
undertaken to inform the EIA. TLSB will
not provide a permanent wave buoy for
monitoring due to the information
already available for the Bristol Channel
and Swansea Bay.
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report) show that the prevailing wind direction is westerly to southwesterly, and that the highest wind speeds also occur from these directions.
By comparison with the longer term average conditions, the period February
to May 2012 was one of relatively low wind speeds wither a lower incidence
of winds from westerly to south-westerly directions. The strongest winds
during this period occurred in April 2012 from a north-easterly direction (i.e.
.blowing offshore). The weather conditions during the metocean campaign
therefore were not typical of longer term average conditions, and did not
capture any severe south-westerly wind and wave events.At present,
comments on the ‘most likely’ wave driven sediment transport pathways
(e.g. paragraph 6.4.2.22 of the PEIR) are purely speculative. In order to
provide better data for modelling within the EIA and to provide a longterm data record, t is recommended that a ‘permanent’ wave buoy is
established within the mid to inner part of Swansea Bay.
The composite bathymetric data set which has been used in the preliminary
EIA modelling reported in the PEIR contains data which, apart from the 2012
swathe 11 bathymetry survey of the lagoon footprint and the approach
channels to Swansea Docks and the River Neath, were substantially
collected more than 20 years ago (see Figure 1 in ABPMer, 2013a). Most of
the Bay between Mumbles Head and Port Talbot Harbour was last surveyed
by UKHO in 1980, and data for the outer parts of the Bay and adjoining
Bristol Channel were acquired between 1988 and 1993. The composite DEM
also contains data for the intertidal zone collected during the Coastal
Response Study in 1991 (Bullen & Partners, 1993). Information given in the
bathymetric report (ABPMer, 2013a) is that this dataset was based on
“aerial reconnaissance and ground truthing”, but no further details have
been provided and the quality / resolution of the data is unclear. It is
recommended that further information should be provided about the this
data set, its limitations taken into account and more recent alternatives
considered within the EIA.
The degree to which these older data used in the composite bathymetric
DEM remain fit for purpose should be tested through comparisons with
more recent intertidal zone topographic survey and LiDAR data. A number of

Further clarification has been provided in
Chapter 6.

139.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate assessment has been
undertaken to inform the EIA.
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Lidar flights of parts of Swansea Bay have been undertaken by the
Environment Agency Geomatics group during the period 2006-11 and,
together with the ground based topographic monitoring commissioned by
the Swansea Bay Coastal Group, could be used for this purpose. If
necessary, it is recommended that additional swath bathymetry and/ or
LiDAR surveys should be commissioned by TLSB.
The preliminary modelling has suggested that there could be a reduction in
tidal water level amplitude of 0.3% close to the lagoon, but no measurable
far field effect. A reduction in tidal levels of 5 to 10 cm would be expected to
have an effect on the hydro-periods experienced by tidal flats and
saltmarshes, with potential implications for the vegetation and in-fauna.It is
recommended that this conclusion is checked by more high resolution
modelling using up to data bathymetry which covers the entire bay (there
are some nearshore gaps in the current bathymetric DEM).
Questions of key importance are whether the proposed lagoon will
enhance / worsen these current trends, leading to greater mud or sand
accretion within the Blackpill SSSI, greater sand accumulation and
windblown sand problems between St Helens and Swansea Docks, and
possible cessation of sand supply to the Crymlyn Burrows SSSI. There is
also a possibility that enhanced movement of sand into north-western
Swansea Bay might diminish the sand supply to 12
eastern parts of the Bay (Baglan Dunes to Kenfig SAC). It is recommended
that these hypotheses are given also specific consideration through
sediment transport modelling.
The preliminary modelling suggests that the impact on the nearshore and
shoreline wave regime is likely to be greater than that that on average water
levels. Wave energy along the Crymlyn Burrows frontage is likely to be
reduced, and it can be hypothesised that this will result in lower rates of
longshore drift and a tendency for finer sediment accumulation. When
combined with a possible local reduction in wind velocities in the lee of the
lagoon wall, this could have a negative impact on the dynamics of the
Crymlyn Burrows dune system. It is recommended that these potential

Higher resolution modelling has since
been applied to the assessments
undertaken to inform the EIA.

141.

These hypotheses have been taken into
account and applied to the assessment
undertaken and presented in Chapter 6.

142.

These potential effects have been taken
into account and have informed the
assessment undertaken and presented in
Chapter 6.

143.
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effects are tested and quantified.
The further modelling to be undertaken as part of the EIA is intended to
include the potential effects in the de-commissioning and postdecomissioning phases, taking into account different de-commissioning
scenarios (i.e. simple removal of the sluice gates or partial removal of the
lagoon wall). It is recommended that the potential impact of each phase on
wave conditions and the mobilization, dispersion and deposition of
sediment should receive particular attention.
The dredging of large quantities of sea bed sediment for construction of the
lagoon wall and turbine caissons could potentially mobilise fine quantities of
fine, contaminated sediment into the water column. The finer material could
potentially be dispersed over a wide area, and even be transported outside
Swansea Bay. It is recommended that hydrodynamic and sediment
transport modelling should be undertaken to represent a series of stages
in the construction phase.
The effects of potential climate change over the anticipated lifetime of the
proposed project are acknowledged in the PEIR (section 6.4.3.) but are
subject to high uncertainty, especially in terms of sea level rise,
precipitation, wind/wave climate and storm frequency / magnitude. It is
recommended that the EIA should consider how this uncertainty will be
managed.
The 50th and 95th percentile model output values for the UKCP09 medium
emissions scenario have been selected in the EIA as providing a
‘representative description’ for future climate and sea level change.
However, it is recommended that a precautionary approach should be
adopted and a more extreme scenario also taken into consideration, for
example the high emissions scenario 50th and 95th percentile model
output values.
Sediment build up
The construction of the embankment will shelter the enclosed area from the
existing wave climate. The significance of this from a coastal engineering
perspective relates to sediment transport. Wave breaking agitates the
seabed sediments into suspension. The larger heavier particles settle rapidly

These potential effects have been taken
into account and have informed the
assessment undertaken and presented in
Chapter 6.

144.

These potential effects have been taken
into account and the appropriate
assessment has been undertaken and
presented in Chapter 6.

145.

This uncertainty has been taken into
account and the appropriate assessment
has been undertaken and presented in
Chapter 6.

146.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate data has been used to inform
the EIA.

147.

Mitigation options in relation to sediment
build up are discussed in detail in Chapter
6 (Coastal Processes).
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but the finer particles can be moved a long way by currents.
On a natural coast, sediments move from one area to another without
interruption. With the lagoon in place fine sediments in suspension will
settle more freely in the absence of wave action. Over time these sediments
will accumulate without additional measures to remove them. The sediment
in Swansea Bay is classified, on Admiralty Charts, as sand/mud. Without
doubt, over time, mud particles suspended in the water will enter the
lagoon, settle, and accumulate in areas where the currents are lowest; in the
centre of the lagoon and at the shallow edges.
Various possible mitigation measures are available, such as:
(i) a sediment curtain installed at or near the entrance;
(ii) artificial agitation of the water body with pumps;
(iii) an on-going programme of dredging and re-nourishment of the sandy
beach frontage.
The lagoon itself over time could present with a muddy foreshore rather
than the “Floridian” landscape presented by the TLSBin its marketing
material. No technical analysis carried out to date addresses this problem
sufficiently.
SSSI, Dune and other environmental issues
The impact of the Project on the nearby SSSI at Crymlyn Burrows or the
nearby dunes at Baglan Bay has not been assessed in any detail.
The PEIR makes clear that there is no hard data upon which an assessment
may be made of the impact of the development upon:
(i) The movement of sedimentary material within Swansea Bay and its
impact upon benthic communities and the resultant impact upon other
species.
(ii) The impact upon sand dynamics in Swansea Bay, by altered current and
tidal water flow and wind driven sand both of which are of critical
importance to the Crymlyn Burrows SSSI site.
(iii) The impact of the development on spawning fish and fish killed in the
turbine systems.
(iv) The impact upon overwintering bird species

Since the PEIR was issued modelling and
GI work that have been used to inform
the coastal processes assessment has
been completed. Possible impacts upon
Crymlyn Burrows and surrounding
habitats including Mitigation options are
discussed in detail in Chapter 6 (Coastal
Processes).

149.
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(v) There is no combined assessment these differing elements to give a
proposed assessment of the overall impact upon the wildlife and the
habitats of Swansea Bay.
(vi) The impact of sediment disturbance during construction and operation
on the water quality with particular reference to the release of heavy
metals.
The surrounding coastline
In the longer term, the lagoon will alter the existing balance of wave and
tide driven sediment movements in Swansea Bay. The exact nature of the
changes will require modelling. For a scheme of this magnitude, some
realignment of the shoreline can be anticipated as well as the possibility for
additional works to stabilise the beaches and protect existing infrastructure
and valuable environmental habitats from flooding and/or erosion. The
existing beach environment of Swansea Bay could be radically changed.
A detailed understanding of the main physical processes operating within
the estuary (e.g. water levels; flows; waves; micro- and/or local climate
affects, sediment regime and morphology; water quality), the processes
which create habitats for wildlife and how these would change as a result of
the proposal, is fundamental to predicting ecological effects and will
underpin many other impacts. The EIA will need to incorporate impacts on
other elements listed in other chapters such as the spectrum of sediment
types, potential mobilisation of pollutants, and the impact on sediment as a
habitat within the lagoon as required by the identified features of ecological
interest- all these issues cross-cut with coastal processes. We welcome the
baseline studies already conducted and the attempt to accurately describe
and map current conditions in Swansea Bay. However, as we do not have
the results of the modelling and given the complexity and interrelated
nature of key components of the Bay in relation to the Bristol Channel’s
ecosystem, we have our concerns relating to the geomorphological aspects
of the lagoon.
We cannot however, at this time; comment in detail upon the proposal as
the results of the finer scale modelling is not yet complete. We welcome the

Since the PEIR was issued modelling and
GI work that have been used to inform
the coastal processes assessment has
been completed. Possible impacts upon
Crymlyn Burrows and surrounding
habitats including Mitigation options are
discussed in detail in Chapter 6 (Coastal
Processes).
Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in the
Chapter 6 of the ES.

150.

151.

Where necessary, cross-references to
other topic chapters have been provided.

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
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areas of concern which will receive further attention within the
Environmental Statement, Section 6.5.0.4.

been completed and is reported in the
Draft ES chapter.

We are particularly interested in what the modelling will demonstrate with
regard to changes in littoral drift patterns that might alter the feed of
sediments to Crymlyn Burrows Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) sand
dunes, as well as designated habitats further afield; Baglan Dunes, Aberavon
and Margam Burrows dune system, and nearby beaches. Sand accretion is
key to the long-term survival of Crymlyn Burrows, an ecological process
which is currently functioning well and does not need mechanical
intervention, as is the case at Kenfig Dunes. Overall these habitats are a
remnant of the 3,300ha of sand dune and blown sand habitats which used
to occur along the 26-mile coastline of Swansea Bay from Blackpill to the
Ogmore River before 65% was lost to industrial and urban development
(Howe et al., 2012), and we would be concerned about any further loss.

Further assessment work on the potential
effects on sediment transport processes,
carried out following submission of the
PEIR, has been completed and is reported
in the Draft ES chapter.

153.

We are interested to know if the process of using sand from within the
lagoon to form the walls will disturb and release contaminants, and what
impact this will have on the benthic habitat within the footprint and the
resources this previously provided to species higher in the food chain.

Further assessment work on the potential
effects on the fate of contaminants,
carried out following submission of the
PEIR, has been completed and is reported
in the relevant Draft ES chapters (noting
potential ecological effects (for example)
are not included in the Coastal Processes
chapter).
In-combination effects with aggregate
dredging have been assessed in Section
6.6 of the Draft ES chapter.

154.

Any potential significant effects in this
regard have been assessed and are

156.

In the list of developments being considered for in-combination effects,
“existing-proposed dredging in the Bristol Channel” is mentioned. We
would like reassurance that this includes aggregates extraction rather than
just navigational dredging since this will be important for consideration of
the cumulative loss of certain benthic habitat types in the modelling of the
cumulative impacts on sediment sources and subsequent movement.
Whilst ordinarily the placing of a tidal lagoon within an estuary will reduce
the cross-sectional area of the estuary at that point, given the nature of
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Swansea Bay we do not foresee the potential narrowing of the main channel
as would be witnessed by placing the lagoon further along the coast and
consequently within the Severn Estuary. However, that is not to say that
there won’t be an impact on currents and tidal heights within the Bay.

presented in Chapter 6 of the ES.

We remain equally concerned about the changes to the inter-tidal
environment, not only within the Bay, but within the lagoon itself. Once in
situ the lagoon will undergo an internal evolution as a result of wind-driven
wave action. Any impounded water body, such as a lagoon, suffers from
wind-induced erosion. We anticipate that such erosion within Swansea Bay
will lead to erosion of the intertidal zone and a deposition of sediment
subtidally within the lagoon itself, thus leading to shallowing of the water
body and development of a wholly subtidal environment as seen in the
headponds of Annapolis Royal and the Windsor and Moncton causeways in
the Bay of Fundy.

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in the ES
chapter 6.

157.

The use of geomorphological analogues is not an exact science, however,
and it cannot be used to determine absolute rates of change. More complex
models are required to examine long-term rates of change, and detailed
studies of wave energy, wind direction and the relative strength of individual
substrates need to be undertaken. Nonetheless, the Eastern Schelde
analogue is reinforced by others such as the Annapolis Royal, Windsor and
Moncton headponds and by responses within freshwater reservoirs; all of
which make it possible to identify the pathways that determine an expected
broad-scale response. If alternative responses are suggested then they must
be accompanied by corresponding analogues with pathways identified to
explain a different projected outcome.

A higher resolution assessment than that
presented in the PIER has been
undertaken subsequently and it is the
results of this further assessment that is
presented in Chapter 6 of the ES.

158.

Furthermore we welcome additional study to model morphological
evolution of the lagoon to prevent unexpected additional costs, both
environmental and economical. As we recognise that Tidal Lagoon Swansea
Bay could offer considerable electricity generating potential to Wales and
act as a forerunner for future projects we want to ensure that every possible

TLSB welcomes the support for the
Project and assessment approach.
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scenario is examined to minimise impacts and move us towards a low
carbon economy.
SB
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6.1 - Chapter 6 of the PEIR provides a characterisation of the baseline
environment in terms of the principal coastal processes including sediment
transport. It gives very much a baseline understanding with no tangible
comment on potential impacts of the project – merely conceptual analysis
only. This paucity of suitable detail is however recognised in the report –
“…as the assessment of effects on the marine physical environment is only
at a preliminary stage ... it has not been possible to fully comment on the list
of potential impacts in any detail”

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in
Chapter 6 of the ES.

160.

6.2 - With regards to contaminated sediments, there is again very little
information. Comment is limited to sediment samples taken within the
nearby port approach channels, with no analysis of sediments from within
the lagoon footprint. The report states that sediment samples from the
project area are to be collected, but that surface samples are to be taken as
part of the benthic survey and sub-surface samples as part of the ground
investigation survey. The potential issue here is the different drivers for site
selection and the possibility that those sediments likely to be ‘most’
contaminated may not be sampled. NRW would prefer to see a more
targeted sediment survey with sample sites selected purely on the basis of
achieving the provision of an appropriately detailed account of the extent
and type of contaminants within the area to be disturbed, both directly due
to dredging (and other construction phases) and indirectly, due to scour or
erosion.

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in
Chapter 6 of the ES under the headine
“Sediment Regime”.

161.

6.3 - For matters relating to coastal processes, sediment transport and
contamination within the PEIR, NRW has contracted KPAL to provide
independent expert input to assist us in the provision of robust advice. KPAL
Report No: 160713 (dated 25th July 2013), documents the comment and
advice prepared by KPAL and can be found in Annex III of this response. It
identifies a number of issues and recommendations in relation to the

The contents of the report submitted by
KPAL are responded to with NRW
comments.
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proposals and information provided in the PEIR for example the study
boundaries, baseline understanding and baseline datasets, approach to
impact assessment (including modelling tools etc.) and also recommends a
number of additional issues requiring further investigation. Rather than list
the conclusions and recommendations again here, we refer the applicant to
the report itself which should be taken to form a part of NRW’s advice in
response to the PEIR consultation.
6.4 - In addition to the comments and recommendations provided within
KPAL Report No: 160713, NRW wish to make the following comments in
relation to Chapter 6.0:
a) The impact assessment approach discussed within Chapter 6 appears to
differ to the approach discussed in other chapters of the PEIR. For example,
within Chapter 6, paragraph 6.3.1.10 states that ‘…where there remain
multiple options for development then a Rochdale Envelope approach will be
used to establish a realistic worst case scenario to the marine physical
environment’. In Chapter 3 however, paragraph 3.1.1.4 states that ‘Where
more than one options remains when the application is made for a DCO, all
options will be considered within the EIA process and reported within the ES’.
It is therefore unclear whether all options or a worst case scenario will be
assessed. We therefore welcome further clarity on the proposed impact
assessment approach to be applied within the EIA, and recommend that this
is clearly communicated within subsequent EIA documents such as the ES.

Clarification of the application of the
Rochdale Envelope is provided in Chapter
1 of the ES.

163.

b) Recent data collected as part of the monitoring and mitigation scheme to
resolve planning condition 56 on the proposed Swansea University Bay
Campus development may be available to assist characterise the physical
baseline within the near field study area of the Project. It is our
understanding that datasets collected to date include results of a baseline
topographic survey and results of a baseline bathymetric survey of the near
shore area. Wave climate data and tidal current data for the near shore area
may also be available since deployment. The datasets discussed above

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate data used in the assessment
undertaken and presented in Chapter 6.
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would need to be requested from the applicant.
c) We are pleased to note that Neath Estuary Group (NEG) 2011 Report
documenting the volumetric analysis of topographic data between 2001 and
2009 is discussed within the Baseline Condition section of Chapter 6.0. More
recent NEG monitoring and survey work for the period of 2012/13 such as a
survey of the upper foreshore and dune face across the Baglan area
(between the west end of Aberavon promenade and the Neath River/East
training wall) may also be beneficial to consider in relation to the baseline
condition of the near field study area. This data would need to be requested
from NEG.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate data used in the assessment
undertaken and presented in Chapter 6.

165.

d) Based on Figure 6.2 ‘Modelled Current Speed and Direction’ it appears
that the model has not been able to predict the characteristics of the
baseline regime for the coastline receptor. Bathymetric data is also missing
for the coastline receptor along South Gower in Figure 6.11 ‘Postulated Sand
Transport Directions in Swansea Bay’ which illustrates the ‘Underlying
bathymetry sourced from various datasets collected for the TLSB study’. For
Figures 6.12 and 6.13 which illustrates ‘Modelled Current Speed (Peak Flood,
Spring Tide)’, and ‘Modelled Current Speed (Peak Ebb, Spring Tide)’,
respectively, it also seems that predictions were not possible for the
coastline, as illustrated in the model images at the top of both figures. It is
presently unclear why this data is missing and we seek clarification on this
matter. It is recommended that the detailed impact assessment resolves
these issues in order to ensure a robust assessment of potential impacts to
the coastline is undertaken and fully accounted for.

This ‘apparent inability to predict … for
the coastline receptor’ is an artefact of
the water level in the model at the
timestep shown. Figure 6.2 shows tidal
flow conditions at the timing of peak ebb
and peak flood, on a spring and a neap
tide. As such, all of the figures show the
water level at a state somewhere below
HW – leading to areas of the upper
intertidal that are considered ‘dry’ in the
model. Hence no tidal flow information is
available at these locations for the
selected timesteps.
With regards the climate change
scenario, the text in section 6.4 of the ES
has been clarifies.

166.

e) Within paragraph 6.4.3.4 it is unclear what emissions scenario is
described in relation to the UKCP09 predicted precipitation changes. It is
also unclear what emissions scenario the Defra guidance (2006) is based
upon. We recommend this detail is clarified within the Environmental
Statement (ES).

54

f) Potential impacts during the operational phase documented in Table 6.7
does not include an assessment of potential impacts of the project to the
phasing of the tidal cycle i.e. duration of high and low water. We
recommend that this issue is also considered within the operational phase
impact assessment.

This has been included in Section 6.5 of
Chapter 6 of the ES.

167.

4.2. It is proposed that the lagoon wall will require 5 million m3 of sediment
and that this is to be obtained from an area within the lagoon of 2.5km2 at
an average depth of 2m (see paragraph 4.3.1.6). The report does not go into
detail regarding the type of sediments required to fill the Geotubes and for
use as infill but we note that comparison of the proposed source area
(shown in Figure 4.4) to the map of sediment distributions within the lagoon
footprint (Figure 6.6) suggests that the principal material to be used is to be
gravel. These proposals appear to be conceptual and not based on detailed
ground investigations (see 4.6.2.9)

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is included in the
presentation of the assessment
undertaken in Chapter 6.

168.

g) We note that a preliminary screening of cumulative developments has
been undertaken in Table 6.9 to determine which projects are to be
considered further within the EIA. Based on the text under the ‘Preliminary
Screening’ column, it appears that a number of projects have been screened
out and this stage. Without a more robust detailed assessment of potential
impacts and supportive evidence we do not agree that ‘Aggregates
Dredging’ and Swansea Bay Outer spoil ground (see comment 6.5 g) below)
should be screened out of cumulative and in-combination assessments and
recommend that they are considered further within the EIA.

Consideration of this matter is given in
Section 6.6 of the ES.

169.

h) We understand that no mitigation measures have been identified for
physical processes at this stage and that type and nature of mitigation
measures will follow the impact assessment process. This seems a sensible
approach and we welcome further discussion on this matter once the
detailed impact assessment has been performed.

Further discussion of the mitigation
measures has taken place with NRW and
the measures proposed are presented in
the mitigation and monitoring section of
Chapter 6 and in Chapter 23 of the ES.

170.

Within the Swansea Bay Tidal Lagoon Coastal processes: Model Setup,

The area referred to has since been

171.
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Calibration and Validation Report R.2108TN, Figure 6.1.2 ('High resolution
mesh and calibration locations' ), illustrates an area of bathymetry within
the West of Swansea Bay, between Mumbles Head and the west of the
lagoon wall which is represented at a coarser mesh resolution to the
neighbouring areas of the seabed. The rational to represent this area of
seabed at a coarser resolution to neighbouring areas of seabed is unclear
and we welcome clarification on this point.

meshed at a higher resolution, providing
a smoother transition between the
offshore and nearshore regions of the
Bay. This is presented in Chapter 6 of the
ES.

i) Within the Swansea Bay Tidal Lagoon Coastal processes: Model Setup,
Calibration and Validation Report R.2108TN, the implementation of
structures to be included within the assessment phase of the modelling is
discussed under Section 2.4. Based on the information provided it is
presently unclear whether the sloping/deepening of the sea bed which is
required for the functioning of the turbine and sluice gate structures (as
discussed in Chapter 4, paragraph 4.3.2.4) will be included within the
modelling assessment and we welcome further clarification on this point.

The deepening of the region around the
turbine / sluice housing and, additional,
the borrow pits inside the lagoon
footprint to be used to supply material
for construction of the bund wall, have
both been included in the modelling
assessment.

172.

6.5 - CCW also raised a number of comments within the response to the EIA
Scoping Consultation in relation to Coastal Process, Sediment Transport and
Contamination (dated 13th November 2012). Following on from the
comments and advice provided in KPAL Report No: 160713 and the
additional comments provided under point 2 above, NRW considers the
following points remain outstanding and are relevant for consideration in
relation to the PEIR.

See below comments 172 - 178 for
consideration of these matters.

173.

a) Whilst NRW is pleased to note that the baseline understanding within the
PEIR has been revised to include a description of fluvial inputs including river
discharge into Swansea Bay, a baseline description of salinity and
temperature regime is not provided. This information would be beneficial to
consider in relation to potential impacts of the project to hydrodynamic
mixing processes. Please also see paragraph 3.21 within the KPAL Report No:
160713 which includes a recommendation relevant to this point.

A baseline description of temperature
and salinity is included in Section 6.4 of
Chapter 6 of the ES.

174.
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b) As previously stated, we note that initial high level modelling has been
undertaken to inform the assessment study boundaries within the EIA and
we have requested sight of a technical report which underpins this
modelling to enable us to provide comment on the proposed study
boundaries and the scope of designated sites to be considered within the
assessment. We maintain this previous request and note that a reference is
provided within Chapter 6 to this report: 'ABPmer, 2012. Swansea Bay Tidal
Lagoon: Feasibility Modelling. ABP Marine Environmental Research,
Research Report R.1956TN'. Please note this report is also requested under
paragraph 3.4 within KPAL Report No: 160713.

c) It is reassuring to note that the Swansea Bay Tidal Lagoon Coastal
Processes: Model Setup, Calibration and Validation Report R.2108TN
indicates that in addition to the preliminary hydrodynamic modelling
reported within the PEIR further modelling tools are intended to be applied
to investigate potential morphological impacts, including ‘…the fate of any
sediment plumes from the construction phase, and an assessment of
potential effects on sediment transport processes across the study area’, to
be reported within the ES along with associated calibration exercised
undertaken. We support the use of appropriate modelling tools to
investigate potential morphological impacts as advised within our EIA
Scoping response.
d) With regards to the construction phase impact assessment, it is
understood that ‘…the planned programme is for a staged construction to be
carried out over a period of approximately three years…’ as described in
paragraph 6.5.0.1. It is further explained that ‘When undertaking the
assessment of the construction phase, it is intended to approach the
assessment drawing upon approaches developed for the Severn Tidal Power
study (ABPmer, 2010c) and consider the potential effects resulting from each

The results of detailed modelling work
was discussed with NRW prior to
submission. The information from the
modelling [and anything from the report
that is relevant] has been incorporated
into Chapter 6 of the ES. As discussed in
the meeting of 18 November 2013,
following their consideration of the Draft
ES chapter, should NRW still feel they
would like to see a copy of this report,
TLSB can provide one. NRW should note
that the work covered in the report has
since been superseded by the detailed
modelling described in the ES chapter.
Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in
Chapter 6 of the ES.

175.

TLSB has updated its approach in
response to this comment. The
assessment of the construction stage has
taken a semi-quantitative approach,
using the output of the operational stage
modelling assessment, where relevant, to
describe potential effects during

177.

176.
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stage of construction (based nominally on an annual timestep) on a
qualitative basis, with reference to the conceptual understanding of the
coastal processes across the study area…’. As raised within our response to
the EIA Scoping Consultation (dated 13th November 2012), it should be
noted that the DECC Severn Tidal Power Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) recommended that if one of the schemes was taken
forward for further assessment beyond the SEA, in terms of modelling
assessments it was suggested that ‘The effects of construction activities on
the hydraulic, sediment and morphology should be quantified…’ (as
documented within DECC Severn Tidal Power Hydraulics and
Geomorphology Annex 1 Technical Summary Report (March 2010), Section
8.2 Pg., 134 point, 2). The qualitative approach suggested would have
limitations in understanding the range of potential impacts to sensitive
receptors over the various construction stages. The rationale for
undertaking a qualitative rather than a quantitative approach to assess the
potential construction phase impacts of the Project is not clear and we
recommend further clarity on this matter. This issue is also relevant to
consider in relation to recommendation 3.33 discussed in KPAL Report No:
160713.

construction. The approach to
assessment is explained in Chapter 6 of
the ES.
As discussed in the meeting of 18
November 2013, the operational stage
represents the ‘worst case’ that each of
the successive construction phases are
working towards. This is not the case with
sediment plumes arising from
construction, and these have been the
subject of a specific modelling
assessment – the results of which are
described within the construction
assessment.

e) The issues identified for ongoing detailed assessment listed within section
6.5.0.4 (previously section 4.6.5 in the EIA Scoping Report), does not appear
to consider potential impacts to designated sites within the near and farfield areas beyond changes to littoral drift patterns. As previously advised,
potential changes to other baseline features and processes such as the
hydrodynamic regime would also be appropriate to consider in relation to
designates sites. Please also see recommendations within KPAL Report No:
160713 for further advice in relation to this point.

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in
Chapter 6 of the ES.

178.

f) We are pleased to note that the Lavernock Point to St. Ann’s Head
Shoreline Management Plan 2 (SMP2) is listed as a key information source in
the PEIR (paragraph 6.3.1.9). It would be beneficial to consider the future
development of the SMP2 should any actions be progressed which may be

TLSB welcomes the agreement of the
inclusion of this policy. Consideration as a
part of cumulative assessment is given in
this section of Chapter 6 of the ES.

179.
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relevant to consider within the in-combination of cumulative impact
assessments.

LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

g) We recommend that dredge disposal sites within the zone of influence of
the Project such as Swansea Bay Outer spoil ground are included within the
cumulative impacts assessment, presently this activity remains excluded
based upon review of Table 6.9.

These sites have been included in Section
6.6 of Chapter 6 of the ES.

180.

6.7- Prior to the PEIR consultation NRW reviewed and commented on:
Swansea Bay Tidal Lagoon: Bathymetry Data Preparation Report R.2111TN,
response dated 14th May 2013. NRW raised a number of comments and
recommendations with associated implications and risks set out for
consideration. Within our response we highlighted a number of significant
reservations concerning the data intended for use to form the composite
bathymetric dataset which has been developed specifically for input to the
ABPmer detailed numerical model. To date we have received no
correspondence in relation to how and if our concerns have been addressed
and therefore the issues remain relevant in relation to the PEIR. We
welcome further discussion on this matter.

Points of discussion and actions arising
from the meeting of 18 November 2013
been taken into account where
appropriate in the presentation of the
bathymetry data in Chapter 6 of the ES.

181.

The Council’s Ecologist has highlighted that changes in sediment movement
caused by the lagoon will have the largest ecological impact. It is imperative
therefore that those possible changes are fully quantified and that impacts
on geomorphological processes, coastal subtidal and intertidal habitats are
fully explored. To this end, more complex modelling is required to predict
possible long term effects and changes. It is emphasised as particularly
important to avoid further habitat losses that have occurred as a result of
Cardiff and Swansea barrages.

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in the
Chapter 6 of the ES.
Where relevant, results of the Coastal
Processes assessment have been fed
through to other topic chapters (for
example in intertidal and subtidal benthic
ecology).

182.

To this end it is advised that the tidal model must have a resolution small
enough to predict local effects on sediment movement. The discussion of
the data needs specifically to be aimed at sand dune and marine sediments
and to assess effects of any increased exposure of soft coastal deposits e.g.
59

peat and clay.

As detailed above, it is of significant concern in respect of seascape,
landscape and visual amenity that the remaining sand on Swansea Bay is
replaced with exposed clay and/or peat.

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in
Chapter 6 of the ES.
Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in the
relevant section of Chapter 6 of the ES.

183.

The Council’s Ecologist has expressed concern that what happens if the
modelling of the impacts on sediment movement proves to be incorrect,
resulting in loss of sand on Swansea Beach, or an increase in sediment
leading to greater problems of windblown sand onto Oystermouth Road?

Provisions of monitoring are detailed in
the mitigation and monitoring section of
Chapter 6 and are presented in Chapter
23 of the ES.

185.

It is also questioned:
 Whether there could be short term changes in the quality of sand on
Swansea Beach during construction phase
 Whether deterioration of Crymln Burrows SAC and Blackpill SSSI is
possible?
 Who will be responsible for monitoring changes over time and who
will pay for this work?

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in the
Chapter 6 of the ES.
Provisions of monitoring are detailed in
the mitigation and monitoring section of
Chapter 6 and are presented in Chapter
23 of the ES. TLSB will be responsible for
ensuring the carrying out of this work.
Additional information regarding
sediment contamination is now available
and has been included in Section 6.4 of
the Chapter 6 of the ES.

186.

To this end it is advised that the tidal model must have a resolution small
enough to predict local effects on sediment movement. The discussion of
the data needs specifically to be aimed at sand dune and marine sediments
and to assess effects of any increased exposure of soft coastal deposits e.g.
peat and clay.

On the issue of sediment quality, the Head of Environment, Management
and Protection does not see the historic contamination of sediments being a
problem or becoming significantly more available. It is acknowledged that
more data will be presented from the survey being undertaken and this will
be reviewed in due course.

184.

187.
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Concern has however been expressed by the Council’s Ecologist regarding
the possible mobilisation of heavy metals through disturbance to sediments
for use in filling geotextile tubes and the significant effects this could have
on fish and fishing within the Bay.

LAs

Bridgend
County
Borough
Council

29/07/13

Due to the nature of this development there is a potential for impact upon
sediment and hydrodynamics on important features in protected sites
within Bridgend County Borough. Paragraph 6.5.04(ix) of the PEIR states
potential changes in littoral drift on Margam Sands and Kenfig SAC are still
the subject of on-going stakeholder consultation and further detailed
assessment.

Additional information regarding
sediment contamination is now available
and has been included in Section 6.4 of
the ES Chapter 6. It is assumed the
potential effects on Fish are considered in
the ‘Fish’ chapter of the ES.
Consideration has been given to Kenfig
and Margam as part of the assessment
carried out which is presented in Chapter
6 of the ES.

188.

Additional information regarding
sediment contamination is now available
and has been included in Section 6.4 of
the Chapter 6 of the ES. The potential
fate of any disturbed material is
considered in Section 6.5 (Construction)
of Chapter 6 of the ES.

190.

The potential effects on sediment

191.

189.

It is imperative that the Kenfig SACs characteristics and specific
environmental conditions are not impacted upon by this development.
Advice should be sought from Natural Resources Wales to help consider
whether the effect of the proposal, either individually or in combination
with other proposals, is likely to be significant in terms of the ecological
objectives for which the Kenfig SAC site was designated and if a site-specific
Habitats Regulations Assessment is
required. As a minimum, a monitoring plan should be put in place to identify
any unforeseen impact on the features of the SAC with mitigation and
compensation plans in place.
Paragraph 6.5.0.2 of the PEIR acknowledges the potential effects from each
phase of the project remain “ongoing and are not yet complete”. One of the
key issues will be how the disturbance of contaminated sediment is dealt
with. This material could easily be transported to Sker, Pink and Rest Bay
beaches ¡n the Porthcawl area which could have an impact on the tourism
offer of Bridgend County Borough. This issue should be fully assessed in the
final environmental report.
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LAs

Neath Port
09/09/13
Talbot County
Borough
Council

The effect on sea defences need to be carefully assessed. This may be
difficult given the complex computer modelling required to try and estimate
potential effects. The dynamics of sediment transport are such that any
obstruction to sediment transport systems running in a west to east
pathway near the coastline will inevitably change the dynamics of where
sand is scoured and/or is deposited. Scarweather sandbank is an important
storm bank which protects the Bridgend coastline. If this is affected it could
have additional impact on beach levels and flows from the River Ogmore,
with the potential for further consequences in line with those stated above.

transport pathways are included in the
Chapter 6 of the ES.

It is noted that the effect of the development on coastal processes has been
assessed at a high level as an initial conceptual understanding of potential
impacts.

Higher resolution assessments have been
carried out and are presented in Chapter
6 of the ES.

192.

The Neath Estuary Group raise concern that that the coastal process
assessments appear to be only strategic in nature and in light of the
potential for local impacts, it is essential that a detailed local coastal process
assessment is undertaken and presented in the application.

The detailed assessment of potential
Coastal Processes effects has been
undertaken and is reported in the
Chapter 6 of the ES.

193.

Given that this matter is critical to the understanding of the impact of the
development, and that the coastal processes also have a direct relationship
with other issues such as ecology, it is considered that the assessment is
fundamental, and the Authority would welcome further consultation when
this information becomes available. As such, detailed comments cannot be
provided in respect of this aspect of the scheme at present.

TLSB undertook a further round of nonstatutory consultation with NPTCBC prior
to the submission of the Application.

194.

In relation to the assessment of coastal processes the Unit would
recommend that all of the dune systems are appropriately considered in
Neath Port Talbot, including Crymlyn Burrows, Baglan Dunes, Aberavon and
Margam Burrows. All of these dune systems are UK and NPT BAP/S42
habitats and support uncommon/BAP/S42 species, such as Sea Stock. The
Baglan Dune system is of particular importance as this is understood to be
one of the only accreting systems in South Wales. In addition, these coastal

Consideration has been given to the
listed features, and is reported in the
Draft ES chapter.
Furthermore, consideration of Swansea
Bay as a ‘system’ is also considered
(based on the conceptual understanding
of the baseline environment), and is

195.
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dune systems are also of significant importance for coastal defence. Impacts
should be assessed for all of these systems.
In addition, to the above and following consideration of the PEIR document
the Unit would also suggest that consideration of the whole functioning
ecosystem of Swansea Bay be considered. Some of the ecology chapters
appear to be presented as separate issues but many interlink and have
knock on effects on other issues. It is recommended that these knock on
effects are followed through as part of a more holistic view to the
ecosystem; for example if the sediment assessment resulted in adverse
impacts on a fish population this may have subsequent impacts upon marine
mammal populations etc. Consideration of the interaction of the important
habitats and species identified and the affects upon these interactions likely
to result from the project should be considered.
It is noted that the final assessment will include information to inform a
Habitat Regulations Assessment for Kenfig and Crymlyn Bog SAC. No detail is
currently provided so the Unit are unable to comment further until such
time as the information is presented as part of the submission
The Unit would like to reinforce the importance of the coastal processes and
sediment transportation modelling, as it is felt that this underpins the
ecological assessment of the scheme. This modelling needs to be robust and
detailed enough to lend confidence to the assessment and provide a
detailed view as to the potential changes to the coastal regime and how this
will impact upon the key sites identified above; both in respect of ecology
and for human use e.g. recreation and tourism.

included in the Chapter 6 of the ES.

Interrelationships and cumulative effects
considered in each Chapter of the ES.

A Report to inform the Habitats
Regulations Assessment is submitted with
the Application.
TLSB has undertaken to provide this level
of assessment and is satisfied that the EIA
process undertaken has resulted in a
robust assessment of the potential
significant impacts of the Project.

Contamination:
As outlined in the information provided the onshore works, grid connection
works and access works include parcels of land that have been historically
utilised by land uses that might have resulted in land contamination, this
includes the BP Tank Farm (Swansea University application site) within the

196.

197.
TLSB proposes to avoid development on
areas of contaminated land. The impacts
of contaminated land in relation to the
Project are assessed in Chapter 18 of the
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Neath Port Talbot Area. Numerous investigations have been carried out on
the University Campus application site and beach front over the years, close
to the land in question, and more recently remediation work has been
completed and validated for the development as approved under the
Section 106 agreement and with NPT as the LPA.

NSB

RSPB

05/08/13

The onshore construction areas of this application are adjacent to
the original tank farm site, of which, an extensive remediation scheme has
been undertaken including source removal of contamination, which should
ultimately reduce the risk of contamination on adjacent land. However,
notwithstanding this, there still remains a data gap of up to date
information on the application site itself, and I would therefore recommend
a site investigation, risk assessment and if required a remediation strategy is
undertaken prior to any construction activities on site. This information will
also contribute to the Construction Method Statement when considering
impacts of contamination on construction workers during development
The issue of saltmarsh development and soft sediment accretion is
identified. However, the scale of saltmarsh development and wider soft
sediment accretion is of particular concern.

Sediment contamination deserves further investigation owing to historic
uses of the Bay and Dock. Modelling would be important to consider for the
effects within the lagoon. Aspects which should be described are: definition
of location and type of contamination, depth distribution of contaminated
sediments, where dredging of material would be required, where it is to be
deposited (other than the core of the lagoon walls), how frequently and to
what parameters subsequent dredging may be need to maintain depth and
how the lagoon sediments would be affected by natural and other
operational activities.

ES.

TLSB will monitor the provision of
saltmarsh and undertake intervention
where possible and appropriate to ensure
the development of saltmarsh within the
lagoon. These actions are detailed in
Chapter 23 of the ES.
Additional information regarding
sediment contamination is now available
and has been included in Section 6.4 of
the ES. The potential fate of any
disturbed material is considered in
Chapter 6 ofthe ES.

198.

199.

RSPB also raised concerns regarding the proper assessment of impacts on
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the geomorphology including long term changes following construction of
the proposed lagoon.
The Impact on sand and silt movements within Swansea Bay and Port Talbot
must be rigorously analysed. There is potential for catastrophic shore and
shipping channel changes to sea and estuary bed.

NSB

The Gower
Society

22/07/13

NSB

Ogmore
Angling
Association

04/08/13

The planned use of Geotubes stuffed with local sediment is a particular
concern, the industrial heritage of the area has left a legacy of long buried
contaminated sediments in and around the estuaries. Disturbing these
contaminants creates a high risk of these pollutants entering the food chain
and adversely affecting marine and terrestrial organisms.

NSB

Pontardawe
and Swansea
Angling
Society Ltd

02/08/13

Unnatural flows.
i.
Releases from the impoundment at times other than normal
ebb. The inclusion in the scheme of large sluice gates suggests to
us that they will be used to control the way in which impounded
water is released. Without knowing how they might be used,
we’re unable to assess the effect but it occurs to us that strong
flows of water from the impoundment at low tide are likely to
have various damaging effects.
ii.
Our experience of the Tawe Barrage is that incoming tidal flows
can be so great that levels upstream of the barrage can be lower
than those outside the impoundment, creating a wholly
unnatural “upstream waterfall”.

The potential effects on sediment
transport pathways are included in
Chapter 6 of the ES.

200.

Additional information regarding
sediment contamination was sought and
has been included in Section 6.4 of the
ES. The potential fate of any disturbed
material is considered in Section 6.5
(Construction) of the ES.
Potential effects on biological receptors
are considered in the relevant ES
chapters.
Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in
Chapter 6 of the ES.
This includes consideration of changes to
hydrodynamics (flow speeds and
directions), as a result of the lagoon
operation.

201.

202.

It seems likely that the same will apply in the case of the
lagoon. Even with large sluice gates, it won’t be possible for the
impoundment to fill quickly enough for levels inside to match
those outside. So there will be a powerful flume of water
entering the impoundment, creating massive erosion /
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SB

Abertawe Bro
Morgannwg
University
Health Board
(&)
Public Health
England

20/08/13

NSB

Royal
Yachting
Association

15/07/13

SB

Welsh
Government

29/07/13

disturbance of the bed of the impoundment.
The PEIR Identifies that contamination is present but can be managed using
good construction practices and by complying with UK guidance. it Is
assumed that the management of contaminated soils and ground water will
be addressed as part of the Construction and Environmental Managecnent
Plan (CEMP) that would usually accompany the application for a DCC. At the
point the DCC is submitted, the Health Board will wish to be satisfied that
the developer has been in contact with the appropriate local authorities and
Natural Resources Wales. The developer should be able to demonstrate that
these bodies are satisfied with the Investigations undertaken, the proposals
for remediation or mitigation and the proposals for dealing with any
unexpected contamination identified during the construction process.
We would still however be keen to see more information about a few of the
risk reduction measures suggested in the log. These are:
•
“Detailed modelling will be undertaken to determine the potential
for siltation in the lagoon and in navigation channels” – with respect to
affecting water depth inside and outside the lagoon. This may well have an
impact on the viability of recreational sailing within the lagoon.
•
“Further understanding of currents at different depths” – with
respect to people/vessels drifting towards turbines.
•
“Additional modelling (fully validated model with local tides)” – with
respect to wave reflection from the lagoon seawall affecting vessel
navigation from the River Neath and River Tawe during certain weather
conditions
We note further assessment are being undertaken to inform the whole EIA,
however, we would like to note the importance of assessing potential
Impacts 01
the whole project on coastal processes near and far-field Any assessment
should Include potential impacts to local beaches

Measures to ensure the proper
management of any contaminated
materials is included in the CEMP
submitted with the Application.

203.

Duly noted - Further assessment work,
carried out following submission of the
PEIR, has been completed and is reported
in Chapter 6 of the ES.
This includes consideration of changes to
hydrodynamics, waves and sediment
transport.

204.

Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in the
Chapter 6 of the ES.

205.

Will the lagoon require on-going maintenance dredging? If so this will need
Further assessment work, carried out
to be assessed within the ES. Will dredging operations have an impact on the following submission of the PEIR, has

206.
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Welsh water outfall pipe that fails within the boundary of the lagoon?
The question of coastal change and impacts further along the coast / in
other
inter-tidal areas raises some concerns and there should be much more
consideration given to the following secondary effects in the full
Environmental
Statement:
. How would the proposed development affect sediment deposition/erosion
at other sites?
. What is the zone of influence?
. How accurate can the modelling be?
NSB

Swansea
Biodiversity
Partnership

01/08/13

We are also concerned that large scale disturbance of the sea bed will
release heavy metal contaminants deriving from the pollution made by
metal industries in the 19th and 20th centuries. Such contaminants are likely
to be very toxic, and could have a substantial deleterious effect on both
wildlife and public health and enjoyment of the coast. Our concerns
embrace both the impact on biodiversity - damage to nursery areas for
marine species and to the ecology of the bay, and also the potential damage
to the fisheries and tourist industry in the area.

NSB

Swansea
Environment
al Forum

30/08/13

We would like to point out that modelling of these processes is notoriously
difficult. Locally we have experienced some very negative effects from when
the models do not work (for example the impounded area around the Tawe
Barrage). We are concerned about the possible harm that could be done and
the resulting mitigation costs if the modelling proves to be incorrect.
We are concerned about the possible long-term effects of the project and
what mitigation will be in place if there are negative environmental impacts,
and how this will be funded. We suggest creating a mediation fund or bond
in a similar way to funds put aside by developers when developing new
landfill sites.

been completed and is reported in
Chapter 6 of the ES.
Further assessment work, carried out
following submission of the PEIR, has
been completed and is reported in
Chapter 6 of the ES.

Additional information regarding
sediment contamination is now available
and has been included in Section 6.4 of
the ES. The potential fate of any
disturbed material is considered in
Chapter 6 of the ES.
Potential effects on biological and socioeconomic receptors are considered in the
relevant ES chapters.
TLSB has undertook a detailed, high
resolution assessment of the potential
significant impacts of the Project and is
satisfied that these impacts have been
robustly assessed.

207.

208.

209.

Procedures for mitigation and monitoring
are discussed in Chapter 6 and presented
in Chapter 23 of the ES.
TLSB undertook a comprehensive
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NSB

RCC

NSB

Mumbles

sediment contamination analysis of
We are concerned about the possible mobilisation of contaminants
surface samples from the benthic survey
especially heavy metals, which may be present in the sediment within the
(Titan, 2012a) and both surface and subdredging area. Given the industrial heritage of the area we advise that more surface samples from geophysical/
intensive surveying is undertaken to provide a greater understanding of
geotechnical investigations (Titan, 2013;
potential problems. Also we would like to clarify whether, if there are any
Atkins, 2013). The sediments that will be
heavy metals within the sediment that fills the Geotextile tubes, is it possible dredged and then subsequently used/
for these to leach out over time?
disposed in the construction of the
Lagoon are not considered by Cefas to be
There is also a concern about coastal processes affecting sand deposition on contaminated for use/ disposal in the
Crymlyn Burrows SSSI (see Chapter 12).
marine environment. These assessments
There is already an issue with wind blown sand from Swansea Bay on to
are presented in Chapter 6 of the ES.
Oystermouth road; we suggest that you should investigate whether
potential changes in sediment movement around the bay could increase this Changes upon the littoral drift patterns
problem.
that might alter the feed sediments to
coastal habitats (Crymlyn Burrows SSSI
sand dunes, Baglan Dunes, Aberavon and
Margam Burrows dune system, the
beaches of Swansea Bay (i.e. Blackpill) or
other similar areas in the near-field
(Mumbles Head to Port Talbot))
identified through modelling are
discussed in section 6.5 of the ES.
What effects will there be on ‘drifting’ sands?
The effects on littoral drift have been
Will TLSB foot the bill if there is increased silting up of the channels?
assessed as part of the Environmental
Impact Assessment. The full findings of
this are presented in chapter 6 (Coastal
Processes, Sediment Transport and
Contamination) of the ES.
The maintenance costs of the lagoon,
associated structures and channels will
be covered by TLSB.
Impact on sands and sediment movement from the westerly PIER to
Full assessment of the movements of

210.

211.
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Yacht Club
(MYC)

7.

SB

Mumbles. Impact on sand in the Gower.

Marine Water Quality Assessment (Chapter 7 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
NRW

7.1 NRW note that some of paragraph 71.3.2 C) seems to contradict
statements made earlier in this Chapter 7 about the anticipated impact of
the lagoon on circulation within the bay. We also question the assertion
made here that much of the lagoon area is intertidal (see for instance
Figure 8.1 of the PEIR showing the Mean Low Water level for Swansea
Bay).

sands and sediments have been
investigated as part of the Environmental
Impact Assessment. The results of this
investigation is presented in chapter 6
(Coastal Processes, Sediment Transport
and Contamination) of the ES. It is
considered that there will be minor
adverse impact of sediment movement in
the Mumbles stretch of the Bay. The
impact on the Gower peninsular is
expected to be negligible.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
Effects on circulation are clarified in final
EIA, based on model results.
There is a distinction to be made
between effects of the lagoon on
circulation and knock on effects of these
on water quality. If the main sources of
pollutants are outside of the main area of
circulation affected by the lagoon, then
water quality impacts may be relatively
small. The combined positive and
negative effects also need to be
considered.
Mean low water level does not express
the full extent of the intertidal area. A
Large part of the lagoon area (40%-50%)
is intertidal, i.e. above 0m CD or LAT.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7

212.

69

of the ES.
7.2 The document makes several references to the discharge of tertiary
A full investigation of FIO indicator
treated final effluent into the proposed footprint of the lagoon. It makes
concentrations in the bay and within the
the assumption that during normal operation of the lagoon in dry weather, impoundment is undertaken in the EIA, as
the discharge is sufficiently treated so that it does not reduce the
per a typical study for a bathing water
microbiological water quality. For example, paragraph 7.7.3.2 d) states that investigation. This includes modelling
In dry weather the reduction in microbiological water quality will be
dry and wet weather conditions with all
relatively low, as the WWTW discharge is disinfected. The applicant must
significant sources considered.
quantify this assumption. The effluent receives a calculated UV dose which Source bacteria loads are based on
takes into account the dilution and dispersion effects of entering the bay. If network models (to determine flow) and
the final effluent is discharged into the impoundment, the dilution and
sampling (including recent Smart Coasts
dispersion factors will change considerably. The applicant must investigate study) to determine concentration.
what impact this will have on the concentrations of F10 (faecal indicator
In the case of Swansea WwTW a
organisms) within the lagoon impoundment.
conservative assessment of UV efficacy is
adapted based on historical sample data,
and effects of proposed process
improvements have been assumed to be
negligible.
Results are analysed against the revised
BWD standards to determine potential
Class in the lagoon under current and
future conditions.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.
7.3 As a key aspiration of the project is to develop the facility for water
This assessment has been undertaken for
contract sports and events it would seem appropriate to designate the
the EIA together with assessment of a
lagoon as an EU Bathing Water under the rBWD (revised Bathing Water
number of optimisation / mitigation
Directive), this should ensure compliance with the directive and afford the options to improve water quality in the
appropriate protection to all water users within its boundary. The
Lagoon in the event it is used for contact
applicant must investigate what impact such a discharge of a major volume water sports.
of final effluent into the impoundment may have on human health.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.
7.4 NRW strongly recommends that the applicant must investigate any
See previous responses 211 and 212. Full
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215.
70

potential impact to human health from the impoundment of the WWTW
final effluent. This must be based on appropriate data and feed into any
mitigation methods developed as a result. The applicant must ensure that
focus is given to protection to human health in terms of known
concentrations of F10 discharging from the LS0 into the proposed
impoundment, bearing in mind that it will be used and promoted as a
venue for water contract sports.

investigation has been undertaken as
part of the EIA. Method is in line with
current UK best practice and current EA,
SEPA and NRW guidance. This assessment
is presented in Chapter 7 of the ES.

7.5 The document makes several references to the “occasional storm
discharge” from the WWTW. This assessment of storm spill frequency
must take into account the recent improvements to the Langdon Road
pumping station. Recent refurbishment of the pumping station has
allowed higher volumes of flow to be passed forward to the treatment
works.

Intertek are working with Morgan Sindall,
DCWW and Grontmij on the current
Swansea Bay Bathing Waters
improvements scheme. As such they are
fully up to speed on current network
modelling, storm spill assessments and
improvement works in the catchments.
Latest output from the network models
(Swansea, Afan, Neath and Baglan
catchments) including any recent or
proposed improvements has been used
to support the water quality study in the
ES (Section 7.5).
As per the current study all storm events
over a four year period (2008-2011, as a
conservative set of wet summers) are
used. Proposed improvements at
Langdon Road and AMP5 schemes in all
catchments are captured in the study
together with catchment growth
forecasts.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.
Both dry and wet weather components
are considered in the EIA study.

Whilst this will decrease the volume of spill from the network upstream of
Langdon Road pumping station, ¡t will likely increase the volume of storm
spilling from the LSO. We understand the high volume of storm water is
due to surface water inputs and infiltration ¡t is worth noting that it ¡s
known to take a number of weeks for these high flow volumes within the
network to subside following a rainfall event. We recommend the
applicant reassess the presumption of occasional storm discharges based
on the work carried out at the pumping station. We understand Grontmij,
working on behalf of DCWW, have made an assessment of flows and spill
in this part of the network which should be of help to our investigations.

7.6 The applicant is of the opinion that the screened storm discharge into
the lagoon will be the primary source of poor bacterial water quality within
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the impoundment. This effect is likely to be exacerbated on a flood tide or
during any hold periods. Whilst we do not disagree with the fact that the
storm discharge will have a detrimental effect we would suggest that
source apportionment data from the Smart Coast project indicates that the
final effluent will likely be the primary source of high F10 concentrations,
which will remain present during good weather conditions and high
recreational usage.

7.7 We also have major concerns regarding the options to deal with the
storm discharge. The applicants have proposed 3 options:
1. Installation into the lagoon structure of additional storm storage for the
WWTW.
2. The installation of a UV disinfection plant on the screened storm
discharge
3. Extension of the Long Sea Outfall (LSO) to beyond the otter lagoon wall
(>3m)
Option 1 would provide a solution in terms of preventing storm sewage
from entering the impoundment. This, however, may only provide a
temporary resolution for two reasons. First being periods of rainfall, such
as those seen in recent years may result in the new tanks reaching capacity
far more quickly than anticipated. Secondly, natural development of
Swansea WWTW catchment would likely overtake the designed capacity of
the storage option. There would also likely be an ongoing cost in terms of
maintenance, pumping etc, that must be investigated

The treated effluent is the main source of
contaminants over the long term, i.e. the
greatest total annual load. However the
instantaneous load is much less
compared to the storm water discharge,
which is typically approximately 2 orders
of magnitude higher in concentration and
two times higher in flow. Considered
over the same area, i.e. within the
lagoon, and accounting for the effects of
dispersion and decay, the storm
discharge will have the significantly
greater effect on water quality at any
given time or location.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.
All options are considered in the EIA.
NRWs concerns over some options have
been addressed where practicable.
All options are investigated as fully as
possible. A full investigation to optimise
the position of an extended outfall, or
storage options is not possible, as this
would require significant inputs from
DCWW and detailed information on
seabed conditions. However feasibility is
assessed sufficient to allow a best
option(s) to be identified.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.
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Option 2 is unproven and has a highly intensive energy usage. For a
scheme that is designed to be low carbon, the installation of a UV
disinfection plant for storm effluent seems counter-intuitive to the overall
ethos of the procedure. We would suggest that a feasibility study in terms
of a cost benefit analysis is undertaken to ascertain what the long term
implications of this solution would be.
Option 3 is NRW’s preferred option as this would remove both the storm
and final effluent from the impoundment. The document states that the
storm discharge would be drawn back into the lagoon on certain tide
conditions. We would recommend mitigation methods should be indicated
such as appropriate design and positioning of the LSO.
The applicant must ensure all options are investigated to the satisfaction of
NRW with a bas to ensuring no storm effluent enters the impoundment at
any time. The applicant should consider this in parallel with the likely
detrimental effects on microbiological water quality and human health of a
continuous discharge of find effluent, as mentioned previously. All
mitigation solutions must be developed based on long term cost, energy
usage and protection to human health. Wherever possible these solutions
should include the removal of surface water from the network.
7.8 Aberafan WWTW discharges secondary treated final effluent and storm
sewage to the bay via a Long Sea Outfall (LSO). The applicant makes
reference to the impact the impoundment will have on dispersion of the
River Neath. However no reference is made to the impact the lagoon will
have on the dispersion of final effluent and storm effluent from the San
works. Very little is mentioned of other foreshore inputs to the bay from
the east of the
River Neath.
We recommend the applicant investigate the impacts the impoundment
will have on the dilution and dispersion of the discharge from the works
and the River Neath along with any other foreshore inputs to ensure

Afan WwTW is considered in the
modelling assessment and EIA, as are all
major discharges to Swansea Bay
(Mumbles to Port Talbot), including the
Baglan LSO, river Afan and a number of
other local discharges.
The EIA includes consideration of the
Aberafan bathing water.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.
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bathing water quality does not deteriorate at Aberafan bathing water. All
mitigation methods must be investigated should deterioration be likely.
7.9 The Smart Coast project which has provided data to this proposal, has
spent a great deal of European funded time and money to develop a black
box and hydrodynamic model to predict bathing water quality within
Swansea Bay. These models are based on thousands of samples from a
source apportionment study and hundreds of samples from multiple tracer
studies along with numerous other data sources- These models are to form
part of the overall management of the bathing water to ensure protection
of human health. The basis of these models are planned to be expanded to
other bathing waters around the Welsh coast such the nearby Aberafan
bathing water.
The development and construction of the lagoon will likely lead to these
models being ineffective and therefore rendering the management system
ineffective.
NRW recommend that the applicant fully identifies the impact the lagoon
will have on the hydrodynamics of the bay, what impact this would have
on the bathing water, Its management and resulting human health. We
would then require the applicant to investigate mitigation options. such as
funding a replacement sampling programme to ensure, either the
management remains effective or the development of a new model and
management system is undertaken.
7.10 The applicant has proposed the lagoon walls be constructed of
sediment filled geotubes®, sediment, concrete and rock armour. The
process of large scale dredging and filling does cause some concern due to
the mobilisation and dispersal of sediments throughout the wider bay. As
this operation would occur during the bathing water seasons, the effect
this could have on the designated bathing water may be highly
detrimental. By mobilising sediment the efficacy of natural UV on bacteria
will be considerably reduced, causing a decrease in microbiological water
quality. The applicant will need to fully the assess the impact of this activity
and develop a method or other mitigation that would minimise the impact.

See previous comments regarding the
extent of EIA study.
Smart Coast Black Box model issues are
addressed separately under CCSC
comments.

221.

The effects of mobilised sediment on
decay are considered in the EIA (Sections
7.6.6 and 7.7.9).
The low levels of sediment release are
unlikely to have a significant detrimental
effect on decay in the turbid waters of
Swansea Bay.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.
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7.11 To construct the turbine house a dry working area is needed to be
created. The applicant has presented 4 options for a temporary bund to
facilitate this.
1. Sediment bund
2. Sediment bund with geo tubes and rock armour
3. Cellular sheet pile cofferdam wall
4. Twin wall sheet pile.
Option 1 raises serious concerns as it proposes to pump dredged sediment
directly onto the sea bed until the bund is created. Without any form of
containment or stabilisation. this option would allow for the mobilisation
of much of the sediment to the wider bay and cause the same problems
mentioned above.

SB

NRW (CEFAS)

05/08/13

SB

CCSC

23/09/20
13

NRW recommends investigation of all options with a view to ensuring the
minimisation of sediment mobilisation.
In collecting data details of quality standards have been given and standard
practices used. The data collected is timely for the purposes of
characterisation. Only time will tell whether the data collected will also be
useful as a pre-construction baseline (as intended). If construction is
delayed significantly, a repeat baseline may have to be conducted.
Further work is also required on the mitigation and monitoring plan to
support the DCO and Marine Licence application.
Potential for pollution/contamination
A major sewage outfall (estimated to accommodate effluent from 250,000
people) discharges into the area enclosed by the lagoon. This is the result
of the extensive reconfiguration of the trunk sewers several years ago that
closed the outfall at Mumbles Head and re-directed all the sewage of the
city via large interceptor sewers under the River Tawe to the Welsh Water
Treatment plant at St. Thomas. The outfall with diffusers was carefully
designed at the time by Delft Hydraulics to ensure that no sewage would

Option 1 as presented in the PEIR is no
longer under consideration for the
purposes of the Project.
Effects of option 2 would be as per wall
construction, which is covered in the
assessments undertaken for the EIA.
Option 3 and 4 would have no significant
effect.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.

223.

TLSB does not expect a delay in
construction; however the need for
flexibility has been incorporated into the
assessment in order to accommodate for
a delay in construction.
Further mitigation and monitoring to that
in the PEIR is proposed in Chapter 23 and
its appendices of the ES.
The EIA study uses the same Delft
Hydraulics models as that used for the
WwTW and design.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.
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end up on the beaches of Swansea Bay.
The effluent is usually treated but in the event of severe storms (which
naturally occur several times a year) the raw sewage bypasses the
treatment works and will be released inside the proposed lagoon. This will
present a severe health hazard and may impact upon any proposed water
use of the lagoon by TLSB. This will be an additional source of fine material
as well as nutrients.

NSB

WTW

05/08/13

The ability of the lagoon to be efficiently flushed by the tides is not yet
established, or mitigating measures implemented to prevent
eutrophication and siltation. This could have a severe impact on the
environment of the new Bay Campus. None of this analysis is currently
available
We are greatly concerned to have learnt that the proposed location of the
lagoon encompasses the outfall from Swansea Bay WWTW. Given the
plans for both water contact sports and potential aquaculture the water
quality of the lagoon must meet the appropriate health and safety
standards as well as mitigating the impact on the natural environment.

It is stated that the lagoon itself should not contribute any pollutant load
to the marine waters, but its impact on water circulation within the Bay
could affect water quality and the outfall from Swansea Bay Waste Water
Treatment Works (WWTW), owned by DCWW, would terminate within the
proposed Lagoon area.

The EIA considered both treated and
storm discharges.
Effects on water quality within the
Lagoon impoundment and Swansea Bay
are assessed in the EIA chapter 7. These
include both microbiological, chemical
pollutants and nutrients.
Optimisation and mitigation measures to
improve water quality within the Lagoon
impoundment are considered and
assessed in Chapter 7 of the ES.
A number of optimisation / mitigation
options have been considered to reduce
the impact of the wwTW discharge on the
water quality within the Lagoon.
Options include storage (not viable) UV
disinfection and moving the outfall 1.5km
from its existing location to lace it outside
of the Lagoon.
Design feasibility assessment ongoing.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.
Effects of all significant discharges
(including WWTW, Neath and Tawe) are
considered within the EIA. Optimisation /
mitigation options are considered for
WWTW discharge. This assessment is
presented in Chapter 7 of the ES.
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(The outfall discharges a tertiary treated UV disinfected final effluent.) In
addition, water quality from the Tawe and Neath estuaries must be
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considered.
The PEIR states that in dry weather the flows from the WWTW outfall are
ultra-violet (UV) disinfected and have very low levels of bacteria, and the
tidal movements through the turbines ensure water is never impounded in
the lagoon for long. However, in very wet weather, it is acknowledged that
screened storm water can be released through the outfall, affecting water
quality in the lagoon and the wider Bay.
At these times, without mitigation (additional measures), the reduction in
lagoon water quality may be enough to preclude its use for contact water
sports for periods after heavy rainfall. To mitigate this, it is advised that
three options are currently being considered in conjunction with Dŵr
Cymru Welsh Water (DCWW).
We acknowledge that further work is underway to consider options for
storm water treatment, holding or extension of the pipeline, and would
welcome further discussion once this work is complete. At present we
would like to the see the pipeline extended so as to remove all risks to the
lagoon waters, but remain open to be convinced that there is another
viable option. Should the cost burden for additional treatment fall on
Welsh Water and their customers there is a danger that the budget for
dealing with existing important environmental problems will be reduced.
LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

It is considered by the Head of Environment, Management and Protection
that the options in the PEIR for treating sewage discharges and storm
discharges are reasonable at this early stage but are mainly a concern in
terms of the after-use of the lagoon itself. Clearly any shell fishery or
recreational use would require good water quality (compliant with the
relevant Directives) and in this respect it is considered that the option of
extra storage is probably not wise in the longer term. In the experience of
the Head of Environment, Management and Protection, extra sewage
storage does not usually resolve a problem for more than a few years and
also, the current storm discharge into the lagoon would have to be
treated.

Optimisation / mitigation options are
considered for WWTW discharge. This
assessment is presented in Chapter 7 of
the ES.

228.

TLSB’s preferred option remains UV
treatment, as a result of the assessment
carried out and presented in Chapter 7 of
the ES.

229.

Comments on storage is duly noted but
(as agreed at the meeting on the 13th
September) at this stage all 3 options for
addressing the storm discharge are being
considered in preparing the application
for the DCO.

230.

An assessment of each option pursued is
discussed further in Chapter 7: Marine
Water Quality.
Storage is considered as an option but is
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In consideration of the information submitted, the impact on bathing
water quality has been highlighted as the main area of concern for the
Head of Environment, Management and Protection.

It is considered too early to say whether UV disinfection of all discharges
into the lagoon would be safe for lagoon swimmers. It is advised that this
can be quite a complicated risk assessment as UV disinfection can disable
pathogens, but the indicator organisms are still countable. Advising
organisers of triathlons etc could be quite difficult in those circumstances.
From a public relations viewpoint it would be much easier to promote the
use of the lagoon if the outfall was extended further into the Bay,
sufficiently far enough away from the turbines.

Another related issue identified by the Head of Environment, Management
and Protection is the fact that the long sea outfall from the Afan sewage
works has no UV disinfection and that this may be an issue for future
compliance at Aberavon Beach. It is advised that both these issues should
be fully assessed as part of this decision process.

not considered viable on cost and
operational grounds.
Noted. Impacts on bathing waters are
assessed within the EIA.
As discussed at the meeting on the 13th
September, in addition to achieving the
required water quality standard, there
are a number of other factors which need
to be considered in order to identify the
most appropriate way forward with
respect to storm water. These will be
progressed in conjunction with DCWW
post DCO submission.
Within the EIA an assessment of all three
options in terms of water will be provided
in Chapter 7: Marine Water Quality. UV is
assessed in the EIA in terms of FIO
effects. Effects are considered and
compared for a range of [discharge]
options, including outfall extension.
Afan outfall and all other discharges
within the area are within the model and
are included in the assessment.
Bathing water quality at Aberafan bathing
water is included within the EIA study.
Results do not suggest a need for any
further treatment at Afan WwTW in
terms of Lagoon impacts. Performance at
Aberafan is predicted to be marginally
improved with the Lagoon in place.
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The Head of Environment, Management and Protection has advised that
the aforementioned issues hinge upon very accurate and reliable
modelling to be able to assess the potential negative impacts of the
proposal. It is also explained that this will be difficult as fairly small changes
will be irreversible whilst the impacts could become quite obvious. In this
respect the Head of Environment, Management and Protection has
highlighted concern that the current model quality is not good enough to
reach a confident decision. It is advised that there are better models in
development and it is hoped that Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd is willing
to continue to find the best resolution throughout this application process.

The model used by TLSB is that currently
being used by DCWW to target their
future investment. As such, it is fit for
purpose. Notwithstanding this further
discussion has been undertaken with the
Head of Environment, NRW (A) and David
Kay (Smartcoast model) and data
between the two models has been
shared.

233.

As Members may be aware, the Council’s Pollution Control Team has
recently undertaken some major surveys at considerable expense to
generate a reliable and robust prediction method for water quality in
Swansea Bay. It is advised that this is the only way forward to comply with
the revised Bathing Water Directive and is essential to avoid infraction
proceedings sometime after 2016.

Survey data has been used for model
validation and input data in support of
the EIA.
The effects of the Lagoon on bathing
water quality are predicted to be benign,
potentially positive.
Impacts from local CSOs on the Swansea
bathing water are largely unaffected, and
are likely to be more greatly influenced
by proposed DCWW catchment
improvements.
Effects on the Tawe discharge are likely
to be positive, as the plume from the
Tawe will have a lower impact than at
present.
Bathing water quality will improve in
response to DCWW improvements and
the presence of the Lagoon, reducing the
risk of infraction, post 2016.
The coastal model is considered
sufficiently accurate to determine the
effects of the Lagoon on bathing water

234.

The Head of Environment, Management and Protection has advised that
the physical changes to the Bay will be significant enough to require a
repeat of much of the survey work carried out in 2011, which has enabled
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the City & County of Swansea to construct the prediction model. It will be
essential for this work to be repeated if the lagoon is constructed. Whilst
this will enable the Authority to continue with daily predictions, there will
inevitably be a period through construction and for some time afterwards
when the prediction method will not be as reliable. It is advised that there
is no easy way around this issue and it would probably take at least one full
year from the month of May following the completion of an operational
lagoon, for the survey to be repeated and a new prediction model
calculated based upon the new data.

This matter has been considered by Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd and at
present there is a commitment to repeat the survey work post completion.
However the estimated cost of this is an additional £400,000, which would
have to be found by Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd, not this Authority. This
estimate also assumes sufficient staff within the Pollution Control Team to
undertake the work in 2018 and the academic expertise provided through
the recent INTERREG project still being available.

quality. The model has been extensively
validated using existing and Smart Coasts
data. Information on the validation is
provided in the two supplementary
reports to accompany the EIA, i.e.:
Intertek (2013) Swansea Bay Tidal
Lagoon Water Quality - Hydrodynamic
Model Update and Validation Report;
P1609_RN3290_Rev0, August 2013.
Intertek (2013) Swansea Bay Tidal Lagoon
Marine Water Quality Assessment,
Technical Report; P1609_RN3311_Rev0,
November 2013
The current modelling approach (STORMIMPACT) adopted by Intertek is accepted
by all regulators in the UK (NRW, SEPA
and EA). It has been used on countless
BW and SW investigations and has a
proven track record. We believe it
provides the most accurate and robust
predictive tool currently available.
Further discussion with EHO (include
David Kay) took place and have helped
refine the assessment presented in
Chapter 7 of the ES.
Further discussions have been
undertaken with Head of Environmental
Health CCSC (13th and 27th September
2013) and a potential way forward which
includes alternative options, has been
discussed. CCSC is to provide suggested
wording which would be “acceptable” to
themselves, for TLSB to review, taking
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into consideration the limitation of the
black box model, the future uncertainties
of the beach and future catchment
changes effects on the model
It is the view of the Head of Environment, Management and Protection
Appropriate Requirements are submitted
that it is imperative that the Planning Inspectorate/Secretary of State make with the draft DCO as part of the
this an enforceable condition of any approval potentially given in the
Application.
future.
NSB

RSPB

05/08/13

In the list of relevant legislation you may have missed the “Fish
Directive” (Directive 2006/44/EC). It covers freshwaters, up to 1 nm, and
parameters for supporting fish life.

The Environment Agency produced a list of Environmental Quality
Standards (EQS) for water in 1999 This might be of use in relation to many
of the less common chemicals, such as PCP, CTC and TCB. Most are likely to
be present within the sediments of the Bay due to historic uses.
Potentially fatal impacts on rare and highly protected fish species
populations including: direct and indirect (cavitation effects); mortality
through collision with turbine blades (a risk exacerbated by multiple
passages through the turbines); delays to fish migration; enhanced
predation; changes in water quality and salinity, and the loss of fish
nursery habitat.

Consideration is given to the directive in
the EIA. However, assessment of specific
impacts on fresh water are excluded from
the water quality assessment, as water
quality would not be affected in these
waters due to the physical separation of
fresh and salt water environments in the
local rivers, i.e. by weirs etc.
However where the directive may apply
in transitional and coastal waters
consideration of relevant Environmental
Quality Standards has been made (See
Section 7.7).
Assessment of contaminants released
from sediment has been undertaken in
the EIA and presented in Chapter 7 of
the ES). The contaminants considered
are based on those identified as present
at significant levels from samples taken
during the geotechnical site investigation.
These include heavy metals and TBT.
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An assessment of the impact on Fish due
to fatalities as a result of: collision; delays
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to migration; changes in water quality
and salinity and the loss of fish nursery
habitat is presented in Chapter 9 of the
ES.
NSB

Fish Legal

05/08/13

Under Regulation 3 of the Water Environment (Water Framework
Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations 2003, the Secretary of State
and the Assembly must exercise their relevant functions so as to secure
compliance with the requirements of the Directive, for the achievement of
its environmental objectives, and the programmes of measures Identified
to achieve those objectives in each River Basin Management Plan. Regard
must be had to the relevant River Basin Management Plans, and any
Supplementary Plans in respect of each water body.
The main purpose of the WFD is set out at Article 1, which includes the
objective of preventing further deterioration, as well as the protection and
enhancement of the status of aquatic ecosystems. This is relevant to both
inland surface water and coastal waters. The Environmental Objectives are
further codified in Article 4

The water quality assessment in the EIA is
based upon the relevant regulations and
standards covered by the WFD, i.e.:
shellfish waters, bathing waters,
freshwater fish and WFD objectives
identified in the BMP and WAP:
specifically nutrients (DAIN and algae),
DO and copper (other metals and TBT
also addressed).
Impacts are considered in terms of
relevant WFD UKTAG standards and
prevention / mitigation of further
deterioration.
This assessment is presented in Chapter 7
of the ES.
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The applicant has not demonstrated how this project supports those
objectives, or at the very least why it will not frustrate them. By looking at
the entry for Swansea Bay we can see that the current overall
potential/status is Bad’ (the lowest status possible), but that it has
protected area designation. Stated mitigation measures include “reduce
sediment re-suspension and impact of dredging, “avoid the need to
dredge, “preserve and where possible enhance ecological value of
marginal aquatic habitat, banks and riparian zone”. Some effort has been
made to consider water quality issues of the project and its operation,
however, more information is required on all WFD aspects, as it would
appear the project directly conflicts with WFD objectives and stated
mitigation measures. Furthermore, there appears to be no proper
consideration of the impacts of the project on the status of fish as a
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biological quality indicator for the Swansea Bay RBMP entry, nor for the
linked water bodies of the nearby rivers flowing into the Bay (Tawe, Neath.
Afan) and their tributaries. From information provided on the Environment
Agency website fish are assessed for these rivers as follows:
Tawe - 16 WBs - fish: 3 good, 5 moderate
Neath - 12 WBs - fish: 2 good, 6 moderate, I poor
Afan - 6 WBs - fish: 1 good, 2 moderate, 2 poor

NSB

Swansea
Environmental
Forum

30/08/13

SEF and its partners have been working hard to improve the Bay’s water
quality. The Forum has held a long-term aim to ensure Swansea Bay
achieves compliance with the revised Bathing Water Directive 2006
(rBWD). Our partners have invested a lot of time and resource into
research and improvements over the last five years.
It is likely that any physical changes to the Bay will affect the water quality
of the Bay.
This could significantly affect data and information that has been collected
previously. One example is the development of a bathing water prediction
model, which was an outcome of the Smart Coasts project. This model is
based upon data collected between 2011 and 2013. It would be essential
for this work to be repeated if the lagoon is constructed, and we wish to
continue to achieve the Bathing Water Standards.
Although we welcome water sports and bathing promotion for the public
within the lagoon, we have some major concerns regarding the lagoon’s
water quality.
How likely is it that that the lagoon will achieve compliance under the
rBWD, particularly if the sewage outfall is within its area?

The effects of the Lagoon on mixing and
dispersion are discussed in section 7.8.1
which has identified that the presence of
the Lagoon will have a generalised
positive effect on water quality. TLSB is
aware of the concerns raised in relation
to data which has previously been
collected being affected by the presence
of the Lagoon. Discussions have been
undertaken with CCSC to try to assess
how the prediction model might be
affected by the Project.

241.

To ensure the water quality within the
Lagoon would be fully compliant with
rBWD, a full investigation of FIO indicator
concentrations in the Bay and within the
impoundment was undertaken in the EIA,
as per a typical study for a bathing water
investigation.
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In respect of this outfall, whilst the Forum recognises your development
and assessment of the three options, it is our opinion that the only viable
option is moving the out fall pipe outside the lagoon area. The cost of this
would need to be borne by the development and is likely to be significant.
Sewage storage does not usually resolve a problem for more than a few
years, but also, the current storm water discharge into the lagoon would
have to be treated. It is too early to say whether UV disinfection of all
discharges into the lagoon would be safe for lagoon swimmers. It would be
much more effective to promote and ensure the safe use of the lagoon if
the outfall was extended further into the Bay, sufficiently far enough away
from the turbines. Another related issue is the fact that the long sea outfall
from the Afan sewage works has no UV disinfection so there is the
possibility that this could enter the lagoon. Both these issues should be
fully assessed as part of the EIA process.

As environmental assessment studies
have progressed the option for storage
has been ruled out as it is not
economically viable. The two remaining
options have been fully assessed as viable
options within the ES, as detailed in
Chapter 7.

We also have concerns regarding the potential for increased turbidity
during the construction phases of this project and the implication that this
may have on the water quality of the bay. Increased turbidity would
reduce the sterilizing effect of solar UV and thus lower the water quality of
the bay for bathing especially during the tourist season.

The impacts of turbidity during the
construction phase is addressed in the
assessment presented in Chapter 9.

There is an assumption that there will be a positive effect on the water
quality of the Bay if the lagoon walls direct the plumes from the Tawe and
Neath further out and away from the beach. However, recent findings
suggest that the watercourse which impact most upon the designated
bathing point in Swansea is not the Tawe, but more localised sources.
NSB

Mumbles
Yatch Club
(MYC)

Members are concerned about water quality and the impact of dredging in
the Bay given the presence of heavy metals. Findings from work on
sedimentary deposits are not yet available, although it appears that work
on this aspect is now underway with the platform in place.
Members were not reassured in relation to water quality management in

Theimpact of the Project on Water
Quality is assessed in Chapter 7 of the ES.

Effects on water quality within the
Lagoon impoundment and Swansea Bay
are assessed in the EIA chapter 7. These
include both microbiological, chemical
pollutants and nutrients. The EIA
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relation to sewage and storm water outflow. Solutions were put forward
for existing capacity and known outlets. No consideration was given to the
effects of increased capacity/outflow particularly should the current
"plant" be working at close to capacity. Is there a disaster recovery plan
should treatment works fail? Panel members were unaware of unadopted
(by Welsh Water) discharge pipes and systems that feed into the proposed
lagoon area

NSB

Swansea Bay
Port Health
Authority

02/08/13

So far as this Authority is particularly concerned, such data required would
include the possible effects upon shellfish harvest beds in Swansea Bay silting of the beds and effect upon the sewage outfall; and mitigating
potential loss of power to ships navigating the dredged channel entrance
to the River Neath.

considered both treated and storm
discharges
Optimisation and mitigation measures to
improve water quality within the Lagoon
impoundment are considered and
assessed in the EIA.
Additional provisions for the
management of water quality will be
presented in Chapter 23 of the ES.
Duly noted. Amendments made as
required.
The EIA has looked to address all of these
issues which will be presented within the
Environmental Statement.

243.

A small point - references in my copy of the PEIR contents page reference
the text incorrectly as follows:
3.5.2 should read 'Single (ebb tide) or Dual Generation (ebb and flood tide'
3.5.3 should read 'Size & Number of turbines'
3.6 should read 'Sluice Gates'
3.6.1 'Number of Sluice Gates' should be included in the contents
3.6.2 'Type of Sluice Gates' should be included in the contents
3.6.3 'Size of Sluice Gates' should be included in the contents
3.6 in the contents should read 3.7
3.7 in the contents should read 3.8

3.8 in the contents should read 3.9
A further response was receveived from Swansea Bay Port Health
Authority on the 30/10/13. This was outside of the formal consultation
period but TLSB has had regard to the comments made by the Authority.
1. Members of this Authority are impressed with the proposed tidal

244.
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lagoon proposal and are generally supportive of the project which will
provide renewable energy; create additional habitats, local employment
prospects and recreational facilities; and add value to the student & pupil
experience at Swansea University and local schools respectively.
2. The final Environmental Impact Assessment is awaited. Members wish
to see assurance in that document regarding protection of water quality;
and mitigation of potential silting to the shellfish beds within the
Bay. Members noted that options dealing with the WwTw outfall remain either extending the outfall beyond the lagoon, or retaining the current
outfall position with additional UV treatment of the discharge. Members
do not support the first option and suspect that future breakdown in the
discharge treatment could give rise to mass pollution within the lagoon
area. Your presentations indicated that the second option would be more
expensive. Given the immense project costs, Members would urge that
the outfall is taken outside the enclosed waters.

8.

NSB

Intertidal and Subtidal Benthic Ecology (Chapter 8 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
WTW

05/08/13

We appreciate that the extent of intertidal and shallow subtidal habitat
loss will be minimised but as it cannot yet be quantified, we welcome
further dialogue when more information becomes available.
We remain concerned about the discussion of mitigation measures before
full modelling and assessment is complete. In particular we are
apprehensive about the proposed translocation of Sabellaria alveolata and
native oyster Ostrea edulis.
We are particularly interested in what the modelling will demonstrate with
regard to changes in littoral drift patterns that might alter the feed of

Assessment of water quality and
provisions for the maintenance of quality
is discussed within Chapter 7 of the ES.
At present both options are being
considered within the ES with the final
option being taken forward in
consultation with Welsh Water.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
TLSB has continued to engage with WTW
up to the submission of the Application.

Further information on mitigation
measures and on-going research has
been documented in Section 8.8 [of
what?] and are presented in Chapter 23.
Discussions will continue with NRW.
The impact of the Project on sand dunes
and their form have been assessed in

245.

246.

247.
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sediments to Crymlyn Burrows Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) sand
dunes, as well as designated habitats further afield; Baglan Dunes,
Aberavon and Margam Burrows dune system, and nearby beaches. Sand
accretion is key to the long-term survival of Crymlyn Burrows, an ecological
process which is currently functioning well and does not need mechanical
intervention, as is the case at Kenfig Dunes. Overall these habitats are a
remnant of the 3,300ha of sand dune and blown sand habitats which used
to occur along the 26-mile coastline of Swansea Bay from Blackpill to the
Ogmore River before 65% was lost to industrial and urban development
(Howe et al., 2012), and we would be concerned about any further loss.

Terrestrial Ecology Chapter 12.
Monitoring of Crymlyn Burrows, and the
intervention that will be undertaken
depeding on the result of that
monitoring, is detailed in Chapter 23.

We remain equally concerned about the changes to the inter-tidal
environment, not only within the Bay, but within the lagoon itself. Once in
situ the lagoon will undergo an internal evolution as a result of wind-driven
wave action. Any impounded water body, such as a lagoon, suffers from
wind-induced erosion. We anticipate that such erosion within Swansea Bay
will lead to erosion of the intertidal zone and a deposition of sediment
subtidally within the lagoon itself, thus leading to shallowing of the water
body and development of a wholly subtidal environment as seen in the
headponds of Annapolis Royal and the Windsor and Moncton causeways in
the Bay of Fundy.

Full assessment has been provided in
section 8.6 of the ES. TLSB considers that
the Lagoon will not cause unforeseen or
unmitigatable impacts.

248.

We would welcome more quantitative data on the direct impact to the
SSSIs during construction and consider that the EIA will be key. Some of
the issues that concern us most are not fully dealt with in the PEIR, such as
the loss of habitat within the lagoon for wading birds due to constant
disturbance by recreational users and changes to the quality of the habitat
due to alterations in sediment type, movement and contamination arising
from alterations to natural processes. Some questions remain to be
answered e.g. will the walls at low tide be a barrier to the movement of
birds and alter their use of the intertidal habitat contained therein? We
would welcome further discussion once more detailed information is
available

Full assessment on birds has been
assessed in Coastal Birds Chapter 11.
Impacts to marine ecology have been
assessed in the following specific impact
pathway sections: Changes in habitat
suitability (section 8.6) and
Changes in water quality – (Section 8.6).

249.
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LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

We are concerned about the in-combination impacts on inter-tidal habitats
with other developments. As this technology by definition targets this
habitat we would like to see much more detail on this, at an appropriate
scale depending on the scale of significance of the feature and also a
better analysis of the cross-cutting issues between chapters of this PEIR

Cumulative and in-combination
assessment has been undertaken in
Section 8.6 and all mitigation and
monitoring measures are presented in
Chapter 23.

250.

In response, the Council’s Ecologist has advised that there must be
sufficient data available to fully assess impacts on geomorphological
processes, coastal subtidal and intertidal habitats including the Blackpill
SSSI. The data in the former Countryside Council for Wales’s intertidal
survey is now at least 10 years old and this needs to be proofed for the
whole area that might be affected, as displaced sediment will affect marine
habitats outside the lagoon boundary. It should be acknowledged that it
may be necessary to carry out further plankton study work once the desk
study is done.

Further intertidal survey work has been
undertaken in January and May 2013 to
verify and update CCW survey. This
assessment is presented in Chapter 8 of
the ES.

251.

The Council’s Ecologist has highlighted that changes in sediment
movement caused by the lagoon will have the largest ecological impact. It
is imperative therefore that those possible changes are fully quantified and
that impacts on geomorphological processes, coastal subtidal and
intertidal habitats are fully explored. To this end, more complex modelling
is required to predict possible long term effects and changes. It is
emphasised as particularly important to avoid further habitat losses that
have occurred as a result of Cardiff and Swansea barrages.

Coastal process modelling results have
been included in the ES Chapter, see
Section 8.6. The assessment undertaken
for coastal processes has informed the
assessments undertaken for all other
relevant Chapters.

Regarding the requirement for further
plankton study work, this is noted.

252.

To this end it is advised that the tidal model must have a resolution small
enough to predict local effects on sediment movement. The discussion of
the data needs specifically to be aimed at sand dune and marine sediments
and to assess effects of any increased exposure of soft coastal deposits e.g.
peat and clay.
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LAs

NSB

Neath Port
Talbot County
Borough
Council

Swansea
Biodiversity
Partnership
(SB)

09/09/13

01/08/13

The study area for the benthic sampling has been defined by the broad
scale modelling of the coastal processes to date. This may need to be reassessed in relation to suitability following the results of the more detailed
modelling. It is noted that the 2013 intertidal survey did not extend
beyond the River Neath; it is assumed that this is due to the initial
modelling results.

The 2013 intertidal survey extent was
determined by the initial modelling
results.

253.

Given the ecological sensitivity of the SSSI, a full assessment of the
ecological impacts arising from the routing of the cable will be necessary. It
is important to note that the existing tarmac path is not specifically
excluded from the SSSI designation. It is also understood that the tarmac
path follows the route of an historic BP pipeline and, as such, if the cabling
is to follow this line, remediation of this area may be necessary. However,
it is considered preferable to lay the cable in an area already disturbed or
requiring remediation rather than adjacent to the path in an area which
potentially has greater ecological sensitivity.

This is considered in Chapter 12,
Terrestrial Ecology, and Chapter 18, Land
Quality and Hydrogeology of the ES.
Preference noted.

254.

The construction of the lagoon involves filling large fabric tubes
(“Geotubes") with sand to form the core of the lagoon wall. We were
assured that the sand for the purpose would be locally sourced, and
presume that this means that it will be dredged from the sea bed of
Swansea Bay. Such a process is likely to have a catastrophic impact on the
ecology of the sea bed. In addition the removal of large quantities of
sediment from a dynamic system is likely to impact on the deposition of
sand on the coast, depriving sand dune systems of sand, and potentially
denuding the Gower beaches. These beaches have already been the
subject of widespread public concern because of sand loss, a loss which
many attribute to extensive dredging and removal of sand from the
Heiwick Banks in the Bristol Channel.

Full assessment on the ecological impact
on the seabed has been included in the
ES Chapter, see Section 8.6.

255.

We are also concerned that large scale disturbance of the sea bed will
release heavy metal contaminants deriving from the pollution made by

Full assessment on marine ecology has
been included in the ES Chapter, see

The impact on sand dune systems has
also been assessed in Terrestrial Ecology
Chapter 12.

256.
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SB

NRW advisory

05/08/13

metal industries in the 19th and 20th centuries. Such contaminants are
likely to be very toxic, and could have a substantial deleterious effect on
both wildlife and public health and enjoyment of the coast. Our concerns
embrace both the impact on biodiversity - damage to nursery areas for
marine species and to the ecology of the bay, and also the potential
damage to the fisheries and tourist industry in the area.

Section 8.6. The sediments identified in
the footprint of the lagoon are assessed
in Chapter 6 of the ES. These sediments
are below Cefas action level 2.

4.4 Paragraph 4.3.8.6, Visitor Centre(s) including access and parking: Figure
1.2 states that the proposed Eastern landfill Building will “sit on the
proposed dune and grassland between the SAIC and the lagoon”. It is
assumed any associated impacts e.g. on LBAP habitat will be fully assessed
through the EIA process.

Potential impacts on LBAP habitats have
been fully assessed within chapter 8.

We note the acknowledgement of the need for access controls and for this
to include information relating to Crymlyn Burrows SSSI. In addition the EIA
will need to fully consider the siting of buildings and associated
infrastructure in conjunction with Swansea University Bay Campus
applicants and the conditions and obligations established within that
planning permission for managing access to Crymlyn Burrows SSSI for
which we refer you to the local planning authority.

TLSB has and will continue to engage with
Swansea University respect to
determining access plans.

257.

We continue to advise further detailed discussion with the University, St
Modwens and NPTCBC Planning Dept. in this regard, so that the final EIA
addresses the in-combination effects and any mitigation measures
required for any proposals that could increase Eastern landfall recreational
access pressures to the SSSI. Access controls are not clear from the
information provided. We would be willing to attend any discussions on
these aspects if required.
8.1 NRW understands that the export cable for the project will be laid in a
single trench between the western arm of the lagoon that runs along the
back of the shore and through Crymlyn Burrows SSSI. The effect of this
cable laying is not considered further within the intertidal and subtidal

Full details to be provided in Chapter 4
Project Description. The cable will be
embedded within lagoon wall and will
then follow existing road/footpath
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ecology section, apart from noting of the direct drilling to cross the river
Neath. (see paragraph 8.1.0.2) It is unclear whether or not this cable is
trenched in the intertidal or not from figure 4.11 and NRW seek clarity on
this matter and advise that the potential impact of laying the export cable
must be adequately assessed for all relevant receptors.

8.2 Please be advised that European Protected Species (EPS) are only listed
in Annex IV of the Habitats Directive. Annex II lists priority species which
are features of SACs.(see paragraph 8.2.0.2).
8.3 The EIA methodology proposed in Chapter 8.0 appears to be adequate
at a broad level but is lacking in detail in some areas. Some of the factors
to be assessed are somewhat subjective in nature and there is little detail
concerning exactly how the scoring will be done (examples include
‘Probability of occurrence’ and ‘Sensitivity of Feature’). We also note little
evidence of a precautionary approach when considering assessment
matrices, for example, a ‘highly’ important feature with a ‘low’
vulnerability would receive a ‘Minor’ estimation of significance, which
according to the PEIR would require no mitigation for that particular
feature. If one is to take a precautionary approach then surely a highly
important feature with the potential to be subjected to ANY amount of
vulnerability requires some level of mitigation? This would potentially
result in many highly important habitats being overlooked.

In relation to the assessment of impacts on subtidal habitats, we would
recommend that the Marlin Sensitivity Assessments (available for various
impact types) be considered as a starting point (along with any other

network through tot the connection
point. It is not proposed for the cable to
be trenched in the intertidal
environment.
The impact of the cable on ecological
receptors in Crymlyn Burrows SSSI is
assessed in Terrestrial Ecology, Chapter
12 of the ES.
This has been taken into account and
amendments made to Chapter 8 of the ES
Section 8.3 of the ES sets out the
methodology used in the assessment
underpinning the EIA. The ES is required
to present an assessment of the likely
significant effects of the development on
the environment and proposed
mitigation measures. The EIA has been
carried out in line with best practice and
principles regarding the assessment and
presentation of impacts.
Each chapter presents the assessment of
impacts in relation to a relevant topic
area and the mitigation proposed having
regard to the outcome of the assessment,
which weighs up a number of relevant
factors. Chapter 23 presents all
mitigation proposed.
These assessments have been included as
part of the assessment undertaken for
the EIA and presented in Chapter 8.
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relevant studies). An element of caution / judgement should be used
however when assessing the sensitivity of benthic receptors to the various
impact mechanisms using the Marlin method in order to ensure that the
threshold levels and responses that Marlin have published are appropriate
for the expected levels of impact resulting from the lagoon development.
8.4 NRW are generally satisfied with the intertidal resurvey carried out in
January and May 2013 (see 8.4.5 Intertidal Ecology) that targeted some of
the higher priority habitats in the Swansea bay area, however a full and
comprehensive Phase 1 Biotope survey would have been preferable. We
advise that caution should be taken when comparing habitat extent data
between the original Phase 1 Intertidal surveys (2001-2003) (see
paragraph 8.4.5.20) and the more recent surveys conducted in January
2013. Methodologies and data resolution (map scale & GPS accuracy)
between the two methodologies may vary between the two surveys.
8.5 NRW acknowledge that most of our advice to date, related to carrying
out an appropriate survey of the benthic habitats likely to be impacted by
the development in order to inform the EIA, has been taken on board by
the applicant. The applicants have largely taken on board the suggestions
we have made for survey work. We do note however, there is no mention
in paragraph 8.4.6.5 of drop down video survey having been carried out.
We are broadly happy with the survey methodology that has been
undertaken to date. However, in order to comment fully we will need to
see a detailed description of the interpretation of the geophysical survey
(i.e. details of how the sediment map was created). We will also need to
see a full analysis of the grab, trawl and any other benthic survey work
done to date; this has not been included in the PEIR. We also commented
previously that the placing of survey sites in the wider area surrounding
the lagoon was dependent on detailed hydrodynamic modelling which had
not yet taken place. Again, we will need to see the full results of such
modelling. Ideally we would like to comment on this prior to publication of
the ES (though understand this will be at the applicant’s discretion).

This has been taken into account and the
use of the survey data is presented in
section 8.4 of the ES.

262.

The drop down survey has been added to
the explanation of the baseline in section
8.4 of the ES.

263.

Details of geophysical survey in: Titan
Environmental Surveys, 2012. CS0330
Swansea Tidal Lagoon Geophysical
Investigation Final Report (November –
February 2012) Final Report No:
CS0330/R1/V1. These assessments are
presented in Chapter 8 of the ES.

264.

Benthic survey methodology, results and
analysis provided in: Titan Environmental
Surveys, 2013. CS0399 Swansea Lagoon
Benthic Data Report (May – June 2013).
These assessments are presented in
92

Chapter 8 of the ES.

The subtidal survey data has not yet been analysed and therefore the
current baseline information is incomplete. In terms of the subtidal
ecology, there is relatively little additional information presented in the
PEI, compared with the scoping report. The survey results are not yet
available and we are yet to see detailed modelling of coastal processes
which will be fundamental to an assessment of impacts on subtidal
ecology. Therefore it is not possible to state whether we are happy with
the proposed scope of the EIA, as additional considerations/issues may
arise once survey results have been analysed and models completed.
Please be advised that the last sentence of the introduction to Appendix
8.1 of the PEIR: ‘As identified in CCW letter of 24th January…..if the
findings of the EIA indicate a wider area of potential area of effect…then
further monitoring will be required’ should read ‘further benthic
characterisation’, rather than ‘further monitoring’.
The applicants have collated data from previous surveys for the expected
zone of influence where available, and used UKSeaMap modelled maps as
an indicator of biological community types found within the Swansea Bay
area (see paragraph 8.4.6.1). (Note that in terms of sediment type, the
UKSeaMap predictions were based on very broad sediment categories
derived from the BGS Irish Sea Substrate map). The HABMAP modelled
dataset has not been referenced in the PEIR (this would have been more
relevant to the area given that it the project specifically aimed to predict
seabed biotope types in Welsh waters; UKSeaMap covered the whole of
the UK at a coarser resolution). However, the applicants have referenced
existing point survey data collated as part of the HABMAP project for
Swansea Bay (amounting to only 2 data points). The applicants should note
that mention of “gravel” substrate in parts of the offshore works area
(western part of the proposed lagoon enclosure) may need clarifying. It is
our understanding that “gravel” could also include areas of mixed

Coastal processes modelling results are
detailed in Chapter 6 of the ES.
Since this stage further information has
come to light as a result of assessment
which is presented in the ES. TLSB
provided draft ES chapters to NRW prior
to submission.

265.

This has been amended in Appendix 8.1
of the ES.

266.

This has been taken into account and
HABMAP data is discussed in Section 8.4
of the ES.

267.
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sediment with cobble / pebbles supporting an epifaunal community
(paragraph 8.4.6.4). The collated information will need to be combined
with the results from the analysis of survey data collected in 2013 in the
ES.
In Table 8.6 the data from drop down video surveys supplied by CCW/NRW
have not been referenced.

In paragraph 8.4.6.4 Figure 8.13 is referenced as providing a summary of
sediment data. This appears to be a typo and should be Figure 8.15.
8.6 While we agree that the intertidal zone within Swansea Bay represents
a relatively dynamic environment, and that many of the species and
habitats are of an ephemeral nature, we would question the statement in
paragraph 8.5.4.3 implying that the habitats within the Bay have
undergone significant change in composition and extent between the
2001-2003 survey and the more recent 2013 survey. Although some extent
of mussel bed in the area has shifted, the sabellaria reef has remained
stable, and in fact increased in extent, possibly indicating a stable and selfrejuvenating habitat as larvae are known to be strongly stimulated to
settle by the presence of existing colonies or their dead remains (Holt,
1998).
8.7 Section 8.5.5 of the PEIR covers potential future impacts on subtidal
ecology from climate change. It should be noted both in this section and
the Intertidal Ecology section (8.5.4) that hard constraints (such as sea
walls and the lagoon structure itself) may inhibit the ability for habitats to
naturally move up the shore with sea-level rise, thus causing coastal
squeeze (especially an issue for sedimentary habitats constrained by a
hard backshore). Habitat loss may therefore be an issue for both intertidal
and shallow subtidal habitats in the Swansea Bay area where man-made
constraints either exist already, or will be put in place in the future (e.g.
due to the implementation of Shoreline Management Plans); development
of the lagoon is likely to further inhibit the ability of such habitats to adapt

This has been taken into account and the
assessment process has resulted in the
non-inclusion of this data as the survey
references sediments only and not the
species linked to these habitats.
This figure number has been amended in
Chapter 8 of the ES.
This text has been amended in section 8.5
of the ES.

268.

According to the assessment undertaken,
future assumptions are based on ‘do
nothing’ scenario.
The cumulative impact of man-made
constraints is assessed in Section 8.7.

271.
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with sea-level rise.
Until the issues related to the underlying coastal processes modelling have
been resolved it is difficult to fully understand the range and scale of
potential impacts that may arise as a result of the TLSB development, and
what effect they may have on the intertidal habitats and species within
Swansea Bay. NRW strongly recommends that issues related to physical
coastal processes modelling are addressed as soon as possible to allow an
appraisal of the adequacy of the baseline work for the intertidal and
subtidal benthic data chapters.
8.9 We recommend that ‘physical loss of habitat’ should be added to the
list of potential (construction phase impacts for in intertidal and subtidal
ecology (see paragraphs 8.6.4.1 and 8.6.5.2).

8.10 NRW welcomes the proposal to undertake an INNS risk assessment
for the construction phase of the development (see paragraph 8.6.4.11),
however we will need to have sight of the detail associated with the actual
content of this assessment in order to evaluate whether all factors have
been considered. We advise that as well as taking measures to prevent the
introduction of new non-natives to the area (see paragraph 8.6.5.14),
measures should also be put in place to ensure that existing ones (e.g.
Crepidula fornicata) are not exported from the site to new locations.
We note that Paragraph 8.6.4.24 somewhat contradicts the above
statement implying that a non-native risk assessment will take place after
the construction phase once the development has been completed - this is
not acceptable as once established marine INNS are almost impossible to
eradicate. Mitigation measures MUST be incorporated into the planning
development stage. Reference and mitigation against ballast water only is
not enough to ensure that all pathways preventing the ingress of marine
non-natives have been identified.
It is our view that “Change in habitat extent” (see paragraph 8.6.5.18)
should specifically cover potential impacts arising from changes in the
hydrodynamic and sedimentary regimes both within the development area

This full assessment is included in Section
8.6

272.

The Chapter has been amended to
demonstrate that the assessment has
been covered under change in habitat
suitability (pathway 6) and habitat extent
(pathway 7)
This has been demonstrated in Section
8.6 of the ES.

273.

274.

The assessment presented in Chapter 18
shows that both pathways have been
assessed – risk during construction
(Section 8.6) and risk of spread during
operation (also 8.6)
See also mitigation Section 8.8.

This has been amended in Section 8.6 of
the ES.
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AND the wider environment.
8.12 NRW seek clarification regarding the following statement in
paragraph 8.6.5.20 of the report, “Finally should maintenance dredging be
required within the lagoon, similar to that carried out for the Ports
dredged navigation channels, this will also have ongoing implications for
the subtidal habitats and species”.
Maintenance dredging within the lagoon may have significant implications
for both intertidal and subtidal ecology within the proposed lagoon
footprint and also further afield depending on disposal methodology and
location of the dredge material. Clarification over potential options for
such a scenario is needed.
The PEIR does not cover disposal of dredge spoil. We would advise that if
dredge spoil disposal is required this is included in the main application,
rather than being the subject of a separate licence. We note that all of the
sediment dredged from the lagoon area during construction will be used
for construction of the walls (sections 4.3 and 4.7.1.1).
NRW seek clarification as to the access requirements across the intertidal
zone during the construction phase.
The impact of turbines is mentioned in paragraphs 8.6.5.25 and 8.6.5.26 in
relation to potential mortality of mobile epibenthic species and population
sustainability of some species. The likelihood that the lagoon structure and
turbines will act as barriers to recruitment and ultimately connectivity
between benthic populations / habitats within and outside the lagoon area
should also be considered. In particular, we would like the ES to examine
the possible impacts of this on Sabellaria alveolata and oyster populations
(both natural and any created habitat/populations).
It is very likely that the intertidal Sabellaria alveolata reef extends into the
shallow subtidal, where it is present.
Paragraph 8.6.5.28 of the report contains the following statement:
“Around Swansea Bay, non-native species that feature in relatively high
numbers include the slipper limpet, Crepidula fornicata which competes

A full assessment of dredging and
disposal is included in Section 8.6.

276.

This has been presented in Project
Description Chapter 4.
The environment inside the lagoon is not
considered to be suitable for these
habitats during the operation of the tidal
lagoon (due to on-going maintenance
dredging requirements) (Section 8.6).
Therefore, this is not considered to be a
relevant pathway and has not been
assessed.

277.

This has also been included in Section 8.4
This has been amended and references
added (Section 8.6)

278.
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with native oysters, Ostrea edulis, and the seasquirts Botrylloides
violaceus, Didemnum vexillum and Styela clava”. NRW are unaware of the
presence of Didemnum vexillum ‘around Swansea Bay’ and would
welcome clarification over this species and the others mentioned in the
PEIR document, clearly identifying the source of this statement and
underlying data. To date, and to the best of our knowledge, Didemnum
vexillum has only been recorded in Holyhead Marine, North Wales.
Secondly, the presence of Pacific oyster Crassostrea gigas in South Wales is
well documented, particularly in Milford Haven. Therefore the statement
found in paragraph 8.6.5.28 that implies that C. gigas is a novel invasive
non-native species to Wales is incorrect. Again, further clarification over
the source of this information would be welcomed.
8.16 Please be advised that there are a number of historic fisheries several
orders (mussels) and at lease one future several order (currently under
application with WG, for native oyster) within Swansea Bay that have not
been considered in the cumulative impact assessment section of this
chapter. However, it is unclear whether these are currently under
application/review in order to continue the lease in these areas.
Clarification over current and potentially future fisheries several order
within Swansea Bay should be sought from Welsh Government.
Aggregate extraction does not appear in this list of cumulative effects,
even though there are licensed aggregate sites closer than some of the
other developments mentioned (e.g. Nobel Banks, near the proposed
Atlantic Array windfarm).
Specifically in relation to projects identified in Table 8.7 (pages 8-45 and 846), cumulative loss of habitats from coastal squeeze (cumulative loss of
habitat) needs to be considered for those developments that involve the
addition of hard substrate within the bay, i.e. Aberavon West coastal
defence works and the Mumbles pier / foreshore / coastal strip
redevelopment.
8.17 NRW welcomes the proposal to use the results of any post consent
monitoring to determine the need for additional mitigation in an adaptive
management approach. We advise that any monitoring (Section 8.9) would

The cumulative assessment in Chapter 8
has been amended to incorporate this.
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Noted
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NRW (CEFAS)

05/08/13

need to include habitat quality (e.g. sediment composition) as well as
habitat extent. Additional monitoring needs may also arise once the survey
data has been analysed and possible impacts assessed.
Any changes to the marine processes are likely to impact other receptors
such as marine ecology and these impacts should be considered
throughout the EIA process and discussed within the ES.

Full assessment has been included in the
ES Chapter, see Section 8.6.

282.

The chapter provides a high level assessment of the potential effects of the
construction and presence of the intended Tidal Lagoon on intertidal and
subtidal benthic ecology in Swansea Bay. All assessments appear to have
been conducted with due consideration to the salient concerns. Benthic
data from a recent characterisation survey was not yet available to be
included in the assessment and hence the assessment is not as yet detailed
enough to support a full DCO and Marine Licence application. It does not
appear that the characterisation survey was compromised in any way, so
the results from this will be a useful addition to the assessment already
presented.

Results from benthic survey have been
included in Section 8.4, taking this into
account as part of the impact
assessment.

283.

Perhaps the only minor concern about the survey and intended timetable
for monitoring is that the characterisation survey collected 3 replicates at
each sampling station (though only one replicate has been processed for
the purposes of characterisation) with the intention of this survey also
becoming the baseline survey for a yet-to-be proposed monitoring
programme. Although not wrong, the developer ought to be aware of the
risk that if the time gap between survey and construction is too large, a
repeat baseline survey will have to be conducted nearer the time of
construction.

The need for flexibility has been
incorporated into the assessment in
order to accommodate for a delay in
construction.

284.

Proposals are also being considered for an extensive new beach and
proposed saltmarsh. Again no details are included at this stage but Cefas
reiterate the importance of including these details and an assessment of
the impacts of these works (and therefore the project as a whole) at the
draft ES stage.

The ES takes into account the provision of
salt marsh as part of its assessment.

285.
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Mariculture opportunities are also being considered to help regenerate the
native oyster beds within Swansea Bay, a potential lobster hatchery which
could be used to increase biodiversity of the new seawall/reef habitat,
mariculture “plots” and opportunities linked to research at Swansea
University’s new Science and Innovation Campus (SAIC). Again no details
are included at this stage but Cefas reiterate the importance of including
these details and an assessment of the impacts of these works (and
therefore the project as a whole) at the draft ES stage.
The chapter provides a high level assessment of the potential effects of the
construction and presence of the intended Tidal Lagoon on intertidal and
subtidal benthic ecology in Swansea Bay. All assessments appear to have
been conducted with due consideration to the salient concerns. Benthic
data from a recent characterisation survey was not yet available to be
included in the assessment and hence the assessment is not as yet detailed
enough to support a full DCO and Marine Licence application. It does not
appear that the characterisation survey was compromised in any way, so
the results from this will be a useful addition to the assessment already
presented.
Perhaps the only minor concern about the survey and intended timetable
for monitoring is that the characterisation survey collected 3 replicates at
each sampling station (though only one replicate has been processed for
the purposes of characterisation) with the intention of this survey also
becoming the baseline survey for a yet-to-be proposed monitoring
programme. Although not wrong, the developer ought to be aware of the
risk that if the time gap between survey and construction is too large, a
repeat baseline survey will have to be conducted nearer the time of
construction.
In collecting data details of quality standards have been given and standard
practices used. The data collected is timely for the purposes of
characterisation. Only time will tell whether the data collected will also be
useful as a pre-construction baseline (as intended). If construction is
delayed significantly, a repeat baseline may have to be conducted.
Further work is also required on the mitigation and monitoring plan to

Further details on oyster enhancement
has been included in Section 8.8. Plans
will continue to be developed in
discussion with NRW.

286.

This full assessment has been included in
Chapter 8 of the ES.

287.

See comment 282 for TLSB comment
regarding delay.

288.

See comment 282 for TLSB comment
regarding delay.

289.

Further detail has been added to Sections

290.
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support the DCO and Marine Licence application.
Ecology
There is no proposal to implement a long term post-construction
monitoring programme in relation to impact on ecology or suitable
mitigation measures. Such a programme would usually include measuring
the nearby beach/marsh on a quarterly basis; measurements of tides,
waves, winds, bird and fish counts and analysis of the data to inform ongoing maintenance and mitigation works.
Critically, monitoring should start before construction to develop a
benchmark against which to compare measurements during and after
construction.

30/08/13

No data has been provided to enable an assessment of the impact of the
Project on the following:
(i) Geomorphological processes.
(ii) Loss of intertidal habitat
(iii) A proposed assessment of the overall impact upon the wildlife and the
habitats of Swansea Bay.
We would like to express a concern regarding possible increase of
phytoplankton. While SEF agrees that an increase in phytoplankton can
have positive effects in regards to increased food in the food chain, but the
blooms of some phytoplankton can be associated with the production of
toxic chemicals.
In regards to the shellfish within the area of the lagoon there is the
possibility of contamination of the shellfish from both algae, sewage
outfall and heavy metals, which could lead to poisoning of the food chain
both to human consumption and in the wild food web. With this in mind
we would question how viable it is to use the lagoon for commercial
shellfish production. We also know that in the local area, no shellfish beds
have gained A classification and so question how financially viable a
commercial shellfish fishery would be. There is also the concern of

8.8 (Mitigation) and 8.9 (Monitoring).
Since the PEIR was issued environmental
assessment studies have been ongoing
and are now complete. All comments
(i,ii,iii) noted here are now addressed
within the ES.

291.

Provisions for ongoing monitoring of the
Bay are detailed within the Adaptive
Environmental Monitoring Plan (AEMP)
which is appended to Chapter 23 of the
ES. An outline OEMP is submitted as part
of the DCO application. Additionally
mitigation proposals are discussed within
the relevant chapters for birds (Chapter
11) and fish (Chapter 9).

Assessment of Plankton has been
undertaken as detailed in Chapter 8 of
the ES. Impacts on plankton are
considered to be insignificant.

292.

Assessment of water quality (Chapter 7)
has shown that there will be a slight
improvement in the quality of water
within the Bay as a result of the presence
of the lagoon. TLSB is promoting areas of
the lagoon as viable areas for
‘mariculture’ facilities but there is no
100

enforcing closures should the shellfish beds fall below classification C.
Local experience within the Bury Inlet have shown how difficult this is to
police and there are issues of public health if contaminated shellfish enter
the food chain.
The microbiological water quality inside the lagoon is critical in terms of
running a commercial shell fishery. It is known that UV disinfection can
disable pathogens, but it is important to note that the indicator organisms
will still be countable which is obviously very important when trying to
comply with the legislation.

Mumbles
Yacht Club
(MYC)

NSB

RSPB

In conjunction with SEACAMS, TLSB are
also proposing an oyster enhancement
programme as part of the operation of
the Lagoon to try and encourage the
native enhancement of the oyster in
Swansea Bay, with the aim of promoting
biodiversity and ecosystem health.

There is also the possibility of introducing non-native species with any
shellfish spat being grown in the lagoon. This needs to be addressed in the
EIA

Only spat collected prior to / during
construction would be used for spatting.

The possibility to enhance biodiversity through the creation of artificial
rock pools pits and crevices on the lagoon walls should be fully
investigated.

Increased biodiversity as a result of the
creation of new artificial rocky reef
habitat has been fully investigated and
presented in Chapter 8.

We would also like further evidence regarding the likely success of
translocating the Sabellaria reefs.

NSB

proposal to include commercial shellfish
production in the Project.

As water will be held back for 2 hours to maximise the flood effect of the
tide, there will be a period where water temperature is likely to increase
inside the lagoon at low water. Could this possibly encourage an increase
in non-indigenous water species?
The development may exclude birds and other wildlife through producing
noise, creating a physical barrier, resulting in avoidance, and effective

Full assessment on the impacts of
Sabellaria alveolata, as well as the
proposed mitigation strategies and likely
impacts are discussed in detail in Chapter
8.

This is not an effect of the Project that
will be possible according to the
assessments carried out.

293.

Full impacts upon coastal birds, including
proposed mitigation strategies have been

294.
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exclusion from food resources through the loss of intertidal habitat.
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Consultee
Date
Consultee response
NRW (CEFAS)

05/08/13

The data and information provided in the PEIR is suitable and appropriate.
The fish survey data presented in appendix 9.2 provides a useful
characterisation of fish species but there is still work to be done in terms of
impact assessment.

assessed and detailed in Chapter 11.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
TLSB welcomes the support of Cefas to
the assessment approach undertaken.

295.

Standard survey methodologies have been utilised and are appropriately
targeted to determine fish assemblages in Swansea Bay. It would be useful
for the document to highlight when the three other surveys are due to
take place and whether survey methodology consistency will be used. It is
good to see that the survey data has been standardised to allow
comparability. It is good practice to acknowledge any survey limitations
and section 9.2.1.3 would be a good place to do this.

Details of the survey methodology and
overall assessment methodology are
provided within sections 9.3 and 9.4
respectively.

296.

There are several sensitive fish receptors highlighted in the PEIR which will
be assessed in the EIA. The fisheries baseline (Appendix 9.1) provides
adequate information on the species present within Swansea Bay.

TLSB welcomes this agreement of this
approach.

297.

The EIA should determine if Sandeels are present within the zone of
impact of the development. Sandeels are ecologically important and are
also fished commercially; the Environmental Statement should adequately
assess the potential impacts upon sandeels. Sandeels are known for their
patchy distribution. There are indications that sandeels have a high level of
site fidelity and are not successful re-colonisers (Jensen et al, 2011),
although some research (e.g. Haynes & Robinson, 2011) indicates that
patch fidelity amongst young sandeel in particular may be short term.
Impacts should place in the context that sandeels located in these areas
may not be able to colonise the other viable sandy habitat in the

The determination of the presence of
sandeels has been assessed and the
methodology for this is presented in
section 9.3 of the ES. The potential
effects of the Project on sandeels are
discussed in section 9.8 of the ES.

298.
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immediate vicinity (or viable habitat may be at capacity) and this may
constitute a direct loss to the population. Sandeels generally spawn where
they are found; therefore nursery grounds are generally located in the
same area as spawning grounds. Sandeels lie dormant in the sediment
during the autumn/winter period (Beherns et al., 2007, Greenstreet et al.,
2010) and will be more vulnerable to construction activities during this
period.
Sandeel utilise certain sediment types, the details of which are well
documented, (Wright, et al., 2000) and the PSA samples taken as part of
the benthic habitat baseline data collection could be analysed to
determine if they are of the correct type for sandeel habitat. Table 9.6
identifies appropriate species for the modelling, however, if sandeels are
also likely to be impacted then Cefas would suggest they are included.

This assessment has been carried out and
is included with the chapter.

299.

Section 9.3.2.34 states that migratory fish are not likely to be affected by
This is incorporated into the assessments
temporary works because of their overriding urge to migrate to their
presented in Chapter 9 of the ES; see
spawning sites. Migration to their spawning sites is the reason that they
individual impacts for details.
are present and therefore there will be a huge drive to successfully achieve
this. However, care needs to be taken when making this assumption in that
1) this is supported by evidence and that 2) there is an assumption that
this is reason enough to state that they will be unaffected, as it can also be
assumed that the ‘urge’ to survive will likely be stronger, which may result
in avoidance/displacement or even injury.

300.

Section 9.3.4.5 identifies that there is a spawning herring stock within the
bounds of the project. It would be useful to show geographically were the
spawning grounds are located and within the ES, the potential impacts of
the development upon them. Adult herring are tolerant to increases in
suspended sediment content (SSC), however any eggs and larvae on or
near the spawning ground could be impacted by increased SSC. (9.3.2.12).
Cefas note that section 9.3.3.11 indicates a potential impact of
entrainment upon pelagic eggs and Cefas look forward to reviewing the

301.

Figure 9.12 of the ES shows the
geographical distribution of herring
spawning grounds within the Bay. The
assessment of impacts is presented in
section 9.8.

-Figure 9.12;
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results of the modelling. The impacts of acoustic deterrents on spawning
herring should be considered if they are used as mitigation (9.3.6.11).

-See list of individual impacts starting on
9.5.2

Cefas look forward to reviewing the full impact assessment of underwater
noise on key fish species in the EIA, and Cefas are pleased to note this will
include herring (9.3.2.28). It will be good to see how the impact of
temporary habitat loss on herring is assessed in the EIA (9.3.2.32).

These assessments have been
undertaken and are included in Chapter 9

302.

In the EIA evidence should be provided regarding the temporary works not
affecting migratory species due to the overwhelming urge to migrate to
their spawning sites (9.3.2.34).

This statement is supported throughout
and the list of individual impacts is
provided in Chapter 9 of the ES. The IBM
modelling is worthy to note.
Effects to existing current patterns are
provided in Chapter 6 (Coastal processes,
sediment transport and contamination)
of the ES. The results of the coastal
hydrodynamic modelling, in conjunction
with fish behaviour modelling support
the fisheries assessment, in particular
effects of current patterns on salmonids –
Section 9.5.
These are included in Chapter 9 of the ES.

303.

The cost benefit analysis discussed in 9.3.6.12 is an interesting concept and
it would be useful to review the outcomes in the EIA.

These outcomes are presented in Chapter
9 of the ES.

306.

It is evident that good consultation has been undertaken with the local
fishing and angling community and we endorse the continuation of this
communication. Table 9.8 appears to identify the appropriate impacts on

TLSB welcomes this support of Cefas in its
approach to consultation regarding fish.

307.

Cefas welcome the further investigation during the EIA regarding impacts
on current patterns and potential impacts upon salmonid species (9.3.3.4).

Cefas look forward to the comprehensive assessments underlined in
sections 9.3.3.6,9.3.3.13, 9.3.3.21, 9.3.3.26, 9.3.3.27, 9.3.6.4 and 9.4.5.15.

304.

305.
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commercial fisheries.
Cefas now believe the MMO are able to provide more precise commercial
fishing data as the data confidentiality issues have been raised by other
developers (9.4.1.2).

This data was requested and used to
inform the assessment carried out and
presented in Chapter 9 of the ES.

308.

Some further data that could be incorporated is from Cefas surveys. The
Cefas Irish Sea and Bristol Channel survey is undertaken during September
/ October each year and the Quarter 4 Westerly groundfish survey was
undertaken in November / December until 2011.

Pertinent DATRAS data has been
incorporated and is presented in
Appendix 9.1.

309.

The Irish Sea and Bristol Channel survey has two fishing stations which are
surveyed in ICES rectangle 32E6 (where the tidal lagoon is located) and 13
fishing stations are located in 32E5, the adjacent ICES rectangle. The
Quarter 4 Westerly groundfish survey had two fishing stations in 32E5.
These may provide a useful source of fisheries information for that
location. Information on the surveys is available on the Cefas website
http://www.cefas.defra.gov.uk/our-science/fisheriesinformation/surveys/irish-sea-andbristol- channel-survey-(septemberoctober).aspx and http://www.cefas.defra.gov.uk/ourscience/ fisheriesinformation/surveys/quarter-4-westerly-groundfish-survey(novemberdecember). aspx as indicated on the page survey data can be
downloaded from the ICES DATRAS website
http://datras.ices.dk/Home/Default.aspx. For relevant maps please see
figures 1 and 2.

Pertinent DATRAS data has been
incorporated and is presented in
Appendix 9.1.

310.

The common skate Dipturus batis (discussed in Appendix 9.1 section
9.1.2.9) has been identified as two different species upon careful reexamination of its taxonomy. The noticeable phenotypic differences within
the species, morphology, genetics and life history have shown that the two
species have been confused since 1920’s. The common skate speciescomplex is spilt into two nominal species Dipturus intermedia and Dipturus
flossada and they are commonly named the flapper skate and blue skate

This has been amended as part of the
baseline assessment presented in
Chapter 9. Pertinent information is also
provided in Appendix 9.1.

311.
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respectively, however it is not sure if these will become widely accepted.
This is information is compiled from Iglésias et al., 2010 and Shark Trust,
2009.
In terms of Appendix 9.1 Cefas have the following comments; · It would be
useful to include the location of the tidal lagoon on figures 9.7 – 9.25 in
Appendix 9.1 to identify the proximity of spawning and nursery grounds to
the proposed development. It would also be good to include the location
on maps provided in chapter 9

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate assessment has been
undertaken for Chapter 9.

312.

Cefas note that none of the specific survey data from appendix 9.2 have
been discussed in this baseline and Cefas would expect the baseline to
draw upon all sources of information, bearing in mind the comments on
the survey report below.

This information is provided in Appendix
9.1

313.

· Spawning period for Ammodytes tobianus, table 9.5, is given as
November to February. This is likely to be the spawning period for A.
marinus. A. tobianus is thought to have two spawning periods February April and September - November. Although, this may vary for different
locations.

This has been amended in Chapter 9 of
the ES. Information is provided in
Appendix 9.1

314.

· Information for sea trout has been discussed using the name sea trout
(sewin), p 9- 34 and also brown trout (migratory), table 9.13, (p 9-40) and
table 9.14, (p9-41). There should be a statement to say that this is the
same species or only one name should be used and this would ordinarily
be sea trout.

This has been amended in Chapter 9 of
the ES. Information is provided in
Appendix 9.1

315.

· Tables 9.8 -9.11 should have a key to define the letter and colours used.

This has been amended in Chapter 9 of
the ES.
This has been amended in Chapter 9 of
the ES. Information is provided in
Appendix 9.1

316.

· Table 9.13 is titled as summary of spawning and migratory periods.
However, the upstream downstream indicators are lumped together as
spawning. It should be clearer that ‘downstream’ migration is undertaken
by juvenile salmonids – Smolts which are not spawning, these perhaps

317.
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should be separated. Further to this, section 9.5.5.1, the term smolt has
not been used and it is not clear from the text what the clear migratory
patterns or life stages are.
· In section 9.5.5.7, this can also be said for the description of eel. This
section discusses elver migration but doesn’t explain adult migration or
other life stages (NB in section 9.5.6 glass eels are discussed but these
have not been described anywhere). In addition, it is likely that there are
eels present at all life stages in Swansea Bay and also a residential
population.

This assessment has been carried out as
part of Chapter 9 of the ES.

· In 9.5.5.10, it is stated that: ‘Lamprey, similarly to eel, spend their adult
lives in the sea and return to rivers to spawn.’ This is incorrect for eel.

This has been amended in Chapter 9 of
the ES. Information is provided in
Appendix 9.1
This data was sought and has been
incorporated into the assessment in
Chapter 9 of the ES.

319.

· Technical error in 9.5.4.2 mentions evidence relating to the presence of
sturgeon is given in section 0. This perhaps should be section 9.5.5.16/17?
50. In terms of Appendix 9.2 Cefas have the following comments;

This has been amended in Chapter 9 of
the ES. Information is provided in
Appendix 9.1

321.

· In the gear description the beam width of the trawl is not given. It is
described as an epibenthic trawl p6, and also a standard trawl in Plate 3. It
is assumed that it is a scientific 2 m beam trawl. The tow duration and
speed are given as 15 minutes at 3 knots, p6, this speeds seems too fast for
this gear type, which Cefas would normally advise to be towed at 1-1.5
knots. This may have affected how the trawl operated, at faster speeds the
beam can lift from the seabed.

The quarterly reports highlighted have
been amended in Chapter 9 of the ES.

322.

· The limitations of the gear types used should be described, as requested

This has been refined in Chapter 9 of the

323.

· 9.6.3.2 Discusses the data limitations because of the under 5 rule
regarding landings data. Cefas think there have been discussions in the
MMO to allow some data to be available maintaining confidentiality.
Therefore, there may be more data available and if so, it should be
included in the ES.

318.

See Appendix 9.1

320.
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in previous advice, i.e. the 2 m beam would only adequately sample small
bodied and juvenile species.

ES.

· It appears that all data from all surveys carried out have been combined
and discussed in the results. Cefas would recommend that the data are
presented and discussed separately because the gear types used would
target different species and sizes of species.

The quarterly reports highlighted have
been amended in Chapter 9 of the ES.

324.

In terms of Appendix 9.2 Cefas have the following comments;
There are a few formatting issues in appendix 9.1 e.g. 9.5.4.2 (no section
reference given), table 9.13 has information missing and some sentences
are broken are continued on the following page which are then mostly
blank.
Table 9.5 highlights that the development will create new habitat, however
it is more accurate to say that the development will modify the existing
habitat.
The full reference for Ellis et al., 2012 has not been provided in the
references of chapter 9. This is provided in the reference section in Cefas
comments.
Shellfisheries (Chapter 9)
Cefas notice that five of the top ten species landed in the Swansea Bay
area are shellfish species (top one and two being Buccinum undatum and
Homarus gammarus), also highlighted through the consultation process.
As pointed out the main fishing for lobster appears to be to the west of
Swansea Bay where suitable habitat is present. It appears that the impacts
have been identified within the PEIR and supporting appendices, impacts
on less mobile species (such as brown crab, whelk and other molluscs) are
potentially greater than for more mobile species. Continued consultation
with the fishing industry and relevant local fishing authorities is welcomed
as they will have better local knowledge of where the main fishing occurs.

This has been amended in Chapter 9 of
the ES. Information is provided in
Appendix 9.1

325.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate level of assessment has been
carried out as presented in Chapter 9 of
the ES.

326.

There is the potential for increased SSC and smothering to have an impact
on mollusc populations within the Swansea Bay area (primarily blue

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into Chapter 9 of the ES.

327.
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mussels, Mytilus edulis, cockles, Cerastoderma edule, and the native
oyster, Ostrea edulis). Cefas would also like to remind the developer’s that
the native oyster is a UKBAP species.
Page 12 – It is suggested that any effects would be short term and limited
in extent, however it’s also suggested that dredging will potentially take
place 24/7 during the dredging season during construction (which is up to
3 years). Is this a short term impact (how is this term defined for the
current project).

This has been taken into account and the
threshold revised to long term.

328.

Page 14 – Cefas welcome the suggested mitigation of relocating oysters,
using an oyster dredge along the seawall footprint. However, Cefas would
like to point out that the site of relocation would need to be carefully
selected to ensure it is of suitable habitat to support the species, possibly
where native oysters are already present.

Discussions have been held with SECAMS
which have informed the assessment
presented in Chapter 9 of the ES.

329.

Page 25 – Cefas look forward to reading more about the potential
mariculture options suggested in the PEIR.

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into Chapter 9 of the ES.

330.

Appendix 9.1: Page 51 – Is table 9.18 showing the landings for ICES
rectangle 32E5? This should be clarified in the title if so.

This has been taken into account and
amendments have been made to Chapter
9.
Cefas support a 10 m cable burial depth, if this can be achieved to mitigate The cable will be embedded in the
the effects of EMF on electrosensitive species (9.3.3.27), Cefas also support seawall to mitigate the impacts on
the mitigation suggested in 9.3.6.7. Cefas support and recommend soft
electro-sensitive species.
start piling procedures (9.3.6.1). Cefas look forward to reviewing the
Soft start piling procedures will be
outcomes of 9.3.6.3 and potential mitigation measures that may result.
employed in the construction of the
scheme.
Cefas support the potential mitigation for local fishing vessels and their
potential involvement in the fish surveys (9.4.10).

331.

Mariculture opportunities are also being considered to help regenerate the
native oyster beds within Swansea Bay, a potential lobster hatchery which

334.

Further information on those options
being taken forward in the EIA is

332.

333.
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could be used to increase biodiversity of the new seawall/reef habitat,
mariculture “plots” and opportunities linked to research at Swansea
University’s new Science and Innovation Campus (SAIC). Again no details
are included at this stage but Cefas reiterate the importance of including
these details and an assessment of the impacts of these works (and
therefore the project as a whole) at the draft ES stage.

provided.

Once more we are pleased with the levels of research undertaken to gain
baseline knowledge of fish and shellfish species found within the Bay.
However, like many of the other chapters we have serious concerns as to
the impact during construction and also the long term effects on fish
species and most notably internationally important populations of Atlantic
salmon, allis shad, European eel, twaite shad, river and sea lamprey once
the lagoon is operational.

Consideration has been given to
internationally important species
throughout the ES. Further information
on potential impacts during construction
and operational phases of the project are
provided in sections 9.6.5 and 9.6.6
respectively.

335.

Although the tidal lagoon will not restrict access to the Tawe and Neath
Estuarys its proximity to both is likely to have some impact and we
welcome further work to model just what those impacts might be for fish
that migrate into either river system.

This is presented in the modelling section
of Chapter 9 of the ES.

336.

It is not clear whether the modelling being undertaken will also consider
the potential isolation of a sub-population within the lagoon if movement
is restricted. For fish within the lagoon there are also likely to be impacts
associated with water quality and suspended sediment loads.

Access to the lagoon will be such that
there is no danger of a sub-population
becoming isolated. The exchange of
water (~6000 m3 s-1) will mean that water
quality within the Lagoon is very unlikely
to drop below thresholds which would
affect fish and shellfish. Similarly,
suspended sediment loads are more
likely to fall within the Lagoon following
the construction of the seawall, as a
result it is not deemed to be a significant
issue.

337.
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Notwithstanding the fundamental problems modelling physical processes
within the estuary, the most significant gap in the baseline data (which is
acknowledged in the consultation) is the lack of understanding of the
ecology of migratory fish. This includes information fundamental to
assessing the impact of proposals, such as the route, depth and speed of
fish passage through the estuary, the role of tidal transport in migration,
species specific migratory cues and the location of spawning sites.
However, we question whether it is possible to gain this level of insight
within the current research programme, as no details have been given
within the PEIR. Indeed, we are concerned that the work will not provide
adequate information to assess the impacts and inform compliance with
the Habitat Regulations.

During operation we acknowledge that as yet there are no ‘fish-friendly’
turbines and so accept that there will undoubtedly be losses. However, we
would welcome further information about the likely passage of fish into
and out of the lagoon and the likely impact of the turbines. We do not
accept that slower rotation of turbine blades will significantly reduce
impacts. We are concerned that although turbines may no longer directly
kill, there may be bruising or turbulent stresses placed on fish which mean
that they subsequently die after passage, rather than immediately, or that
injuries will negatively impact upon the health of populations.

It is true that the uncertainty around the
models of fish is much greater than that
around the models of physical processes.
The scientific literature around modelling
fish in hydrodynamic models is well
advanced and has a 20 year history –
especially focussed of the difficult
problems of estimating recruitment of
young fish and larvae to marine fishery
populations. Individual based models
have also developed independently over
the same period across all animal groups,
including humans. Nevertheless, the
fundamental fact, which we should not
fail to emphasise, is that the models are
based on the balance of probabilities. All
they can do is model the implications of
expert opinion. The model results must
not be used to infer a definite prediction
without a probabilistic reference (similar
to a confidence interval in traditional
statistics). It is important also that their
conclusions are not falsified by any
known situation that happens in reality.
Further information on the level of
impacts in relation to turbine size is
provided in Chapter 9 of the ES.

338.

339.
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Whilst we accept that the Severn Estuary is a dynamic system with high
suspended sediment loads, we remain concerned over the habitat quality
within the lagoon, especially given the currently unknown changes in
coastal process, habitat alteration/loss, storm surge releases from the
WWTW. All of which are likely to have further impacts on local fish
populations.

This is presented in Chapter 9 of the ES.

340.

We welcome the fish modelling work currently underway and look
forward to first sight of the results. However, we wonder why whiting,
angler fish and tope shark are not mentioned in this assessment? The
Environmental Statement for a recent application to extract aggregates in
the channel included mention of these three species as having low
intensity nursery grounds in Swansea Bay.

Whiting have been included into the VER
list as ‘other demersal and pelagic fish’
owing to their abundance within the
Bristol channel, and relatively low
commercial value.

341.

Although tope are caught in Swansea bay,
they are deemed as seasonal/ occasional
visitors and have been categorised as
‘elasmobranchs other than rays’.

In light of the concerns raised above with regard to suspended sediments,
habitat alteration and water quality we were surprised to note the
proposition for introducing the native oyster into the lagoon, with the
potential for harvesting. We are yet to be convinced that this, as with
other plans for aquaculture is a good idea, at least until the lagoon has
been in place long enough to know how the changes have impacted the

Angler fish are seldom caught in coastal
waters, as a result they are deemed
occasional visitors, and have been
inserted in the ‘other demersal and
pelagic fish’ category. During targeted
surveys only one juvenile angler fish was
caught, as a result the Bay is not deemed
to be significant as a nursery ground.
Most fishing within Swansea Bay occurs
through the use of static gear, by
relatively few vessels (<5), and targets a
small number of species. The potential
knock-on impacts on nearby fishing
grounds and habitats are therefore
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LAs

CCSC
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ecosystem, and new lagoon habitat created. We believe it is premature to
be considering potential sideline operations, which hold perceived ‘golden
opportunities’ before full scale modelling of coastal processes and water
quality has been carried out.

thought of as minimal.

The impact on the fishing industry by increasing and decreasing activity
within sectors of recreational and commercial fishing in the area is being
considered, but there appears to be no discussion about the knock-on
impacts on the ecology of the area of the changes in distribution and
intensity of fishing practices and displacement pressure. The cumulative
impacts of changes are a cause for concern and need to be considered.

Discernible physical effects of artificial
structures are typically restricted to areas
around the structure themselves.

In response, the Council’s Ecologist has advised that the lagoon, will cover
an area equivalent to approximately 3 times the size of Mumbles
Headland, and will effectively turn part of the Bay into a large harbour. In
doing so, this could create a significant barrier to species movement across
the wider Bay area as well as reducing area of foraging ground. Data must
therefore be presented to be able to fully assess potential impacts on fish
and on organisms that feed on fish across the area that may be affected by
the proposal. It is essential that the effect on fish mortality during the
operation of the lagoon is quantified. It is not possible to comment fully on
this issue until the full data set is available.

Structural complexity will be increased by
the construction of the seawall. Studies
on fish and invertebrate communities
have indicated that in many cases
abundance and species richness of
artificial reefs is higher that natural
marine habitats. It is expected that the
loss in foraging habitat incurred through
the construction of the lagoon will be
offset by the substantial increase in hard
substrates introduced (i.e. seawall).
Discernible physical effects of artificial
structures are typically restricted to areas
around the structure themselves.

343.

344.

Structural complexity will be increased by
the construction of the seawall. Studies
on fish and invertebrate communities
have indicated that in many cases
abundance and species richness of
artificial reefs is higher than natural
marine habitats. It is expected that the
loss in foraging habitat incurred through
the construction of the lagoon will be
113

Concern has however been expressed by the Council’s Ecologist regarding
the possible mobilisation of heavy metals through disturbance to
sediments for use in filling geotextile tubes and the significant effects this
could have on fish and fishing within the Bay.

NSB

WWF-Cymru

22/08/13

We would like to make the following comments on the issues covered in
Chapter 9 of the PEIR:

offset by the substantial increase in hard
substrates introduced (i.e. seawall).
As discussed above results from the
vibrocore and borehole sampling during
the GI showed that all samples were
within CEFAS accepted levels for disposal
(below Action Level 2) Notwithstanding
this he potential effects of increase
suspended sediments will be discussed in
Chapter 9, Fish, Commercial and
Recreational Fisheries. Section 9.5.2.2
i. The constitutive characteristics of the
site affected by the project are relatively
abundant in the area. There are no
European Marine Protected Areas (MPAs)
within the vicinity of the Project. An
assessment of habitat loss has been
provided in the impact assessessment
section of Chapter 9 of the ES.
ii. A thorough review of available
scientific literature was undertaken in the
baseline study which has served to
populate the VER list. Additionally,
consultation responses have been taken
into account and TLSB have provided
comment

345.

346.

I. No account is taken of the interactions between species and the role
they play in the ecosystem, although it is recognised that whilst some
features may not be of specific conservation interest in themselves,
they can provide an important ecological function in supporting the
wider ecosystem. This point is confirmed in a recent judgment of the
Court of Justice of the European Union (Case C-258/11) Sweetman
(paragraphs 39 and 48), which confirms that “ … a plan or project not
directly connected with or necessary to the management of a site will
adversely affect the integrity of that site if it is liable to prevent the
lasting preservation of the constitutive characteristics of the site that
are connected to the presence of a priority natural habitat whose
conservation was the objective justifying the designation of the site in
the list of SCIs, in accordance with the directive”. It is important not to
lose sight of this in the EIA.
iii. Fifteen species of elasmobranchs are
recognised as being of conservation
II.
The final assessment, in terms of identification of the priority in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan,
resources as a Valued Ecological Receptor and the of these, only three are likely to be ever
ascription of a significance level to it, is based on ‘expert found within Swansea Bay (S. acanthias;
judgement’. Whilst this is a useful yardstick for preliminary G. galeus and R. Undulata) and are all
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III.

IV.

V.

VI.

assessment, we would welcome further justification seasonal visitors. Owing to their relative
through the scientific literature of the assessments made.
rarity, their value as VERs has been
maintained as regional.
Given that several elasmobranchs are identified as ‘near
threatened’ or ‘vulnerable’ and are priority species under iv. Construction phase impacts are
the UK Biodiversity Action Plan, we would have expected discussed in detail in section 9.8
these to qualify as being of ‘national’ as opposed to
‘regional’ importance. Is this due to seasonal presence?
vii. This information is provided in
Chapter 9 of the ES.
It is noted that some of the diadromous fish species are
primary citation features in several SACs within the vicinity viii. The impact of suspended sediment
of the lagoon. If this is the case, we would expect to see an on fish has been discussed in detail in
Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Directive as section 9.8.3
well as an EIA. These two assessments would have
separate objectives, although their methodology may ix. This information is provided in section
overlap.
9.8 of the ES.
Sea trout are also noted as having spawning areas in the
tributaries flowing into Swansea Bay. The construction
phase impacts cause greatest concern in relation to these
species – particularly given that construction activity is
likely to last up to 3 years with offshore work occurring
24hr/day, 7 day/week (Apr-Oct).

x. This information is provided in section
9.8 of the ES.
Xi. This information is provided in
Chapter 9 of the ES

The effects of undersea noise on fish are not well
understood. They are likely to result in avoidance
behaviour, which could also be initiated due to the heavy
sediment loads. Another issue of major concern is habitat
fragmentation which could disrupt migration patterns and,
in the worst case, could lead to permanent habitat loss
and disturbance to spawning and nursery areas. This is
recognised in the report and merits detailed examination
during the EIA to determine risk.
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VII.

Increases in sediment can smother eggs / larvae. The PEIR
identifies the tolerance of herring, but what about other
species that use Swansea Bay as a nursery area? The
document implies that impact on spawning for these
species is likely to be minimal due to the abundance of
similar habitat “within the wider study area and further
afield”. This statement needs to be expanded.

VIII.

What is the likelihood and consequences of a loss of lower
trophic levels that provide food for key stocks as a result of
smothering?

IX.

Scenario assessment does not address water quality issues
in terms of the resuspension of the heavy metal load
accumulated in sediments. Is this considered a significant
risk in terms of bioaccumulation (especially in relation to
commercial species)?

X.

It is not clear that the cumulative effects of sediment loss,
loss of habitat and subsequent impacts on prey species
(e.g. Sand eels) have been addressed. Much more focus is
needed at the EIA stage.

XI.

Further research is needed on the risk of injury to fish from
passing through the turbines – potentially multiple times.

Paragraph 4.9.2.2 states that “it is proposed that between 16 – 22 bidirectional bulb turbines will be used. Based on a 7m turbine, they will
have a rotational speed of approximately 62.5rpm”. This would imply a
turbine tip speed of about 23m/s.

Project refined to maximum 16 turbines
at 67rpm. Full explanation of turbine
modelling given in Chapter 9 of the ES.

347.

9.3.3.10 states “ … the turbine runners will be three-bladed units and this,
116

combined with large passage sizes and low runner speed (~62.5 rpm
currently proposed), will minimise risk to fish”. However, this seems to be
at odds with research quoted in a report produced by Rolls-Royce plc. and
Atkins Ltd in 2010 as part of the Severn Embryonic Technologies Schemev.
This research (which is referred to in the report of the Energy and Climate
Change Committee’s recent inquiry into a Severn Barrage vi) contains the
following figure:
This implies a high risk of fish mortality with turbines with a tip speed of 23
m/s. In addition, sub-lethal injuries and predation may add to the overall
mortality.
We would wish to see these issues covered in detail in the EIA, together
with any mitigation measures which have been demonstrated to be
effective.

NSB

NSB

RSPB

Fish Legal

05/08/13

05/08/13

9.3.2.34 Temporary Habitat Loss Owing to Construction Activity (fish) - We
disagree with the conclusion here. If noise, suspended sediments and
contaminants etc. are significant they will disrupt migration for spawning –
no matter how strong the urge of the fish. To imply otherwise is incorrect.
9.3.3.9 Entrainment and Injury Risks (fish) - It is essential that the nature
and scale of impacts on fish be subject to robust assessment. Impacts on
fish is a key area of concern for any turbine‐based technology in the Severn
Estuary, and understanding potential impacts is likely to require both
detailed baseline monitoring of the distributions, behaviour and
movement of fish species within
the estuary, and adequate testing of the proposed technology under
relevant environmental conditions, taking account of the potential for
multiple passage of individuals through the turbines
The following gaps identified in the Chapter 9 (Fish, Including Recreational
and Commercial Fisheries) of the PEIR demonstrate that the required

The list of individual impacts is provided
in Chapter 9 of the ES and significance
tables are also presented.

348.

The assessment methodology relating to
impacts due to entrainment is presented
in Chapter 9 of the ES.

349.

The aim of a PEIR is to provide relevant
environmental information as part of the

350.
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information is not fully provided and further information is needed in
order to properly identify and assess the environmental effects of the
development. Without which, the consultation exercise Is fundamentally
flawed, as the actual impact of significant adverse effects of the project are
not currently known to a reasonable level of certainty. The anticipated
research to understand these impacts specifically should (and could) have
been done in time to inform this consultation. It is likely that this not being
done allows the applicant to present a more positive image of local opinion
than would otherwise be the case, because It has not been possible to
respond fully to the (potentially very considerable) negative aspects of
what is proposed.

. Table 9.2: The applicant refers to the conservation status or Importance
of a species (“ecological receptor”) as a means of determining its potential
value. He refers to established protected species designation as one
indicator for this (e.g. under the Habitats Directive), However, there is no
attempt to consider the importance of fish species to the environmental
conservation objectives of the Water Framework Directive at water body
level — even though he acknowledges conservation importance as an
indicator of environmental value and sensitivity to impacts. Fish species
are of significant Importance to the overall status and ecological potential
of freshwater bodies and coastal areas and their presence and abundance
within the food chain as a whole, is crucial to understand when assessing
‘value’. Their status and importance vanes between and within water
bodies and so this assessment requires much greater detail than has been
presented. Therefore, currently, the true importance of fish and their

consultation process outlining the
findings of the EIA up to its date. In cases
where defined parameters are not
known, a worst case scenario is
presented, which is the standard
approach recommended by The Planning
Inspectorate, and is the one adopted in
the PEIR for this Project.
See:
http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.
uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Advicenote-9.-Rochdale-envelope-web.pdf
This worst-case approach has been
adopted in TLSB’s PEIR and will be
adopted in TLSB’s Environmental
Statement. No selectivity has been
applied to any data reported in the PEIR.
Potential impacts on WFD status
objectives will be presented as a
standalone section in the WFD report. A
draft WFD report was shared with PINS
and NRW in August 2013 and this report
is being updated based on their
comments.
The importance of fish species is
discussed in draft ES chapters provided to
Fish Legal and will be “fully and properly
reported” in the Environmental
Statement.

351.

To the extent that effects upon fish
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sensitivity to this development is understated and not properly
represented

Further, the socio-economic value is also poorly and inconsistently
addressed.
This should be an integral part of the PEIR, and is of particular relevance to
local communities and the public during this stage of consultation with
them.
Table 9.5: this Is based on assumptions, and further design or project
details are to follow. It is therefore incomplete and unreliable.

species are relevant to WFD status they
will be considered in the WFD
assessment.
The socio-economic value of fisheries is
being addressed in the Environmental
Statement (Chapter, 22 (economy,
tourism and recreation of the ES).

This is the standard approach adopted in
environmental impact assessment when
details of a whole project are not known,
and it is directly relevant during the
following phases:

352.

353.

- During consultation and publicity at the
pre-application stage
-When preparing the environmental
impact assessment
-In the description of the project within
the DCO application.
The use of such an approach is
acknowledged by the Planning
Inspectorate - for more information see:
http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.
uk/wp-content/uploads/2013/05/Advicenote-9.-Rochdale-envelope-web.pdf
For a project of this nature, where
flexibility is required in order to
accommodate consultee responses (inter
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A fundamental flaw throughout this chapter is the almost complete lack of
a credible and specific qualitative assessment of each impact and
mitigation proposal on the individual species of fish identified in table 9.3.

alia), certain assumptions must be made.
Such an approach, relying upon
assumptions, is therefore necessary and
appropriate.
A detailed assessment of the fish species
identified in Valued Ecological Receptors
Table (9.2) of the PEIR has been
undertaken and this forms the bulk of the
assessment sections of the draft ES
chapter. For ease of reference: Impacts
on fish and shellfish ecology commences
from page 9-21; Impacts on Commercial
fisheries from pg 9-110 and recreational
fisheries from pg 9-123 of the draft.

Too much is left to later consideration of results of further research once
the consultation has dosed. This should actually be available now during
design formation and general consultation with the public. For example
see paragraphs:
9.3.2.9 (Suspended sediment pollution); 9.3.2.28 — 29 (noise and
percussive piling impacts) 9.3.3.6 (impacts on fish migration); 9.3.3.13 —
14 (fish entrainment in turbines); 9.3.3.26 (electro-magnetic disturbance);
9.3.3.27 (operational noise and vibration). It is difficult to credit many of
the assumptions made in the PEIR when such a large amount of critical site
and species specific information on actual impacts and mitigation
proposals remains to be obtained. Informed consultation, this is not.

The role of a PEIR is to ‘enable the local
community to understand the
environmental effects of the proposed
development so as to inform their
responses regarding the proposed
development’. It is a precursor to the ES,
allowing consultees to provide their
views about a Project. Clearly, in this
case, the document fulfilled its remit,
allowing concerns to be raised which will
be further discussed in the ES.

We do not believe that all of the information required under the EIA
Regulations a PEIR has been provided or addressed. For example, we are

Furthermore, in this case the results of
further study are being made available to
key stakeholders such as Fish Legal and
its members.
The level of detail provided in a PEIR is
considered Project-specific and is a
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unable to understand whether cumulatively over a number of years the
impact on migratory species of fish will be catastrophic, or how far such
species will decline due to the numerous adverse impacts the PEIR has
identified. What is the overall impact on each species of fish taking into
account all of the impacts Identified and how does that affect their
conservation status within their natural range (with and without any
mitigation proposed)? If they are a species that is fished for what is the
consequent effect on recreational angling interests?
This is Important environmental information whether or not they are a
protected species (as some are). Linking these impacts with an
understanding of how they will affect the conservation and environmental
objectives of the Water Framework Directive Is also important and appears
almost totally lacking

With reference to cumulative impacts: there is some limited attempt to
discuss other projects in the area in general terms only, which could be
improved upon.
However, there Is no consideration of the impact of the impediment to
migration that will be caused to fish species migrating up-river in relation
to other in-river Impediments for those rivers that flow out into the near
and far-field impact areas.
Consideration of this should include their tributaries where most spawning
is likely to occur. Delay to migration is a significant factor to spawning (and
thus species) success.

There appears to be no consideration of the potential impacts to in-river
fisheries held by local groups such as angling clubs. Given that It is

precursor to the ES. It includes all
available detail at the time of writing.
Impacts on fish species, conservation
status, and recreational fishing have been
discussed in section 9.7 of the ES.
Impacts on WFD objectives will be
presented separately as part of the
application.

There are no significant waterbodies
within the near-field area which have not
been discussed. Cumulative impacts
associated with other impediments are
presented under Habitat fragmentation
and isolation Chapter 9 of the ES.
The need for individually identifying
riverine barriers within waterbodies
flowing into Swansea Bay goes beyond
the scope of this assessment. This is
because the existing riverine barriers
already form part of the baseline for
fisheries. As such, they are already
considered as part of the baseline.
Impacts on recreational fishing have been
discussed in section 9.7, which considers

357.
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acknowledged there will be negative impacts on salmon and sea trout
populations (which form the basis of these private fisheries) this needs to
be properly addressed and investigated (see section below). For example,
in relation to increased mortality and injury due to entrainment in turbines
(and we note the high speed at which blades will turn) or cavitation’s.

the fisheries themselves. Here the effect
is assessed ecologically.
Broad-scale impacts on fisheries and
socio-economic impact, has been
addressed in Chapter 22 (Economy,
Tourism and Recreation). Assessment
results presented in Chapter 9 indicate
construction and operational phase
impacts on salmon and sea trout to be of
minor significance and expected to have
a negligible effect on returns. [On] this
basis, the socio-economic impacts of inriver fisheries have not been undertaken.

Impacts of turbines on fish populations
have been discussed in Entrainment and
injury risk from the turbines page 9-45
and subsequent pages of Chapter 9 and
form a specific part of the assessment.
Under Regulation 3 of the Water Environment (Water Framework
Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations 2003, the Secretary of State
and the Assembly must exercise their relevant functions so as to secure
compliance with the requirements of the Directive, for the achievement of
its environmental objectives, and the programmes of measures Identified
to achieve those objectives in each River Basin Management Plan. Regard
must be had to the relevant River Basin Management Plans, and any
Supplementary Plans in respect of each water body.
The main purpose of the WFD is set out at Article 1, which includes the
objective of preventing further deterioration, as well as the protection and

A full assessment of potential effects on
WFD fish quality elements is currently
being compiled. As discussed above, the
WFD report will be a standalone
document but information will also be
provided within the relevant chapters of
the ES. Information water quality is
provided in Chapter 7, with specific
reference to the water framework water
quality objectives (Section 7.7).
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enhancement of the status of aquatic ecosystems. This is relevant to both
inland surface water and coastal waters. The Environmental Objectives are
further codified in Article 4
The applicant has not demonstrated how this project supports those
objectives, or at the very least why it will not frustrate them. By looking at
the entry for Swansea Bay we can see that the current overall
potential/status is Bad’ (the lowest status possible), but that it has
protected area designation. Stated mitigation measures include “reduce
sediment re-suspension and impact of dredging, “avoid the need to
dredge, “preserve and where possible enhance ecological value of
marginal aquatic habitat, banks and riparian zone”. Some effort has been
made to consider water quality issues of the project and its operation,
however, more information is required on all WFD aspects, as it would
appear the project directly conflicts with WFD objectives and stated
mitigation measures. Furthermore, there appears to be no proper
consideration of the impacts of the project on the status of fish as a
biological quality indicator for the Swansea Bay RBMP entry, nor for the
linked water bodies of the nearby rivers flowing into the Bay (Tawe, Neath.
Afan) and their tributaries. From information provided on the Environment
Agency website fish are assessed for these rivers as follows:

There is no reason to suppose, based
upon assessments already carried out,
that there will be an adverse effect upon
the achievement of the objectives of the
relevant River Basin Management Plans
and Supplementary Plans.
This is being taken account of by an
analysis of the objectives of each Plan
and conformity with those objectives.

Tawe - 16 WBs - fish: 3 good, 5 moderate
Neath - 12 WBs - fish: 2 good, 6 moderate, I poor
Afan - 6 WBs - fish: 1 good, 2 moderate, 2 poor
It is entirely possible, given the adverse environmental effects so far
identified by the applicant in Chapter 9 alone, that these assessments will
drop, leading to a deterioration of the overall status of the relevant water
body. Quite apart from other motivations for monitoring impacts and
mitigation measure success, it will be necessary for the project to
implement a detailed and ongoing programme of monitoring for salmonids
and other fish species to assess its impact on fish and water quality for
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WFD purposes.

Whilst this is primarily an issue for regulators when deciding this
application and associated licences, it is incumbent on the applicant to
demonstrate how its development will affect the environment and come
within these regulatory parameters. It should have been further addressed
at this stage so the public is appraised and consulted on it. There is strong
public interest to know how the development will affect the overall health
and recovery of Swansea Bay, and nearby rivers.
On the basis of current information it would seem that the proposed
development is incompatible with the UK’s obligations under EU law in
protecting and enhancing the status of the relevant water bodies, and in
avoiding further deterioration in status.
It is anticipated in the PEIR that there will be significant impacts on
migratory
salmonids, but which require further information and assessment. Public
consultation should be prolonged until such time as that information is
available and can be responded to by potentially affected clubs. These
clubs and others that hold fishing rights may well wish to claim
compensation for deleterious effects on their fisheries dependent on
migratory species. This may be for loss in capital/rental value, income or
amenity. There should be included an ongoing mitigation and
compensation package provided by the developer /applicant, informed by
monitoring results.

A full assessment of potential effects on
WFD fish quality elements is currently
being compiled. As discussed above, the
WFD report will be a standalone
document but information will also be
provided within the relevant chapters of
the ES. Information water quality is
provided in Chapter 7, with specific
reference to the water framework water
quality objectives (Section 7.7.8).

360.

Potential impacts on salmonids and other
migratory species have been fully
assessed in the Environmental Statement.
We have used state-of-the art
behavioural modelling techniques, in
which fish behaviour rules are informed
by a wide range of peer-reviewed
scientific studies, including fish tracking
studies in other British estuaries and
coastal water and in particular tracking
studies carried out in Swansea Bay and
the South Wales area. The models now
presented within the ES and appendices
are robust and represent the key features
of fish behaviour in relation to tidal flows
and olfactory trails from rivers and
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provide the best means of assessment
currently available.
The fish behaviour modelling has been
used to provide an objective means of
estimating the frequency at which fish
will encounter the turbines. The
STRIKERv.4 fish tidal turbine injury rate
model estimates damage rates once they
encounter the turbines. Any form of
injury predicted by the model has been
assumed to be potentially lethal, thereby
presenting a worst-case assessment. See
fish modelling appendices (Appendix 9.3
and 9.4) to the ES for further details.
It is noted that the applicant has not identified that there will be any
Impacts on recreational fishing have been
freshwater recreational angling impacts, which is wholly rejected as
discussed in the Environmental
incorrect, not least on the basis of its own preliminary environmental
Statement (section 9.7). Any adverse
information. This issue needs reconsideration and further consultation. It Is impact on recreational fishing within the
anticipated that there will be both short and longer term impacts; direct,
freshwater rivers within proximity to the
indirect and cumulative depending on the final design, construction and
project would require significant harm to
operation. Quite dearly if migratory fish are to be impacted then that will
be caused to diadromous migratory fish
affect the numbers of them that pass through freshwater fisheries to
during the period between leaving the
upriver spawning grounds.
rivers and entering the marine phase via
Swansea Bay, or vice versa. Our
assessment is that less than 1% of salmon
and <3% of sea trout annual runs (smolt
and adult returns combined) will be at
risk of harm by the operation of the
scheme without any additional
mitigation.

362.

It must also be noted that the results of
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As an angling club Ogmore Angling Association is extremely apprehensive
about the effect of the work on migratory fish such as eels, lamprey
salmon and sewin in the River Ogmore catchment and in the neighbouring
rivers, the Tawe, Afan, Kenfig and Neath.
Very little is known in regard to the migratory paths taken by the fish
which breed in these rivers and before any work, either onshore or
offshore commences we expect to see a thoroughly researched study of
the routes taken by these species and the likely impact of the construction
process and the completed work on their behaviour. Angling is a major
leisure activity for the communities along the rivers carrying a high
economic and welfare value, any detrimental effect on the local fish
populations from the lagoon will be robustly challenged.

Similarly species such as mullet, bass and flounder which all inhabit and
breed in the estuary will be undoubtedly be adversely affected by the
proposed lagoon and we feel this impact on these and smaller less
commercially important resident fish should be studied in great detail.

the modelling represent the worst case
scenario, which shows a negligible effect.
If proposed mitigation methods are
adopted, such as the use of acoustic fish
deterrents, this would provide further
reduction in entrainment risk of
salmonids (Table 9.22). As such, it is
highly unlikely that freshwater angling
impacts will be perceptible, if they occur
at all.
Potential impacts on salmon, sewin and
other migratory species have been fully
assessed in the Environmental Statement.
We have used state-of-the art
behavioural modelling techniques, in
which fish behaviour rules are informed
by a wide range of peer-reviewed
scientific studies, including fish tracking
studies in other British estuaries and
coastal water and in particular tracking
studies carried out in Swansea Bay and
the South Wales area. The models now
presented within the ES and appendix are
considered to be robust and represent
the key features of fish behaviour in
relation to tidal flows and olfactory trails
from rivers. They provide the best means
of assessment currently available.
It is recognised that Swansea Bay and its
estuaries support a wide range of fish
species that could be affected by the
proposed scheme, including those

363.

364.

126

mentioned. The Environmental
Statement addresses potential impacts of
construction and operation on these
species. Fish behaviour modelling and
turbine fish injury (STRIKER v.4) modelling
has been carried out for a selection of
species that represent different modes of
fish behaviour, including bass and flatfish.
The significance of impacts on species of
less commercial and conservation
importance has been tabulated and is
presented in Chapter 9 of the ES.
Locating the lagoon immediately next to the mouths of the Neath and
Tawe rivers poses obvious problems for both adult and juvenile salmon
and sewin. The flume from the lagoon’s discharged water will attract fish
which would ordinarily follow the flow of the river. A thorough
understanding of the impact of this distraction on the migration of fish
needs to be gained to determine whether it acts as a barrier or limiting
factor to migration to the fish which move to and fro along the coast and
enter and leave the rivers in this area.

These issues have been addressed in the
fish behaviour and STRIKER modelling
(Entrainment and injury risk from the
turbines, Pg 9-45), which take account of
olfactory ‘scent’ trails emanating from
rivers, mixing within the Lagoon and of
the discharge plume from the turbines.
The findings indicate that natural tidal
currents will have an overriding effect on
fish migration paths, allowing fish to
locate the rivers without significant
diversion or delay.
Screens as such are not feasible on tidal
The design of the turbines – shown above - and the manner in which
power schemes owing to fouling and
they’ll be screened is a huge concern to our club.
blockage risk but acoustic fish deterrents
This statement from TLSB gives us no confidence that the impact of the
are proposed to reduce fish passage
turbines on fish and marine life in general has received anything other than through turbines. Archimedean screw
the most superficial scrutiny turbines are not feasible in tidal power
schemes.

365.

366.
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“The size of the turbines (7-8m in diameter) and low rotation speeds
(approx. 60rpm) mean that there will be large gaps through which fish
can pass and the modelling will give a better understanding of this.”

At 60 rpm he tips of the propeller blades of the turbine will rotate at a
speed which fish will not be able to avoid as a quick primary school
calculation would have shown.
The circumference of a circle is calculated by the formula 2𝜋𝑟
The rotor blades have a radius of around 3.75 metres.
The circumference of the circle which the blades will describe is (2 x 3.14 x
3.75 m), 23.55 metres.
The given speed of the blades is quoted as 60 rpm or 1 revolution per
second.
The ends of the blades will rotate through 23.55 m each second, 23.55
metres per second converted to miles per hour is 52.7 mph, a speed
which spells certain death for any creatures over a few millimetres in size
which enter the draft tube.

It is predicted that a very small
proportion of individuals would be
entrained and encounter the turbines.
For that small proportion, the STRIKER v.4
model injury rate modelling estimates
damage rates for passing through the
turbines and is much more
comprehensive than the calculations you
show. It takes account of blade rotation
rate, no. of blades, blade shape, shear
stress and turbulence and both
hydrodynamic and hydrostatic pressure
changes within the turbine. Any form of
injury (even superficial) predicted by the
model has been assumed to be
potentially lethal, thereby presenting a
worst-case assessment. STRIKER
modelling has been carried out for a
representative range of fish species and
results are presented in Table 9.18 of the
Environmental Statement. See fish
modelling appendices for full details
(Appendix 9.3 and 9.4).

The three turbine blades shown in the diagram above will all be moving at
that speed so a fish will have a window of opportunity of a third of a
second to avoid the blades which will be rotating at a speed of over
50mph.
This issue needs to be addressed, the proposed turbine design is unsafe
and a more fish friendly turbine such as Archimedes screw should replace
it.
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Screening the turbine intakes and the sluice gates to prevent fish from
entering the turbines or the lagoon presents a conoundrum. It’s difficult to
see how screens will be made of a sufficiently small grid to avoid the
ingress of juvenile fish or of a sufficiently large opening to avoid constant
clogging without compromise. Siting the lagoon in an area known to be
used by migrating juvenile fish and in a nursery area for resident fish
creates this very awkward problem.

NSB

Pontardawe
and Swansea
Angling
Society Ltd

02/08/13

a. Firstly, Section 9.7 and Appendix A of Appendix 9.1 need to be
corrected:
i. Para 9.7.3 says
“Angling associations offer a framework of representation to small, local
clubs and individual members. Incentives for joining may include: public
liability insurance; legal advice; discounted goods from partners; and
government lobbying on members’ behalf.”
Your terminology is confused and your distinction between clubs and
associations is incorrect:

Physical screening technology is not
suitable for this type of tidal
development owing to the large amounts
of detritus in the water; behavioural
barriers (acoustic fish deterrents) will be
employed; this assessment has been
presented in Chapter 9.
Most coastal areas include fish nurseries
and migration pathways. Given the
fundamental tidal requirements of tidal
power generating, siting of the lagoon
between, rather than across, rivermouths is the option least harmful to
fisheries.
This information has been noted and the
final ES will accurately reflect the legal
status of the relevant entities.

367.

368.

(1) Individual anglers tend to form local organisations which might be
known as clubs, associations, societies or by other names.
Most of the “local clubs” in this area are not “small” – they have hundreds
of members each and between them the clubs on the rivers Tawe, Neath
and Afan have more than a thousand members.
(2) Those first-tier organisations also form second-tier organisations for the
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purposes of joint representation. These can also be known as associations
– eg, many game angling clubs in Wales belong to the Welsh Salmon &
Trout Angling Association (WSTAA). Most of the clubs on the rivers Tawe,
Neath and Afan belong to the Gower Region of WSTAA.
(3) Second-tier organisations also form third-tier organisations for higher
level joint representation across disciplines – eg, WSTAA is a member of
the Federation of Welsh Anglers, along with the Welsh Federation of
Coarse Anglers and the Welsh Federation of Sea Anglers.
(4) The Angling Trust is a comprehensive first-, second- and third-tier
organisation with individuals as well as first- and second-tier organisations
in membership.
ii. Para 9.7.3 also says
“The Angling Trust offers club and individual membership and is very active
in terms of conservation, fisheries management and protecting anglers’
rights. However, no affiliated clubs exist in South
Wales.”
This is not correct. We have been members of the Angling Trust for several
years (and its legal arm, Fish Legal, for several decades) and we are not the
only members in South Wales.
Appendix A gets “clubs” and “associations” mixed up and says “awaiting
responses” for clubs.
That’s not correct. Table 9.21 shows that we were consulted and
expressed our views at an early stage. We met Eva Bishop (then Director of
Tidal Development of Inazin) on 11 April 2012 and told her then of our
interest and our concerns.
The Welsh Government and Natural Resources Wales approach to
developments is “to ensure that our natural resources are healthy and
resilient and are efficiently managed for Wales’ long-term economic, social
and environmental benefit”. We fail to see how this proposal would fit in
with those aspirations and we’ll expect to see a detailed justification using
the ecosystem services methodology favoured by Welsh
Government.

This has been amended in Chapter 9 of
the ES.

369.

This has been addressed in Chapter 9 of
the ES.

370.

A number of clubs were consulted at that
time.
Ecosystem services are direct and indirect
services derived from the environment
which serve to benefit people; for
example, a good fish population
predicates good fishing. Recreational and
commercial fishing are some of the most
important direct ecosystems provided by
the coastal environment, and both of

371.
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these have been investigated as part of
the EIA. Such an approach is consistent
with that outlined in the Welsh
Government's Green Paper on a new
approach to natural resources
management in Wales (January 2012).
The effect of the lagoon needs to be looked at cumulatively with the
effects of the barrage and other issues.

Cumulative assessments have been
undertaken within the Environmental
Statement are presented under the
Habitat fragmentation and isolation in
Chapter 9 of the ES. The existing barrage
forms part of the environmental baseline.

372.

Chapter 9 of the PEIR appears to identify many of the issues that occur to
us so we won’t list them all here, although some of the more important
points as far as salmon and sea trout are concerned, some points of detail
and apparent errors and omissions are commented on below.
We are concerned that the lagoon proposal has reached such an advanced
stage without your having carried out the necessary investigations to
establish the likelihood and extent of the “potential effects” listed in Table
9.5. We believe that any of the potential effects described there would
be sufficient to preclude the development and for that reason we oppose
this proposal and will continue to do so vigorously at all stages, enlisting
all the support we can muster.

TLSB notes that the PEIR contained a
suitable amount of information.

373.

The schemes addressed in the SEA Severn
study were much larger in size or
represented total exclusion barriers
(barrages) to rivers with diadromous fish
populations. Thus, potential impacts from
those schemes were much greater. The
Swansea scheme will not cut off access to
any of the salmon and sea trout rivers
entering the Bay or the Bristol Channel,
and is predicted to have barely
perceptible effects on salmon and sea
trout stocks.

374.

A site-specific assessment has been
carried out for the current Project, the
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We would point out that the Governments’ Feasibility Study in relation to
tidal power lagoons on the Welsh Grounds and Bridgwater Bay further up
the Severn Estuary concluded that they might cause local extinction of
salmon stocks in the Wye, Usk and Severn salmon stocks. Given its
proximity to the Tawe estuary, the impact on salmon and sea trout
populations of the Swansea Tidal Lagoon will be even more severe, with
even greater probability of local extinction.

We are mainly concerned with salmon and sea trout but there are also
other important species bound for or leaving the River Tawe, such as sea
lamprey, eel, etc.
i. Table 9.2 is not laid out correctly. It shows sea trout incorrectly as “Other
fish species”, as though they are not “Migratory” or “Diadromous” – they
should be in the top part of the table, with salmon and
lamprey
Table 9.6 in the PEIR shows the fish species and life stages to be
considered for modelling.

results of which are presented in the
Environmental Statement (Chapter 9).
The schemes addressed in the SEA Severn
study were much larger in size or
represented total exclusion barriers
(barrages) to rivers with diadromous fish
populations. Thus, potential impacts from
those schemes were much greater. The
Swansea scheme will not cut off access to
any of the salmon and sea trout rivers
entering the Bay or the Bristol Channel,
and is predicted to have barely
perceptible effects on salmon and sea
trout stocks.
A site-specific assessment has been
carried out for the current Project, the
results of which are presented in the ES
(Chapter 9).
The EIA for the project considers a range
of fish species. The points set out in
relation to Table 9.2 have been addressed
in the ES.

These points have been recognised and
included in the full ES. Modelling was
conducted on emigrating Atlantic salmon
(1) For adult sea trout the entry is “sea trout adult – local feeding and trout kelts. Owing to their greater
behaviour”. Whilst some sea trout are likely to feed in the area, it swimming capacity the impacts on these
should also be recognised that most returning adults are likely to fish was considered to be minimal.
arrive from more distant waters intent on finding the Tawe and

375.

376.

377.
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entering it to spawn. Table 9.6 doesn’t appear to cover these
important fish. Neither does it cover the out migration behaviour
of sea trout and salmon kelts.
(2) For adult salmon the entry is “salmon adult – immigration / river
entry” but for juvenile eels and adult lamprey the entries say
“coastal river searching”. The reason for the different wording is
not understood. If this is meant to imply that salmon proceed
directly to the river mouth without having to search for their river
and without milling about outside, it would be a mistake. The
arrival of salmon in Swansea Bay is likely to be driven by tides but
their entry into the river is driven by river flows. They can hang
around outside the river for lengthy periods waiting for a spate in
the river. This is exacerbated by the Tawe Barrage, which prevents
fish from entering the estuary until river flows are quite high.
Table 9.7 in the PEIR shows migration periods for salmon and sea trout.

A full summary of modelling outputs can
be found in the appendices to Chapter 9
(fish behaviour modelling).

Duly noted. Any tables of migratory
periods have been revised to reflect
these comments as is presented in the
tables in Chapter 9 of the ES. The
assistance of experienced local anglers
and fishing professionals in refining the
data used for our assessments has been
much appreciated.

(1) Smolt (spring, autumn) – you need to be aware that salmon smolt
growth and migration from the River Tawe isn’t typical. We
understand that they grow quickly and migrate early.
(2) Kelt (winter). If winter is taken as December, January and
February, you need to be aware that kelts are observed in the river
Tawe in March. The emigration of both salmon and sea trout kelts
seems to be given little consideration in this report. Indeed this
table, copied from elsewhere, is the only reference to them. Sea
trout kelts are particularly important as multiple spawners may
contribute a large proportion of the annual run and even bigger
proportion of egg deposition. Even for salmon, previous spawners
generally contribute about 10 percent of the run, so kelts will also
need protection
Table 9.7 doesn’t mention returning adult salmon and sea trout, looking to Any tables of migratory periods have
ascend the Tawe to spawn. These fish arrive in the area of the proposed
been revised to reflect these comments
lagoon all the way through from March to December.
in Chapter 9 of the ES. The assistance of
experienced local anglers and fishing

378.

379.
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Table 9.13 in Appendix 9.1 doesn’t even mention kelt migration as well as
being muddled over migration and spawning times.
Fish passing through turbines.
i. We understand that mortality / damage to fish is likely to be high, if they
pass through the turbines. It seems highly likely to us that fish will be
drawn through the turbines for a number of reasons.

professionals in refining the data used for
our assessments has been of assistance.
i. These issues have been addressed by
the fish behaviour model and STRIKER
modelling (Entrainment and injury risk
from the turbines, Pg 9-45 and
appendices). The STRIKER v.4 model
ii. As we understand it, returning adult salmon swim up the south side of
injury rate modelling estimates damage
the Bristol Channel and then back along the north side, hugging the coast,
rates for fish passing through the
looking for their river. (Tawe salmon used to be caught in the nets which
turbines. It takes account of blade
used to operate outside the Usk.) If we’re right, Tawe salmon seem likely
rotation rate, number of blades, blade
to encounter the eastern wall of the lagoon and swim around it to the west shape, shear stress and turbulence and
– right past the turbine array.
both hydrodynamic and hydrostatic
pressure changes within the turbine. Any
iii. Although less is known about the movements of sea trout, adult sea
form of injury (even if entirely superficial)
trout seem likely to encounter the lagoon wall in the same way. We
predicted by the model has been
understand that there’s generally an anti-clockwise flow in Swansea Bay
assumed to be potentially lethal, thereby
which is likely to carry them past the turbine array.
presenting a worst-case assessment.
STRIKER modelling has been carried out
iv. Strong flows into the impoundment on an incoming tide seem likely to
for a representative range of fish species
sweep adult salmon and sea trout through the turbines, as they pass.
and results are presented in Table 9.18 of
the Environmental Statement. See fish
v. If Tawe river water is carried into the impoundment on incoming tides, it modelling appendices for full details.
follows that it will be expelled through the turbines on an ebbing tide.
Salmon and sea trout looking for the river Tawe are likely to be attracted
to this, making it likely that they’ll also pass through the turbines on ebbing ii. No peer-reviewed evidence has been
tides, when flows allow.
identified that this is the movement
undertaken by returning adult salmon.
vi. When trapped inside the impoundment, fish are likely to detect Tawe
Literature indicates that returning adults
river water being drawn into the impoundment. They are likely to be
typically take fairly direct routes to their
attracted to this.
natal rivers, and a very small percentage
of fish may stray to nearby waterbodies.
vii. Salmonid movement is generally with the tide. Given that large
This may explain why Tawe salmon were
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volumes of water will pass into and out of the lagoon, we anticipate that a
large proportion, perhaps the majority, of smolts and adults (freshrun or
kelts) will be entrained, probably several times. The consequences for the
populations of both species of migratory salmonid, and our fisheries, are
likely to be severe.

caught outside the Usk.
iii. see (i)
iv. The swimming capacity of adult
salmon and sea trout means that the
likelihood of this happening is extremely
low, their movements have been
modelled and are presented in (modelling
(Entrainment and injury risk from the
turbines), which takes account of flow
and swimming speeds.
vi. The fish behaviour model (appended
to Chapter 9 of the ES) tracks the
movement of olfactory scents, and
salmon or trout following scents, from
the rivers Tawe and Neath, including
entrainment into the Lagoon, and
movement back out of the Lagoon.
Therefore, the results presented take
account of this possibility.
vii. The movement of emigrating salmon
(as well as of other species and lifestages)
has been modelled, results are presented
in Entrainment and injury risk from the
turbines. One of the main purposes of the
fish behaviour model was to investigate
the likely repeat passages of fish so that
multiple exposure risk could be
calculated. The assessments fully take
this into account.
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Fish passing through power station cooling water intake screens and
industrial supply intakes.
This risk is mentioned in the PEIR. It needs to be covered comprehensively
in the EIA.
Fish deterred from ascending the river to spawn or from proceeding to
distant feeding grounds on departure from the river, leading to extinction
of River Tawe salmon and sea trout:
i. Because of unnatural flows close to the river mouth.
Fish looking to ascend the River Tawe currently find river water discharging
into the bay from the mouth of the river between the two docks
breakwaters. If the scheme goes ahead, these flows will be completely
disrupted.
Even if not entrained and swept into the impoundment, fish are likely to
have difficulty finding the river. Fish are literally unlikely to know whether
they’re coming or going.
ii. Because of very high levels of suspended sediment.
As explained above, unnatural flows are likely to create extremely turbid
conditions. It’s said in the PEIR that salmon and sea trout are used to
experiencing this in the Severn estuary and can cope with it. But there’s a
big difference between fish going with the flow in the massive Severn
estuary and fish close to the River Tawe trying to find its mouth so that
they can enter it.
iii. Because of noise and vibration.
The PEIR mentions the risk. It needs to be covered comprehensively in the
EIA.
iv. Because of entrapment within the lagoon.
The risk of fish passing repeatedly through the turbines, in and out of the
impoundment, is mentioned above. But it seems likely that some fish will

It is discussed as a potential cumulative
effect in Chapter 9 of the ES (Entrainment
by turbines and water abstractions).

381.

i.; see Entrainment and injury risk from
the turbines. The lagoon seawalls will not
inhibit or disrupt the flows from the River
Tawe. This is because the seawalls do not
cause partial blockage of the river
channel nor do they affect the alignment
of the Tawe channel as a whole. They are
in fact set back 100m from the channel at
the request of ABP for shipping purposes.
The Tawe barrage is in fact located some
1km upstream of the entrance to the Port
through the eastern and western port
breakwaters which channel the Tawe
flows. The lagoon wall will form an
extension to this and may in fact help by
providing a more distinct flow path for
the Tawe. This is supported by the water
quality model which shows that without
the lagoon during high flows river water
from the Tawe spreads across Swansea
Beach and the port frontage once it
leaves the port breakwaters. With the
lagoon in place, under high flows, the
Tawe will be more is channelled and
could in fact provide a more distinct trail
for the fish to follow.

382.

ii; Elevated suspended solids levels are
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become trapped in the impoundment and never find their way out. This
would be as bad as killing them because, if they are prevented from
migrating in the normal way to and from the river and their feeding
grounds, they are lost from the stock of the River Tawe

expected to be localised and to relate to
construction activities and will have
minimal effect on fish migration as
expressed in the tables in Chapter 9 of
the ES. As such this is not predicted to be
a long-term effect.
iii; noise and vibration is covered in
Chapter 9 of the ES. Effects expected to
be very localised and would not deter
migratory fish from entering rivers.

Fish affected by water quality issues.
i. From increases in suspended sediment and disturbance of historic
contaminants.
Apart from the obvious risk of fish kills, there’s also the risk of fish
becoming tainted and unsuitable for consumption. In the case of salmon
and sea trout, this would be a major concern.
ii. From sewage discharges.
Again, the risk is mentioned in the PEIR and it needs to be addressed
comprehensively in the EIA.

iv; See earlier responses and Entrainment
and injury risk from the turbines. Huge
volumes of seawater are flushed from the
Lagoon on each tide. This along with the
fish’s behaviour response to seek an
olfactory trail means that fish should not
become “trapped”. This is demonstrated
in the fish modelling which are reported
in appendices to the Chapter.
i; Chapter 9 of the ES provides
information on contaminants. All levels
were compared to CEFAS action levels.
The majority of samples (73.5%) were
below action level 1 (uncontaminated)
and 26.5% were below action level 2
(generally deemed suitable for disposal).
No samples were above action level 2.
ii; The ES water quality chapter is now
available and information will be included

383.

137

Appendix 9.1 contains some inaccurate information (e.g. the life history of
salmon; rod catches being described as ‘non-quantitative’) as well as
textual errors. We hope that greater care will be taken with the full
EIR.
Finally, we repeat that any damaging effect on the important River Tawe
runs of salmon and sea trout would be enough to preclude the proposed
development. We would not be satisfied with mitigation, remediation or
compensation. As far as we are concerned, YOU MUST NOT DAMAGE
RUNS OF THESE FISH. We fail to see how you would be able to eliminate
any risk of this so WE ARE UTTERLY OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSAL.
NSB

Welsh Salmon
& Trout
Angling
Association
(WSTAA)

02/08/13

NSB

Salmon &
Trout
Association

07/08/13

The Welsh Salmon and Trout Angling Association (WSTAA) is the governing
body for game angling in Wales. The Gower Region of WSTAA has a
number of member clubs based on rivers which are likely to be affected by
this proposal – including but not limited to the Rivers Tawe, Neath and
Afan. We fully support and wish to be associated with the detailed
objection submitted by Pontardawe and Swansea Angling Society Ltd.
In relation to the PIER report, we appreciate at the moment sorne areas of
research are still on going and therefore we await the final Environment
Statement (ES) in order to fully understand the potential impacts of
wildlife and the environment. At this initial stage, however, we have grave
concerns over the effects of the proposed development on the fate of rare
and highly protected fish species populations. Potential impacts could
include: direct and/or indirect mortality through collision with turbine
blades and delays/disruption to migration and enhanced predation. In
order to determine whether these risks can be satisfactorily mitigated it is
vital that a detailed baseline monitoring study is conducted on the
distributions, behaviour and movement of fish species within the estuary
before any further actions are undertaken. Without this baseline data we
do not believe an adequate assessment of the potential impacts of fish in
the estuary can be made.

within the final EIA.
This has been taken into account and is
included in the Chapter

384.

TLSB do not consider that the Project will
have a significant deleterious effect on
migratory fish and the River Tawe. As
part of its commitment to providing
benefits of the Project, TLSB will
investigate the provision of a fish pass on
the River Tawe barrage.
This alignment has been noted and all
TLSB comment on PASAS responses
should be read with regard to the views
supported by WSTAA.

385.

A modelling study has been carried out to
assess the potential for mortality of fish
through turbines, which is presented in
Chapter 9 of the ES.

387.

386.
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NSB

Tawe &
Tributaries
angling
association
Ltd.

01/08/13

We would expect the following areas to be subject to robust assessment
within the ES:
Impacts on the geomorphology - including long-term changes following
construction of the proposed lagoon;
• Impacts on hydrology and sea level- including near and far-field effects,
impacts on flood risk, water quality, wave climate, land drainage and
groundwater;
• Impacts on estuarine habitats which provide vital feeding and nursery
habitats for fish and birds — including both habitat loss at the time of
construction, and that associated with changes in geormorphology and the
tidal regime following construction.
• Impacts on birds including those associated with habitat loss and change;
• Impacts on coastal and terrestrial habitats (in particular including the
Blackpill SSSI),
including those associated with changes in sea level, hydrology and water
quality;
• Impacts on marine mammals.

i. Habitat gain/losses associated to
changes in hydrology are discussed in the
relevant sections of Chapter 9.

Our Association controls over 12 miles of fishing on the upper section of
the river Tawe. Angling on the river Tawe is for sea trout, salmon, and
brown trout, the river is currently ranked 7th best in Wales for salmon, and
plays an important role in the tourism, and the economy of the Upper
Swansea Valley. We are an affiliated club 0f WSTAA and are represented
by local Gower Region which represents the clubs on the rivers, Tawe,
Neath, Afan, and Ogmore, which could be badly affected by this
development, also salmon and sea trout are a protected species under the
European Habitats Directive and any threat to their survival needs to be
investigated thoroughly.

TLSB has considered the value and
benefits of recreational fishing, which will
be addressed in the chapter of the ES
dealing with economy, tourism and
recreation.

388.

ii & iii See Chapter 11, Coastal birds of the
ES for discussions of these impacts.
iv. No fish or shellfish species have been
identified within the citations for any of
the SSSI in the vicinity of Swansea Bay,
impacts on marine habitats are further
discussed in Chapter 8.
vi. Impacts on marine mammals are
discussed in chapter 10

389.

Note that Atlantic salmon are protected
as an Annex 2 species within the Habitats
Directive, however brown trout/sea trout
are not. The rivers mentioned do not
carry any protection under the European
Habitats Directive, nor their fish stocks.
Impacts on salmon and sea trout have
been discussed throughout the ES.
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NSB

Angling Cymru

25/07/13

Consideration for the migrating cycles of both salmon, and sea trout must
be considered, both that of returning adult salmon, and sea trout, and the
descending young smolts of both. This development could cause great
disruption, and damage to the numbers of both species, as returning fish
from the east along the coast would have to run the gauntlet of the
turbines, also a build-up of River Tawe water within the lagoon being
discharged at times of low tide could attract fish through the turbines. As
for descending smolts these would tend to follow the wall on their way out
and would be drawn through the turbines. We see this development as a
serious threat to the already fragile stocks of local salmon and sea trout, as
our river is only just recovering after the 1980’s construction of the
barrage.

Modelling of both adult and juvenile
salmonids has been undertaken, see
Entrainment and injury risk from the
turbines. The IBM fish behaviour model
(presented in the appendices to Chapter
9) tracks the movement of olfactory
scents, and salmon or trout following
scents, from the rivers Tawe and Neath,
including entrainment into the Lagoon,
and movement back out of the Lagoon.

390.

If this proposal was to proceed it would be necessary to request that a
mandatory monitoring program would be set up for the next years to
cover the complete life cycle of both these species at the expense of the
developers to monitor any damage to the fishery, and local economy, and
give evidence for substantial compensation claims .We hope this clearly
lodges our objection to the development.

A detailed post-construction monitoring
program is being developed. Details of
proposed mitigation and monitoring
programs are presented within the ES.
Further information will also be provided
in the CEMP and OEMP.

391.

This proposal could have a critical and detrimental influence on both the
Salmonid stocks and the stocks of other species that inhabit the Bay.

Duly noted. A comprehensive
environmental assessment has been
conducted focussing on possible impacts
upon water movement and flow (both
influx and release) over the full tidal
range as a result of the Lagoon, turbines
and associated structures. The results of
this assessment are detailed in the
Chapter 6 (Coastal Processes,
Sedimentation Transport and
Contamination) of the ES. This has also
been taken into consideration in relation

392.

To change the dynamic flows of any estuary that nature has made will lead
to untold problems of silt and water quality. We are not convinced that the
proposed turbines will not cause substantial fish deaths of salmon and
other species. There is a concern that in certain circumstances migratory
fish will follow strong flows from the turbines if rivers are low and will end
up in the lagoon.
With salmon stocks acknowledged as being in decline we can ill afford to
carry out work that will only help to make the decline steeper.
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to impacts upon fish.
On the effect the lagoon will have on sea fish, again concern has been
expressed as to whether the assessments made will prove to be correct.
We wish to express concern at the number of sea fish that could be
damaged passing through the turbines.

Assessment on the potential effects that
the Lagoon may have on fish movements
and fish stocks are presented within
Chapter 9 of the ES.

We have major concerns with the proposal and would like a significant and
detailed environmental study to be carried out on the effect the lagoon
will have on all movement of fish and fish stocks before any agreement
was approved.
It needs to be environment over economics and not the other way around.

NSB

Swansea
Environmental
Forum

30/08/13

We welcome the research done on the fisheries area in regards to impacts
on the fisheries both for Recreation and Commercial usage, however there
are several areas that we believe require more attention.

Acknowledged.

Despite nearly all of the internationally important species within Swansea
Bay being migratory (salmonids, eels, lampreys) there seems to be
relatively little on the potential negative impact that the lagoon could have
on migration. There is the mention of some positive effects of the lagoon,
but we are not aware of any evidence to suggest this would be the case.
We would suggest that further research to prove that scare tactics to deter
fish movement through the turbine will be effective with all the species
within this environment.

Potential impacts on fish migration and
fish movements are discussed throughout
Chapter 9. Furthermore, mitigation
proposals looking to minimise movement
through the turbines, such as Acoutsic
fish deterrents (AFD’s) are also addressed
within this chapter.

We have concerns in regard to the alteration to flow output and chemical
cues that may occur and how these would affect the migrating species
within the bay i.e. is it possible that during certain times that migrating
species may mistake the flow coming out of the lagoon as the flow out of
the river? We recommend further research into this area

393.

Consideration of EPS has been taken into
consideration throughout our EIA. Details
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We would also recommend more research into the affects that the lagoon
may have to the wider population of EPS species within the Bristol Channel
as the report does not make mention of this.

of which are provided in the relevant
ecological chapters (8-12)

We would like to state that within this report there is no mention of the
effects on the shark population within Swansea bay. Basking sharks have
been reported in the bay (inshore and offshore over the past six years. The
EIA will need to consider the implications of the electromagnet
interference, noise disturbance and physical structure changes have on
these animals?

All species which have been assessed
within the EIA are based upon a number
of data sources from studies conducted
within the Bristol Channel and Swansea in
conjunction with information collected
from field studies. Potential impacts of
EMF’s upon sensative fish species ( such
as elasmobranchs, lamprey, eel and
salmon have been assessed and the
results of this assessment are presented
in Chapter 9 of the ES.
Both the rivers Wye and Usk are included
within the fisheries assessment, the
results of which are mentioned
throughout Chapter 9.
Salmon from the Usk and Wye have also
been incorporated in the modelling.

9.1 Please note that Atlantic salmon, European eel, river and sea lamprey
species all occur on the near –field rivers of the Tawe, Neath and Afan
although these rivers are not designated under the Habitats Directive (see
Table 9.2). NRW have previously advised that the Rivers Wye and Usk SACs
should be looked at with regards to potential impacts upon migratory fish.
The Severn Estuary is discussed and will be discussed further in the EIA,
however there is no mention of the Rivers Wye and Usk. Although the PIER
suggests that the impacts on migratory fish for the Severn are likely to be
negligible, this needs to be clearly ruled out in the EIA, alongside the Wye
and Usk, which fish enter from the Severn Estuary
9.2 It is stated within Table 9.5 that the potential impacts of habitat
fragmentation and isolation and impacts of entrainment mortality and
injury associated with the passage of water through turbines is to be
determined prior to application. NRW welcome this proposal and would be
interested to have more details of how this will be carried out.
9.3 In our view, a number of potential impacts are missing from Table 9.5.
These include potential impacts arising from: maintenance dredging
operations; the anticipated amenity

394.

This is detailed within Chapter 9.

395.

The relevant table has been re configured
and is not presented as such in the ES. All
impacts have been categorised for each

396.
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activities linked to the project, i.e. water sports and more importantly the
increase in recreational fishing along the seawall (see 9.5.5.4); increased
lighting along the lagoon wall; possible resuspension of contaminated
sediments and energetic impacts caused by avoidance of turbine housing.
9.4 NRW will need to see the details of how the following conclusion of
paragraph 9.3.2.11
has been reached before we can agree with this assumption: “many of the
fish species inhabiting the Bristol Channel are naturally exposed to highly
variable suspended sediment
concentrations and any local short term increases arising from the project
activities would not be more harmful to them than naturally occurring
conditions”.
9.5 NRW recommend that the following acceptable noise thresholds
should be used in the EIA to calculate zones of adverse behavioural
responses:
Salmon 151dBht
Shad 146dHht
Herring 131 dHht
Based on unpublished work by Nedwell carried out in Partnership with
Environment Agency Wales, and the following report: Nedwell, J.R., Parvin,
S.J., Edwards, B., Workman, R., Brooker, A.G , and Kynoch, J.E (2007).
Measurement and interpretation of underwater noise
during construction and operation of offshore windfarms in UK waters.
Subacoustech.
COWRIE NOISE-03-2003.
9.6 We note the reference to ‘Soft start’ procedures in paragraph 9.3.2.25
as a mitigation measure relating to the use of percussive pilling. We accept
that this is a general mitigation measure but advise that there is no
evidence on how effective this is as fish may not be able to detect the
sound source and move away.
9.7 Paragraph 9.3.3.4 of the report discusses the potential effects of
changes to freshwater riverine flow patterns on the migration routes of

of the projects phases; construction
phase effects; operational phase effects
and decommissioning effects.
Fully presented within the final ES
chapter.

397.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate level of assessment has been
undertaken as part of the EIA.

398.

This mitigation measure has been
proposed as a result of the assessments
carried out for the EIA.

399.

Migratory fish were not targeted as part
of the site-specific survey methodology

400.
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inward migrating salmonids. NRW advise that the EIA should extend the
assessment to cover all diadromous fish species on migration both into the
rivers and to sea.

9.8 NRW will need to see the evidence that supports the assumption
stated in paragraph
9.3.3.8 that “the seabed area used to fill the Geotubes will re-colonise over
time and will not result in a permanent loss of habitat.” It cannot be
assumed that the dredged areas will bereplenished over time with the
same kind of sediments that were there prior to construction so the
potential for habitat alteration must still be investigated in the EIA.
9.9 We note that paragraph 9.3.3.10 appears to contain more detail on the
design of the turbines that will be used in the project than the section on
turbine design in chapter 4. This information must be consistent in the
final ES.
9.10 We welcome the description of outline mitigation measures
contained in section 9.3.6 and will work with the applicant to develop
these proposals as and when more detailed impact assessment
information becomes available. It will be important to cross reference the
noise mitigation proposals for fish with the marine mammal and noise
chapters of the ES. For example the potential for impacts on marine
mammals arising from the use of strobe light or acoustic fish deterrents on
other marine fauna must be fully considered within the EIA.

10.

Marine Mammals (Chapter 10 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response

due to the amount of information already
available on their populations within the
study area. However, diadromous fish are
considered as a Valued Ecological
Receptor (VER) and have undergone
impact assessment as part of the fisheries
modelling and evaluation of potential
impacts, as detailed in Chapter 9 of the
ES.
This evidence has been assessed as part
of the EIA and presented in the ES.

This has been addressed in the ES, which
presents consistent descriptions.
Different details may be presented where
appropriate in the Chapter.
TLSB welcomes the support for the
approach to assessment and has
continued to engage with NRW to ensure
the robustness of the EIA. These
measures are presented in Chapter 23 of

401.

402.

403.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
144

SB

NRW advisory

05/08/13

10.1 In terms of the baseline characterization of these receptors, we
welcome the incorporation of the majority of our advice to date in the
PEIR and consider that on the whole, the marine mammal baseline is
information is well reviewed. However, we wish to take this opportunity to
draw the applicant’s attention to the following points:
a) The fine-scaled distribution and abundance of harbour porpoise in
Swansea Bay, particularly the western parts which suggest high relative
abundance. In the meeting of 6th December 2012, we expressed concern
that this wasn’t reflected in the scoping report and it still isn’t reflected in
the PEIR. The PEIR states that recent work from Swansea Metropolitan
University will be incorporated, but until this is available, it is difficult to
assess how important the area is for porpoise and likely effects from the
development.
A density estimate for Irish/Celtic sea grey seals is missing (Keilly et al 2000
and Cronin
papers).
c) The section on future baseline/climate change is still present in the
document (see letter dated 4th April 2013). This has been improved
slightly, but NRW would still recommend its removal. In our view it lacks
references, contains a number of speculative assumptions and presents
scope-creep. This section could be adequately summarised in a single
paragraph and has not been put into context of the TLSB development. As
stated previously, there is insufficient evidence to support the claim that
changes in physical habitat will be unlikely to affect cetaceans. The
speculation of shift in the Harbour Porpoise population in North Sea needs
referencing (MacLeod et
al, 2007) as previously suggested.
The use of Celtic/Irish Sea scale is welcomed. The recent Marine Mammal
Management Units paper is now available from the JNCC and most MUs
follow that of
Evans 2012. The scale of the reference population for seals and cetaceans
will need to be incorporated in the consideration of baseline reference

Recent work from Swansea Metropolitan
University has been incorporated into the
baseline.

While some estimates of population are
in the Keilly et al 2000 and Cronin papers,
no estimate of density could be found.
The section has been removed from and
the reference has been added to Chapter
10 of the ES.

Marine Mammal Management Units have
been incorporated into the baseline
presented in the ES.
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populations. As you have considered the Celtic /Irish Sea scale already, this
is unlikely to present any major changes, but should now be considered
formally. The Marine Industries and Marine Mammal working groups will
meet on 14th August to develop guidelines on the interpretation and use
of the MMMU, and guidelines will be issued shortly after.
10.2 NRW note that at present, there is very little information on how the
baseline data for these receptors will be used for impact monitoring. An
attempt to formalise the decision process of assessing likely significant
effects has been made but it is unclear what data will actually inform these
decisions beyond the qualitative. This may become clear in the EIA but
at present is impossible to judge whether a significant effect on a
European Protected Species or SAC population is likely. In particular, we
seek clarification on the following points:
a) How will impacts be assessed at different spatial scales identified?
b) How will the likelihood for collision incidents between mammals and the
generating turbines be elucidated and assessed within the EIA. Depending
on the outcome of the EIA there may be a need to take a Potential
Biological Removal approach with mitigation and monitoring. We remind
the applicant that our previous recommendation
of a need for further baseline surveys was amended on the understanding
that this resource be put into mitigation, a key aspect of which will be
monitoring for collision events.
c) Potential impacts will have temporal/seasonal and life-stage
vulnerability component which have not been adequately addressed
within the PEIR e.g. timing of calving. The worst case of impact has also not
been alluded to - for example the period of calving will be the worst case in
terms of timing of piling etc.
d) We note that the preliminary assessment of impacts in the PEIR (see
paragraph 10.6.1.1) has excluded all species except Harbour Porpoise and
Grey Seal. The other EPS species and SAC animals will need to be shown to
have been considered or at least data presented to establish why they
were not considered e) Where will basking sharks be considered within the
ES?

a) The different spatial scales used in the
baseline were used to help inform what
populations and habitats might be
affected by the Project. Reference to
populations at different spatial scales was
dependant on the impact pathway being
assessed.
b) This is addressed in Chapter 10 of the
ES.
c) Calving/pupping periods have been
highlighted in baseline. Piling (and
associated mitigation) will be undertaken
on a year round basis. Given that harbour
porpoise calves have been observed in
most months, it is suggested that
precautionary approach is taken
throughout piling.
d) This has been addressed in section
10.5 of the ES.
e) Basking shark is not considered in the
marine mammal and turtle chapter.
f, g and h) See section 10.3 and Section
10.5 of the ES.
i) This is addressed in Chapter 10 No JNCC
guidance on ducted propellers could be
sourced.
j) This has been addressed in Chapter 10.
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f) Table 10.2 Probability of Occurrence - how is this assessed?
g) Table 10.3 Sensitivity of feature - how is this assessed?
h) Table 10.4 Importance of feature - how is site designation balanced
against other aspects e.g. rarity?
i) Will vessels with ducted propellers be used? If so, the risks to seals must
be assessed and mitigated by following JNCC guidance.
j) Noise stimuli caused by turbine could cause avoidance and will need to
be assessed
e.g. perhaps with a sound envelope, area of esonification if deemed to
cause TTS or
PTS at close range.
10.3 Based on the conclusions of the MMMU paper, there is likely to be
the need to consider developments further away than the immediate
vicinity of Swansea Bay in the Cumulative Impacts Assessment section of
this chapter in the ES, for example the Burbo Bank extension and Rhiannon
offshore windfarms will need to be considered as well as the Atlantic
Array. The Skerries, St Davids head and Ramsey Sound tidal turbines will
need to be considered as these occur in the Irish/Celtic Sea MUs for all
receptors (bottlenose dolphins have and Irish Sea MU and a SW BritainCeltic Sea MU). NRW anticipate that scoping in developments distant to
the development site (i.e. in Irish Sea) will need some discussion and this
will form a major part of the guidance development of the MMMU paper
in August.
10.4 Some clarity is required on the various levels of protection afforded to
marine mammals and turtles and there is a need to hone in on UK and
Wales - i.e. EPS, SACs, Scheduled species etc. The Habitats Directive does
not explicitly protect from disturbance (that’s the Wildlife and Countryside
Act) - it is concerned with SACs and EPS. All cetaceans are Annex
IV, not all are Annex II. Seals are Annex II. Turtles are not protected in UK
with SACs (Annex
II). Seals are also protected under various SSSIs in Wales.
10.5 Please be advised that the Special Committee on Seals 2012 report is
now available

Developments further away than the
immediate vicinity of Swansea Bay
including those suggested have been
discussed in the cumulative and incombination section of the chapter.

Text in Section 10.2 amended to reflect
comments.

This has been incorporated into the
baseline assessment.
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online (see paragraph 10.3.2.1 vi)
10.6 Table 10.7 currently lacks standard deviation figures. NRW request
that the variation associated with all such data is presented within the ES.
Please clarify whether ‘Encounter rate’ equates to ‘Detection Porpoise
Minutes’.

10.7 We welcome the inclusion of the Celtic / Irish Sea scale of assessment
for Grey Seals but note that Strong et al (2005) is missing from references
and should also have 2006 as the year of publication, and I suspect you
mean 2006. Please ensure that relevant studies of seals from North Wales
(Westcott, 2001, Westcott & Stringell 2002, 2003, Stringell et al 2013
JMBA etc), Isle of man, Ireland are also included since the assessment is
being carried out at Athis scale.
10.8 We welcome the addition of the leatherback turtle review but note
that there are a
number of references missing from section 10.4.8.
10.9 Table 10.9 - Grey seal densities available from Keilly et al 2000 and
perhaps Cronin
papers.
10.10. Some regionally relevant codes of conduct (e,g. Seawise,
Pembrokeshire Code, WDC,
Seawatch) should be included in paragraph 10.6.2.10
10.11 With respect to the monitoring and mitigation outlined in section
10.8 of the PEIR we
have the following comments:
a) Pre-arranged radius for MMOs is usually 500m for cetaceans.
b) There are implications for nightime and poor visibility mitigation: MMOs
cannot visually assess marine mammal presence in these conditions, and
PAMS does not work for seals which do not vocalise.
c) Soft start piling SHOULD be implemented. This is usually a technological
requirement - unlikely to pile at full energy straight away and typically

This has been taken into account and the
conclusion reached that standard
deviations were not available in the
original data and therefore cannot be
applied. The Encounter Rate referred to
in the document does not equate to
Detection Porpoise Minutes.
This additional data incorporated into
baseline (Section 10.4).

Literature search suggested that the key
relevant references have been included.
This comment has been addressed above.

This has been addressed 10.5 and 10.5

a) The ES has been amended to take
into account this comment.
b) This has been taken into account and
the appropriate action incorporated
into the ES. The mitigation measures
are presented in Chapter 10 and
Chapter 23 of the ES.
c) This has been incorporated into the
148
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takes about 20mins to ramp up.
d) Paragraph 10.8.0.4 needs to be expanded upon and clarified. How will
carcasses be assessed - funding for postmortem through existing
programmes? How will strandings be monitored? What form will a physical
barrier take? Will MMOs or PAMs be used only during the day, what about
seals at night and PAMS?
The data gathered for the PEIR exercise appears to have relied on
published reports with no additional consultation regarding up-to-date
information or expert opinion on the potential impacts of this particular
development proposal. For example the Gower Marine Mammals Project
is cited mainly through data supplied for other developments such as the
Atlantic Array. We hope that direct consultation is being or will be
undertaken.

assessment
d) Further information and clarification
is given in section 10.7 and 10.5 of
the ES.

Consultation with GMMP, Swansea Met
Uni, SECAMS and NRW has been
undertaken through the process.

404.

The information regarding Grey Seal omits to mention the annual
monitoring that The Wildlife Trust of South and West Wales carries out
under contract to NRW on Skomer, although it does mention Ramsey,
which is further around the coast. The Wildlife Trust has also been
carrying out photo ID monitoring and the contractor (Dave Boyle) has had
some contact with other seal observers e.g. in SW England which has
begun to suggest some interesting information about seal movements. We
are surprised and concerned that this source of potentially very relevant
data has been missed.

Additional information has been
incorporated into EIA baseline (Section
10.4).

405.

We welcome the studies into the impact of noise pollution on mammals,
but we would like to see a stronger assessment of the cumulative effects
of this development with other high risk activities in the channel,
particularly to assess the potential that high-noise activities might be
concurrent.

Cumulative impacts of noise considered
in detail with EIA (Section 10.6).

406.

We would welcome some clarity about the statement in 10.6.3.3 about the
loss of foraging ground for harbour porpoise; “some potential for limited
loss in foraging ground for harbour porpoise”. We would assume that the

Further information on loss/change to
foraging ground is provided in Section
10.5.

407.
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entire lagoon constitutes a loss of equivalent total area for foraging for
marine mammals, particularly given the later discussion about the passage
through the turbines being high risk for mortality, and therefore the
suggestion of a catch and release programme for marine mammals passing
through any of the sluices. We would expect that a clearer quantification
of the loss of foraging ground is possible, and anticipate that despite fish
being a mobile prey item, this loss could be exacerbated if there are
negative impacts on fish populations overall.

LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

We would have expected reference to the mitigation and impacts recorded Open bladed tidal steam turbines are
in other similar schemes such as Ramsey Sound, and would suggest that
different to the bulb turbines used for the
this information could offer valuable experience and data.
Project. Background information on
current collision monitoring has been
included in Section 10.5 and 10.7

408.

In the section on mitigating marine mammal collision risk, no mention is
made of the technology that can be used to record the contact of collisions
(relevant to seabirds as well as marine mammals) which was being used in
Ramsey Sound.

Strain sensors and other mechanical
detection systems are unlikely to be
feasible on bulb turbines.

409.

We welcome the suggestion that a marine mammal recorder is employed
for a defined period after operation but we would expect an indication of
what the response to the findings (high or low impact) would be, for this to
constitute mitigation.

The findings will form part of an adaptive
management plan which will be agreed in
consultation with NRW.

410.

We would welcome further information about why screening in front of
the turbine is not considered necessary in mitigation for marine mammals.
We would also point out that apart from the large amount of suspended
sediments being moved around in the water column of the Bristol Channel
there are also many cases of larger flotsam moving through the waters,
such as large timber.

This comment has been taken into
account however its implementation is
not feasible.

411.

The Council’s Ecologist has advised that marine mammal data must be

A comprehensive data search was

412.
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robust and use all relevant sources. It is identified that some of the studies
used in the desk based study cover a limited time period, are old or the
scope falls on the edge of the lagoon affected area. This should be
addressed as part of the evolving Environmental Statement. It is advised
that the effects of the proposal on marine mammals’ foraging also needs
quantifying.

LAs

Neath Port
Talbot County
Borough
Council

09/09/13

It is of concern that no project-specific surveys have been undertaken. A
great deal of data is already available for this subject area, however some
of the data is considered to be rather old, approaching 10 years old in
some cases. It is hoped however, that the Swansea Metropolitan
University data mentioned will address this issue and provide an up to date
view of the use of the bay by marine mammals. However, it is
recommended that full justification for the use of any old data should be
provided as part of the assessment.

NSB

WWF-Cymru

22/08/13

The proposed siting of the project is within a zone which is regularly used
by significant numbers of harbour porpoises, an issue which we note has
been identified in the preliminary environmental information.
While the scale of the impact of underwater
noise remains poorly understood, there is
indication that porpoises may be particularly
sensitive to noise disturbance. Studies from the development of wind
farms in Danish waters have shown marked reductions in porpoise
acoustic activity during construction, which have persisted over a wide
area (20km radius) and extended over the long term.

undertaken as part of the baseline review
with the most up to data and relevant
data included in the EIA. Foraging
information is provided in Section 10.5.
The Chapter uses all available information
as well as more recent data collected
from the LCRI study. The baseline data
set was agreed with NRW(A) (letter dated
4th April 2013). The effect on foraging is
more detailed in Chapter 10, Marine
Mammals of the ES.
A comprehensive data search was
undertaken as part of the baseline review
with the most up to data and relevant
data included in the EIA including recent
data collected by Swansea Met. NRW
stated that no further baseline surveys
were required providing that ‘this
resource be put into mitigation, a key
aspect which will be monitoring of
collision events’.
Percussive piling will follow JNCC
guidance (Section 10.7).

413.

414.

This comment has been taken into
account and the assessment for the
impact on this receptor has been
undertaken using the best possible data.
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WWF-UK recently commissioned a report from PGH Evans and JS Prior
focused on identifying special areas of conservation for the harbour
porpoise in the UK seasvii. (The Standard Data Form for the Outer Bristol
Channel is attached to this response.) WWF staff would be happy to
facilitate a meeting or call between Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay plc. and the
authors of the report to help identify the most suitable mitigation
measures which the proposed project should seek to implement in order
to avoid or minimise impacts on the harbour porpoise. Mitigation will
need to be described fully in the EIA.

This comment has been taken into
account and the appropriate information
used in the assessment presented in
Chapter 10.

Potential effects on mammals were raised during the consultation on the
Atlantic Array, under s42 of the Planning Act 2008. In response, RWE
undertook a risk assessment exercise to establish what measures were
available to reduce potential effects as far as reasonably practicable.
Consequently the Atlantic Array project has been remodelled accordingly
and mitigation measures are being developed, in discussion with Natural
England and NRW, which will detail specific mitigation techniques, taking
into account a range of site conditions. This will follow the JNCC protocol,
in an attempt to avoid, reduce or offset the potential impacts Atlantic
Array may have upon marine mammals, in particular those associated with
piling noise during construction phases. We understand this strategy is
likely to include established mitigation techniques, such as soft start piling
and using Marine Mammal Observers to reduce the risk of injury to
individuals.

Mitigation and monitoring will be
developed in discussion with NRW.
Percussive piling will follow JNCC
guidance (Section 10.7).

415.

We would advise a similar exercise be conducted for the Swansea Bay Tidal
Lagoon project given known sensitivities. If done correctly, this project has
the potential to set a valuable precedent demonstrating how the
sustainable and efficient deployment of future large-scale marine
renewable energy projects can be achieved. It is of crucial importance that
the project is not done in a way that would significantly compromise the
objective to achieve clean, healthy, diverse and biologically productive
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seas.
NSB
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RSPB

RSPCA
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10.6.3.8 Collision Risk (marine mammals) - Collision risk measures for
marine mammals needs further consideration and investigation.
10.6.3.9 Collision Risk (marine mammals) - An appropriate catch and
release procedure for marine mammals must be established and assessed
to demonstrate effective removal of all risk and distress to seals and
cetaceans.
Naturally, RSPCA Cymru’s focus in relation to this project is its impact on
animal welfare. It is clear from the Preliminary Environmental Impact
Assessment (P.E.I.A) that this project has the potential to have a number of
consequences in this field, emphasised by the large number of animals
based in close proximity to the site and the scale of the work which is to be
undertaken.

Additional information has been
incorporated into the EIA provided in ES
sections 10.5 and 10.5
Catch and release procedure will be
developed in consultation with RSPCA
(Section 10.7).

416.

This has been taken into account in the
undertaking of the EIA.

418.

417.

All Issues mentioned are considered
further in the relevant biological
/ecological chapters in ES Chapters 6-12.

Some pertinent examples include, though are not limited to, potential
mortality or injury to; and/ or behavioural avoidance by marine mammals
and fish as a consequence of this development. Marine mammals could
also be affected by collision risk, visual disturbance and vibration; whilst
birds could be deterred from foraging and roosting.
However, at this stage, a lack of clarity in many of these areas, underlined
by key evidential gaps contained within the P.E.I.A, makes the exact
impacts of this project on animal welfare difficult to determine.

The ES provides clarity on these matters
in the relevant chapters, and appropriate
monitoring measures are proposed, as
presented in ES Chapter 23

Given that much of the impact this project will have on animal welfare will
not be known until after the consultation phase, we believe it is
problematic for animal and wildlife groups to be appropriately consulted in
this process at this stage.
However, it is our understanding that additional assessment of many of

TLSB undertook further non-statutory
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these issues will be undertaken as part of further impact assessments; and
that there will be an opportunity to re-consult with the project at a later
date once further investigation has been undertaken.

consulation with appropriate bodies to
ensure the opportunity to comment on
more detailed ES results.

Further to this, we eagerly anticipate further information in relation to the
project’s expected impact on animal welfare, and we urge the project
team to provide detailed information and modelling around all intended
mitigation measures.

This clarity has been provided in the final
ES.

This matter has been the subject of
assessment which is presented in Chapter
10 of the ES.
A comprehensive data search was
undertaken as part of the baseline review
with the most up to date and relevant
data as part of the EIA presented in
Chapter 10 of the ES.

419.

This comment has been taken into
account and the appropriate data has
been used during the EIA and presented
in ES Chapter 10.

421.

NRW stated that no further baseline
surveys were required providing that ‘this
resource be put into mitigation, a key
aspect of which will be monitoring of
collision events’. Details of mitigation and
monitoring are included in Section 10.7

422.

NSB

The Gower
Society

22/07/13

There are concerns about damage to marine mammals and in particular
the harbour porpoises that use this area.

NSB

Whale &
Dolphin
Conservation

29/07/13

Baseline data should be collected to inform presence, population trends,
distributions and movements and foraging activities. Broader studies may
also be required to understand any combined impacts with other
developments within the region as we are concerned about how
cumulative impacts with other proposed developments in the region will
be fully understood and accounted for.
We note how SCANS and SCANS II surveys have been used to assist with
informing the marine mammal baseline, however the SCANS surveys are
only one seasonal snapshot in time, with a 10 year gap between collections
of datasets. It is not therefore appropriate to be used for estimates of
density and finer-scale information are required where such data are not
available (Green et al. 2012).
There is currently very little information about how whales and dolphins
interact with marine renewables structures being placed in the water
column and if developments are undertaken in important habitats we
believe significant impacts may come to light as the industry develops.
What little evidence exists demonstrates a real cause for concern (Wilson
et al., 2006). Collisions with tidal devices can be envisaged, and particularly
when large numbers of devices are placed in the water covering large
areas. As a result, WDC strongly recommends that baseline monitoring to
inform the consenting process for tidal arrays, should be conducted for a

420.
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minimum of two years for mobile species.
WDC is concerned about the potential for whales and dolphins, in
particular harbour porpoises, to be disturbed and displaced by tidal
turbines, in particular by the noise introduced into their environment.
Noise will be produced throughout the life of the development, including
construction, operational and decommissioning phases, and from
associated vessel traffic.

SB

Welsh
Government

29/07/13

Noise pollution has the potential to displace animals and populations,
interfere with normal behaviour and, at very high intensities, for example
during pile driving, may be physically damaging.
Equally important negative impacts to be considered are physical
interactions – collisions, entanglements including the very real possibility
of physical trauma and death; habitat changes; increased contamination
and effects on prey.
We feel it is essential that appropriate marine environmental impact
assessments and adequate baseline monitoring surveys are conducted
before construction begins for the proposed areas of development to
allow for properly informed decision making. Once a decision has been
made, that development can safely proceed without impact on the marine
environment, monitoring should then continue during development to
understand and to minimise the effects on cetacean populations. In-field
monitoring should continue during development and post-development so
that potential impacts can be assessed and adaptive management applied
You might like to consider whether a European Protected Species (EPS)
licence under The Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010 will
be required, as It is an offence to deliberately disturb, capture, injure or
kill, or damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place of an EPS.
Natural resources Wales (NRW) can advise you further on this.
We noted that some of the marine mammal figures used are dated 2004
and 2009. The EIA/ES should use the most up to date information
available. NRW can advise you further on the appropriateness of the data.

Noted. Marine mammal noise
assessments were undertaken and are
presented in ES chapter 10

423.

This comment has been taken into
account and the issue assessed and
presented in Chapter 10.

424.

This matter has been the subject of
assessment which is presented in Chapter
10 of the ES.

425.

Monitoring and mitigation measures are
presented in Chapter 23 of the ES.

An EPS licence will be applied for and
considered concurrently with the DCO.

426.

The most up to data information
available has been used.

427.
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NSB

Swansea
Environmental
Forum

30/08/13

We welcome the research that has been done so far regarding marine
mammals and reptiles within the area. However we feel that more
research should be undertaken as there is not yet enough data to develop
a good enough understanding of our local populations and environment.
We note that in recent years no dedicated vessel transect surveys for
marine mammals have been undertaken in Swansea Bay. This data is
crucial to gain an understanding of distribution and behaviour of harbour
porpoise and grey seals within the bay. We also would like to see this
research expanded to a wider area, as given the scale of the lagoon, we
think that there could be a far wider impact than just in the Bay

Since the PEIR was issued the full marine
mammal assessment has been completed
and is submitted as Chapter 10 of the ES.
Further information has been provided to
fully quantify local populations and
environment.

428.

SB

Natural
England

29/11/13

Thank you for seeking our comments on the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report which we received on 06 November 2013.

Acknowledged

429.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose
is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and
managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby
contributing to sustainable development.
This letter provides Natural England’s advice with specific reference to grey
seals, a feature of Lundy Site of Special Scientific Interest and Lundy Special
Area of Conservation
The development site is within 100km of the following designated nature
Conservation sites have been taken into
conservation sites:
consideration as part of the EIA, results of
which a presented within Chapter 10.
 Lundy Site of Special Scientific Interest and Lundy Special Area of
Conservation
 Further information on the SSSI and its special interest features
can be found at www.natureonthemap.naturalengland.org.uk. The
Environmental Statement should include a full assessment of the
direct and indirect effects of the development on the features of
special interest within these sites and should identify such

430.
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mitigation measures as may be required in order to avoid,
minimise or reduce any adverse significant effects.
Natura 2000 network site conservation objectives are available on our
internet site here.
Grey seals may be vulnerable to the following operations:


Physical factors:





Noise, visual presence, physical disturbance, substratum loss.
Chemical factors:
Synthetic compound/heavy metal/hydrocarbon /radionuclide
contamination.
Biological factors:Introduction of microbial
parasites/pathogens/non-native species, extraction of other
species.
Operations:




Aggregate extraction, navigational dredging, cable/pipeline installation,
anchoring, bio-prospecting, oil and gas/renewable energy infrastructure
construction/maintenance/operation, shipping, land runoff and sewage
outfalls, fishing, aquaculture, boat based recreation/wildlife watching.
Natural England have produced an evidence requirement document for
developers to use when considering a project that might impact seals
through the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) process. We would
strongly advise that you follow these guidelines when assessing the
impacts to grey seals. Please find the document attached to the email.

Duly noted, these factors have been
taken into consideration as part of the
marine mammal assessment as detailed
in Chapter 10.

431.

TLSB welcomes the receipt of the
guidance document which has been
incorporated into Chapter 10 of the ES
where required.

432.

When considering the project design best practice for grey seals would be:


Varying the specific timing of particular construction activities
(such as avoiding piling near haul-out sites especially during
157




moulting, breeding and pupping when seals spend more time
ashore);
Amending application boundaries;
Modifying aspects of the project design.

We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the
meantime you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact us

11.

NSB

Coastal Birds
Consultee

(Chapter 11 of the ES)
Date
Consultee response

NRW advisory

05/08/13 11.1 It is NRW’s view that this chapter of the PEIR is generally good
but that more emphasis needs to be placed on what birds are using
the area of intertidal and sea that will be lost due to the building of
the lagoon, and the birds adjacent to this. We welcome the way that
the report sets the context of the whole bay but the EIA will then
need to focus in on count sectors EE011, EE015 to EE108.

11.2 Page 11, Roost site summary: On the Webs alert page of the
BTO web site it says about Swansea Bay that "Suitable roosting sites
outside the SSSI are necessary on the highest tides" bto.org/websreporting/. BTO are therefore pointing out the importance of roost
site 2 and 3 to the Sanderling and Ringed plovers of the SSSI

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
A number of field surveys were conducted
to assess bird movements and provide
understanding of habitat usage; in addition
to supplementing more extensive longer
term WeBS data. The methodology
incorporated Low Tide Counts and are used
to determine the spatial distribution of birds
across a site and the relative importance of
different areas. The objective of the surveys
was to obtain site-specific data on the
numbers of, and primary areas used by,
birds within the Blackpill SSSI and River
Neath WeBS count areas, with particular
relevance to the Project in the eastern area
of the Bay.
This has been taken into account and the
appropriate weight given in Chapter 11 of
the ES.

433.

434.
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11.3 Throughout the chapter, reference is made to various different
waders being features of Blackpill SSSI. To clarify: only Ringed plover
and Sanderling are features of this SSSI.
Other comments on bird species referenced in the chapter are as
follows:
a) Oystercatcher: Not a feature of Blackpill SSSI. Oystercatcher is
however a feature of Burry Inlet SPA which is 15km directly away.
Oystercatchers in the Burry Inlet at high tide have decreased since
the cockle mortality started in 2002/03 whilst there has been an
increase in birds at the River Neath Estuary count sector since this
period. It could therefore be the case that this area is supporting
birds from the SPA both in terms of food and roosting habitat. The
high tide count data from WeBs has a peak of 2264 in historic data.
The low tide historic data shows approximately 1,300.

This has been taken into account and
presented in Chapter 10 of the ES.

b) Ringed Plover: This is a feature of Blackpill SSSI. Ringed plover is a
section 42 species but this is for breeding birds and not for wintering
ones, the majority of which have probably bred out side the UK.
Recently in the winters of 2011/12 and 2012/13 there have been
quite large counts at the high tide roosts in the River Neath Estuary
(this is the BTO high tide count zone that covers EE018, EE017 and
part of EE016) for ringed plover. As mentioned previously the roosts
here could be important for the birds from the SSSI at very high
tides. Also if this area is lost to these birds, this might put extra
pressure on the SSSI due to more birds trying to use a limited
resource.

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into Chapter 11 of the ES
where appropriate.

435.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate amendments made in the ES.

436.

159

c) Grey plover: Not a feature of Blackpill SSSI. This is however a
feature of Burry Inlet SPA but we note that there are not many of
them in the relevant count sectors for this project.
d) Knot: Not a feature of Blackpill SSSI. This is however a feature of
Burry Inlet SPA but we note that there are not many of them in the
relevant count sectors for this project.

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into Chapter 11 of the ES
where appropriate.

437.

e) Sanderling: This is a feature of Blackpill SSSI. There are quite high
numbers of Sanderling both using the low tide area that the
footprint covers as well as the high tide roosts. Large numbers of
these have been seen roosting at the river Neath Estuary count zone,
with peaks of 367 and 456 from 2011/12 and 2012/13 respectively.
The most recent low tide count data from WeBs shows numbers of
birds between 100 to 150 in the most recent counts from 2003- 04
to 2007-08. As mentioned previously the roosts here could be
important for the birds from the SSSI at very high tides, also the low
tide area could act as supplementary feeding.

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into Chapter 11 of the ES
where appropriate.

438.

f) Dunlin: Not a feature of Blackpill SSSI. This is however a feature of This has been taken into account and
Burry Inlet SPA.
incorporated into Chapter 11 of the ES
g) Bar-tailed godwit: Not a feature of Blackpill SSSI. It is a European
where appropriate.
Annex 1 species though, and occurs in low numbers at low tide in the
footprint with a small number at the Neath
Estuary roost.

439.

The report mentions that the peak number of Sanderling recorded in
the survey area exceeds the 1% threshold and is therefore of
national ecological value. This is to be expected as there is a
SSSI for this species, which shows that it is of national importance. If
this area is lost to these birds, this may put extra pressure on the
SSSI due to more birds trying to use a limited
resource.
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h) Shelduck: This is a feature of Burry Inlet SPA. There are very low
numbers of Shelduck in the footprint area at high tide and none are
recorded at low tide in the BTO historic counts.

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into Chapter 11 of the ES
where appropriate.

440.

j) Great-northern diver: This is a European Annex 1 species. None
have been recorded in historic records for the footprint of the site.
k) Curlew: This is a feature of Burry Inlet SPA. The Curlew on the BAP
section 42 list is referring to breeding birds and not wintering.
Historically the roost at the footprint area can hold approximately
100 birds, however there have been very low numbers historically of
birds at low tide in the footprint
l) Redshank: This is a feature of Burry Inlet SPA. There are very low
numbers of this species at low tide in the footprint of the area, from
the historic WeBs data. Numbers at the high tide
roost within the high tide count area corresponding with the
development area, have historically reached a peak of approximately
50.
m) Herring gull: Again the BAP section 42 list is referring to breeding
birds and not wintering.
n) Great-crested grebe: The peak count of birds for the high tide
count sector which pertains to this development is 234 in 2009/10.
The five year peak mean for this section is 139 individuals.

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into Chapter 11 of the ES
where appropriate.

441.

These points have been taken into account
and incorporated into Chapter 11 of the ES
where appropriate.

442.

o) Red-throated diver: This is a European Annex 1 species. There are
very small numbers of this species in the count sector from WeBs
historic data with a peak of 7 birds.

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into Chapter 11 of the ES
where appropriate.

443.

i)Teal: This is a feature of Burry Inlet SPA. There are very low
numbers of this species in the
historic high tide counts from BTO and none are recorded in the BTO
historic low tide count
data.
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11.4 Table 11.6 refers to the Burry Inlet SAC which should instead
read Burry inlet SPA. The Carmarthen Bay SPA and SAC should also
be listed in this table. This table needs to show those species in
terms of the features that they could be relating to in terms of local
SPA's and SSSI's. If it can relate to one of these, there is the potential
that they are national or international. For example any Sanderling
or Ringed plover may well be part of the SSSI population and
therefore would be of national importance. The Oystercatchers
could be from Burry Inlet SPA and therefore could be part of an
international population.

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into Chapter 11 of the ES.

11.5 It is our view that whilst it may be true that "the project is
considered extremely unlikely to have any significant impact on
movements" as stated in paragraph 11.5.1.5, this must be assessed
within the EIA before any conclusions can be drawn. NRW advise
that movements could be affected during construction as birds avoid
the area due to noise and disturbance. A potentially useful report on
wintering water birds and construction is Cutts et al (2009).
11.6 We note from paragraph 11.5.1.9 that "…the coastal process
modelling is in progress".
As this is the case we do not know what potential effect this
development might have on Blackpill SSSI and its bird features as
well as what effect it might have on Burry Inlet SPA and Carmarthen
Bay SPA and the features of those sites.
11.7 Section 11.5.4: The Burry Inlet has more individual features
than just Oystercatcher and Pintail. The features are those species
but also include Shoveler, Teal, Wigeon, Dunlin, Knot, Curlew,
Shelduck and Redshank. We agree that most of the potential SPA
species which are within the area of the development are in very
small numbers and therefore the development will not have a direct
significant impact on most of the SPA features. However this needs
to be assessed species by species to prove this looking at the recent
collected data but also the historical WeBs data. For instance 1,300

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into the ES.

444.

This assessment has been undertaken and
presented in Chapter 6 of the ES.

445.

This has been taken into account and
incorporated into Chapter 11 of the ES
where appropriate.

446.
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oystercatchers have been counted in the footprint area of the
development in historic low tide counts. These could potentially be
birds from the Burry Inlet using this area for supplementary feeding.
In this paragraph they also say that "the potential for a significant
impact on the integrity of the SPA through the project is considered
extremely unlikely". It is difficult to support this statement before
results of the fine scale coastal modelling are made available to us.
11.8 Paragraph 11.5.5.2 states that "However, given the minor loss
of habitat associated with the Project, the temporary nature of the
disturbance impact (during construction) and a significant impact on
the integrity of the SSSI is considered unlikely." NRW seeks
clarification as to how the applicant has drawn this conclusion given
the relatively large area of intertidal habitat that will be impounded
by the lagoon and affected all phases of the project.
11.9 Paragraph 11.5.8.3 states that: "No significant adverse impact
on Dunlin or Oystercatcher is considered probable given the small
numbers recorded utilising this roost site although an adverse
impact is likely given the net loss of available habitat." However in
the WeBs counts for the sector which covers this area there is a peak
count of 2264 Oystercatcher in 2011/12, which is not a small
number. Mitigation could perhaps be used to reduce down
disturbance from the construction of the east wall and we would
welcome further discussion with the applicant on this issue.
11.10 Where the chapter refers to potential effects from the
operational phase of the project (i.e. paragraph 11.5.10.2), NRW
recommend that consideration must be given to the likelihood of
reduced usage of the area within the lagoon due to it not being an
open area, which might put some waders off from utilising it. Also
the type of intertidal habitat could change due to the lagoon.
11.11 Table 11.8: As stated previously, NRW advise that the
likelihood of the project having a significant effect on the Burry Inlet
SPA cannot be assessed until the results of the fine scale coastal
processes modelling become available. The project could affect

Changes in the intertidal and subtidal
habitat extent are detailed in table 8.7
(chapter 8).
Further information to support current
conclusions drawn are detailed in section
11.5 and section 11.10 of Chapter 11.
Mitigation and monitoring is detailed in
section 11.6 (Chapter 11)

447.

448.

This has been taken into account in Chapter
11.

449.

Impacts arising from the results of coastal
processes have been assessed and
presented in Chapter 6 of the ES. The results
of this assessment have been incorporated

450.
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NSB WTW

05/08/13

feeding oystercatchers from the Burry inlet SPA, due to loss of
foraging area. Even if the intertidal is available to them after
construction due to changes in the sediment (becoming muddier) it
may not hold their preferred food. Blackpill SSSI could be affected by
loss of habitat both in terms of feeding and roosting. One potential
mitigation measure proposed in the report is creation of an artificial
roost within the lagoon, but we advise that is not definite that they
will be used, especially if the birds feel that the lagoon area is not
open enough. However NRW welcomes the idea of mitigation to
reduce the impact of the development. This also applies for feeding
within the lagoon that the birds may not find it open enough. Also
the change in the sediment to it becoming muddier would be a
change from the preferred habitat of sandy substrate for both
Ringed plover and Sanderling. Artificial lighting could cause increased
collision into the lagoon. The lagoon would cause disturbance to and
reduce habitat available to the Great-crested grebes that are found
in that area at a level of national importance.
The western area for birds (outside the footprint) is assessed as
being of national importance for birds but the eastern area (included
within the footprint) is assessed as only of regional importance. We
consider this to be rather a moot point when the processes that
make them more or less significant do not recognise this boundary
and changes to processes in the eastern section are likely to impact
the suitability of the western section for its features. The western
section is dependent upon a supply of silt to sustain its features and
in this sense the bird section should not be considered in isolation
from the impacts on sediment movement within the bay nor the
areas considered in isolation of each other.

into the assessment presented in Chapter
11.

We are disappointed that, in comparison with other chapters such as
Terrestrial Ecology, the desktop exercise appears only to have
included relatively narrow consultation. No mention is made of
Local Records Centres or County Bird Recorders in this chapter and

In relation to coastal birds, TLSB has
undergone consultation with the Planning
Inspectorate, Environment Agency Wales
(EAW), CCW, CCSC, NPTCBC and Gower

This has been taken into account and the
significance of the impact on these
receptors has been assessed without
distinguishing between their respective
designations.

451.

The findings of Chapter 6 and 7 of the ES
concerning coastal processes and water
quality have been incorporated into the
assessments including the effects on these
receptors.
452.
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although LRC data are included as an appendix to the overall report,
it is not clear whether these data were considered in the
development of the individual PEIR chapters.

We have significant concerns with the way that impacts on birds
have been categorised. For Oystercatchers, winter counts have been
undertaken for a couple of years. The results happen to be lower
than some historic counts for the area (no explanation appears to be
provided as to whether this is part of a trend or associated with
habitat changes, or simply natural fluctuation). These figures
therefore come in at 2/3 of the threshold considered for categorising
as National Importance (1% UK population). However this still
represents vast counts of over 2000 birds. We feel the importance
within Wales is under-represented (given that, for example, SSSIs are
selected at a principality/Welsh level). A similar situation occurs for
Ringed Plover, which do not ‘regularly exceed’ the required
threshold (but do sometimes) and the significance is therefore
downgraded. We would argue that if the number has been
exceeded at any time in recent years then the site clearly has
capacity to be at that level of significance for the UK populationunless there is a demonstrable case that the capacity has already
been altered. In addition, if the judgement of whether or not the
population that will be impacted is significant or not at a UK level
based on % populations, then there should be consideration of the
cumulative effects of large infrastructure type projects at an
equivalent, UK level- not only a local or regional level.
In terms of impact on birds, the PEIR mentions direct impact on
foraging and roosting areas but does not mention the potential
knock-on impact of the way the development may impact other food
resources e.g. the impact on the spawning grounds of mobile prey.
Whilst this may be considered in another chapter, it deserves

Ornithological Society (GOS). Furthermore,
to provide an ecological context for the
Project, ecological records were requested
from the British Trust for Ornithology (BTO),
GOS, CCSC and NPTCBC.
TLSB believes that the assessment methods
adopted for the ES are robust and suitable
for the nature of their intent. The
assessment methodology framework used
for the Project follows that described by
IEEM (Chapter 11) in the Guidelines for
Environmental Impact Assessment in the
United Kingdom (IEEM, 2006).

This has been taken into account and
impacts on these areas have been
considered during the EIA. The results of
these assessments are presented in the
relevant Chapters.

453.

454.
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mention here.

LAs

Lundy have been working with Oxford University to establish
foraging of their seabirds using geolocators. As far as we are aware
early data did not show any birds foraging as far east as this part of
Swansea Bay but reference to these data could be included, to
confirm that there is no likely impact on summer breeding seabirds.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate information has been included
in the ES.

455.

We would welcome more quantitative data on the direct impact to
the SSSIs during construction and consider that the EIA will be key.
Some of the issues that concern us most are not fully dealt with in
the PEIR, such as the loss of habitat within the lagoon for wading
birds due to constant disturbance by recreational users and changes
to the quality of the habitat due to alterations in sediment type,
movement and contamination arising from alterations to natural
processes. Some questions remain to be answered e.g. will the walls
at low tide be a barrier to the movement of birds and alter their use
of the intertidal habitat contained therein? We would welcome
further discussion once more detailed information is available

Further information which address these
concerns have been incorporated into
chapter 11.

456.

CCSC

05/08/13

On this issue, the Council’s Ecologist has advised that the impacts on
birds must be fully assessed. There are Special Protection Areas
within the Swansea area and there may be an exchange of birds
between the Black Pill SSSI and the Bury Inlet. This should be
addressed. It is noted that sanderling, one of the Black Pill SSSI
features, use the whole beach and impacts on the beach sediments
may adversely affect them. As noted above, there has been a loss of
intertidal habitats along the south coast of Wales including at Cardiff
Bay and Swansea Bay. If these habitats are reduced in area or
quality, compensation may be required.

Coastal Birds are addressed in Chapter 11.
Impacts on all other birds assessed in
Chapter 12, Terrestrial Ecology. Results from
the coastal process modelling has been used
to inform the assessmentin Chapter 11.

457.

NSB Swansea
Biodiversity

01/08/13

The wildlife population’s ¡n Swansea Bay benefit from the
interconnection between the shoreline ecosystems on either side of

Potential impacts upon bird movements are
assessed within Chapter 11.

458.
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Partnership (SB)

NSB RSPB

Swansea docks. Larger, more mobile organisms, such as birds are
able at present to move readily from one side of the bay to the
other. However construction work on the scale envisaged will
generate large scale disturbance and will interrupt such movements.
Swansea Bay like the Burry Estuary, is an important location for
migratory birds, and the impact of the anticipated disturbance will
be significant.

05/08/13

BIackpill SSSI was notified in 1984 for its importance as an
overwintering and passage site for a larger number of wading birds.
Counts for Sanderling exceed 1% of both British and Western
European populations, making the Bay of international importance
In this respect. Counts of Oystercatcher and Mediterranean Gull
both exceed the British 1% threshold and qualify as being of national
importance. Other species, such as Ringed Plover, Grey Plover, Bartailed Godwit, Knot, Dunlin and Kittiwake are all of local significance.

This has been taken into account as part of
the EIA and the assessment presented in
Chapter 11.

459.

The bird surveys were conducted over a winter period of October
2011 to March 2012. With respect to the potential disturbance
impact of construction and operation of the development the ES
should investigate the seasonal use of the development area by
birds.
RSPB raised concerns surrounding impacts on birds including those
associated with habitat loss and change.
11.4.1.2 Desk Study (coastal birds) - Data from the Gower
Ornithological Society (GOS) is a valuable resource but is not utilised
to the same extent as your own counts and the WeBS core counts.
GOS surveys are conducted on a more frequent basis than the
monthly WeBS core counts. The GOS data are presented in the
appendices but are not adequately summarised within this chapter.
For example, ringed plover mean 10 year peak by GOS is 450
(which is greater than 1% of the UK population and thus of National

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate level of assessment has been
undertaken in the EIA and presented in
Chapter 11 of the ES.

460.

Potential impacts as a result of habitat
change have been incorporated into the
assessment and presented within Chapter
11.
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importance) but other less frequent counts do not reach this level
and it has been assessed as of regional importance.

LAs

Neath Port Talbot
County Borough
Council

09/09/13

11.4.3.1 Oystercatcher
11.4.3.9 Grey Plover
11.4.3.13 Knot
11.4.3.21 Dunlin
11.4.3.5 Bar‐tailed Godwit
-These species are listed on the citation of Blackpill SSSI. However,
they are not qualifying features of the SSSI. Sanderling and Ringed
Plover
are the only notified/qualifying bird features of the SSSI, as defined
in the Site Management Statement.

This has been taken into account and
amended in Chapter 11.

461.

11.5.1.8 Assessment of Impacts During Construction, Operation and
Decommissioning (coastal birds) - The assumption that summer
populations of wading bird species are likely to be much reduced
from winter numbers is incorrect. As previous WeBS count data
reveal peak numbers of sanderling and ringed plover (both
designated features of Blackpill SSSI) have occurred within this
period.
The Unit would like to take the opportunity to remind the applicant
of a number of issues that were recommended to be addressed as
part of the scoping opinion and informal consultation that appear
not to have been fully considered in the PEIR, as follows:

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate level of assessment undertaken
and presented in Chapter 11 of the ES.

462.

These comments have been taken into
account and Chapter 11 of the ES has been
amended.

463.

In relation to birds, reference and assessment should be made to the
2012 amendment to the habitat regulations especially in relation to
bird habitat requirements as this has implications for the mitigation
proposals.
168

Please note that a quantitative balance of LBAP habitat losses and
gains following mitigation/compensation will be required once the
assessment has been progressed
NSB Swansea
Environmental
Forum

30/08/13

We welcome the research that has already been done in regard to
coastal birds within the area. However, we feel that more research
should be undertaken as we feel there is not yet enough data to
develop a good enough understanding of our local populations and
environment. We also feel that in regards to coastal birds there is a
high level of interest from the general public. The RSPB and Gower
Ornithological Society take over the lifeguard hut (Blackpill SSSI) in
the winter, which proves to be very popular. We would ask that
these activities are taken into account when measuring the impact
the lagoon will have. We are concerned about the effect of possible
sediment changes may have on the food source for coastal birds
within Blackpill SSSI and wider bay area, as well as possible increased
disturbance to overwintering birds caused during the construction
phase.

Since the PEIR was issued the coastal birds
assessment has been completed and the
assessment incorporated into the ES.
Further information has been provided to
fully quantify local populations and
environment.

464.

We feel that the kittiwake population has not been correctly
assessed during the summer months, while we recognise that you
have accepted this we would like some clarification as to what will
be done to assess the population adequately.

12. Terrestrial Ecology (Chapter 12 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
SB

NRW advisory

05/08/13

12.1 There is a need to identify the Habitats Regulations Assessment
(HRA) requirements in the project by list of sites : Crymlyn Bog, Kenfig,
Carmarthen Bay Estuaries and CarmarthenBay Dunes’ Limestone Coast of
South West Wales (and/or screening out processes).

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
A Report to inform Habitats Regulations
Assessment is submitted with the
Application.

465.
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Please be advised that the actual citations for SSSI and Natura 2000 sites
will need to be appended in ES.
12.2 Paragraph 12.2.0.28 lists the City and County of Swansea’s LDP, but
the Neath Port Talbot LDP is not mentioned. There are also likely to be
updates to include from the Wales Biodiversity Partnership on the
strategies in Wales.
12.3 Section 12.3.5 does not refer to use of bird records from either the
Gower Ornithological Society or BTO. NRW advises that these are likely to
be important sources of baseline data for the project.
12.4 Paragraph 12.3.5.4 states that: “It is acknowledged that the zone of
influence of the Project has the potential to indirectly impact other
nearby sites including Crymlyn Burrows SSSI. However, the habitats and
species associated with Crymlyn Burrows are well documented therefore
no specific surveys of this area have been undertaken”. NRW
considers that there will need to be an appreciation and representation
of the ecological baseline in order to determine effects on the SSSI dune,
saltmarsh, plant species, dune and plant species assemblage and
strandline invertebrate features, in particular from coastal process
changes during and post construction. There may be other potential
adjacent /indirect impacts from construction phases as well as post
construction public access and maintenance. We would therefore
welcome further clarification and discussion on this aspect
of baseline survey. We can provide further Phase 2 survey information on
the sand dunes at Crymlyn Burrows and Baglan Burrows upon request.
Whilst this dates from c. 1990 it may be helpful to improve
understanding of the baseline. Other sources of data would include
Neath Port Talbot Council’s Local Authority ecologist.
12.5 We welcome the confirmation in section 12.3.6 that an extended
Phase 1 survey was carried out for the project as per our scoping advice.
However we note that the extended phase 1 survey was done on the
27/11/12 and the 9/1/13. This is not recommended timing to
undertake a phase 1 survey of any kind, the usual practice would be for a

The citations suggested are included in
Chapter 12 of the ES.
This has been taken into account and
amended in Chapter 12.

466.

This has been taken into account and
amended in Chapter 12

467.

All information incorporated into the
current baseline including assessment
methodology is detailed in Section 12.3
(chapter 12)

468.

An extended phase 1 habitat survey was
conducted as detailed in section 12.3

469.
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phase 1 survey to be completed from May –September, when flowering
plants are visible and therefore not missed. However, we note it is
intended to carry out further survey.
12.6 We note that paragraph 12.3.8.1 states that “the open and exposed
character of coastal habitats does not appear to favour bats although
existing records provide some evidence of bat foraging activity. The bat
survey as proposed and partially reported in Appendix 12.4, should
identify how many surveyors were/are present for the transect surveys,
the routes they walked and when these were carried out. In addition we
advise consideration is also given to extending these routes to include
the line of the cable route. This would also help identify any trees with
bat potential if these were to be affected by the cabling works.
We note in paragraph 12.4.5.22 that “no structures suitable of
supporting roosting/hibernating bats that could be affected by the
proposals were recorded during the field surveys”. Should the demolition
of any buildings be proposed, the Local Authority Ecologists will be able
to advise further on any survey requirements.
12.7 Paragraph 12.3.11: Please refer to NPTCBC Ecologist (Becky Sharp)
for details of the Reptile Translocation scheme ongoing from Transit site
into Crymlyn Burrows
12.8 Invertebrate survey: Also linked to comments on paragraph 12.3.5.4
above. Will the surveys referred to (Bolchover 2009), be used to inform
the baseline including in relation to the strandline beetle invertebrate
feature of Crymlyn Burrows SSSI?
12.9 Please refer to NPT Local Authority Ecologist for most recent records
for Pyrola minor, Jersey Marine (see paragraph 12.4.4.1)
12.10 Paragraph 12.4.2.3: Kenfig is also an NNR (table 12.6)
12.11 Otter Survey: We note that there are signs of otter moving through
Swansea Docks, across areas identified as car parking and close to the
siting of the western landfall and proposed Western landfall building.
We are content with the targeted approach to survey as described in

This comment has been taken into account
and these considerations incorporated into
the EIA where appropriate.

470.

471.

Bolchover 2009 was used a reference to
inform the strandline beetle invertebrate
feature.

472.
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paragraph 12.4.5.15 and note that no breeding sites were identified.
However we consider that further detail needs to be provided on the
nature and significance of the laying- up area and the potential impacts
of the proposals on this area. In addition, we recommend that further
details are provided on the possible obstructions to access for otters
through the identified pill box as well as any movements across proposed
ancillary development areas (e.g. car parking and western landfall
building) towards the river channel. This will help inform best working
practices to be employed, as well as the design and implementation of
any mitigation measures that may be required during and post
construction.
A licence may be required if the
works/development/proposals/management are likely to result in: the
damage to, destruction of, or prevent access to, a breeding site or resting
place used by an European protected species or; will result in the killing
of, injury to or disturbance to a European protected species.
12.12 Section 12.5, Preliminary Assessment of Impacts: Impacts on
coastal processes during and post construction that have knock on
effects to Crymlyn Burrows and Baglan Burrows or other nearby dune
sites (as per 12.5.5.3) should be included in the Ecology Chapters. We
note it is acknowledged in paragraph 12.5.1.2 that “during the main EIA,
when all baseline surveys have been completed, coastal processes
modelling has been undertaken and final details of construction
operational methods and design have been confirmed, this initial
assessment will be revisited”

Further detail has been provided in
Chapter 12 of the ES.

In relation to Crymlyn Burrows SSSI there will be a need to identify the
features of interest that are likely to be affected during and post
construction. More information will be required in the EIA on the
potential impacts upon Crymlyn Burrows SSSI, on either the intertidal or
the terrestrial features than is present in the PEIR, where in our view the
potential impacts upon the Crymlyn Burrows SSSI and Kenfig SAC seem to

This has been taken into account and
further information has been provided in
Chapter 12 of the ES

Duly noted. Information has been
incorporated from other assessment
chapters and presented in Chapter 11 of
the ES.
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be significantly under estimated.
Apart from the degraded dune system of Baglan Burrows, Crymlyn
Burrows in the last reasonably intact remnant of the once extensive dune
system of Swansea Bay. It is also possibly the most important site in
Wales for dune heath and it supports a disproportionately high number
of uncommon and rare species for its size. As far as habitats are
concerned it is the best site for acid substrates (SD12 and H11) within its
local Area of Search and these are not covered on any other dune
systems within the AoS. NRW therefore consider it essential that this site
is protected from potential impacts caused by this development.
This project has the potential to alter coastal processes and disrupt the
sediment supply to this system. If this proved to be the case Crymlyn
Burrows is likely to cease being a functioning dune ecosystem. This
system already has an extremely low mobility index (0.93)
(Saye 2003) and is likely to be suffering from a degree of sediment
starvation. Any further disruption could seriously jeopardise the sites
important dune vegetation and its important flora and fauna including
the nationally rare Artemisia campestris and Matthiola sinuata and the
nationally scarce Equisetum variagatum, Hornungia petraea, Limonium
binervosum and
Pyrola rotundifolia.

Impacts on Crymlyn Burrows SSSI as a
result of changes to coastal processes have
been considered and assessed as part of
the EIA and presented in Chapter 6 of the
ES. This assessment has been incorporated
into Chapter 12.

The suggested mitigation of providing beach nourishment may help but
this can be very expensive. Nevertheless, this development should only
be allowed to proceed if it incorporates fully costed measures to provide
effective beach nourishment.

Potential construction impacts, Proposed
mitigation (including beach nourishment),
and Residual Impacts are discussed in
section 12.5

There are also concerns that it could affect the sites wind regime which
could further reduce mobility. This needs to be fully investigated.
In terms of potential indirect effects on Crymlyn Burrows SSSI we
consider there is a need for further assessment /representation of the
Crymlyn Burrows baseline eg foredune communities and location target
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notes covering scarce species distribution eg Matthiola sinuata (which
also occurs on Baglan dunes). As a baseline this will allow potential
habitat changes from predicted coastal process impacts to be assessed in
detail once the potential changes have been determined from the
modelling. If there are predicted changes to the areas of saltmarsh and
intertidal this will also need to be understood by reference to the
baseline conditions. The CCW Phase 2 Sand Dune surveys from 1990 can
be provided for Crymlyn Burrows and Baglan Burrows aswell as Phase 1
survey. The saltmarsh survey data is however more limited. It is
understood the cable route will follow the track through the SSSI
and that Phase 1 survey would then cover areas to either side as relevant
to working widths and any lay down areas. The NPTCBC and CCS Planning
Ecologists should be consulted further regarding the extent of survey in
areas outside the SSSI.
We would welcome the opportunity to meet and discuss this further.
12.13 Section 12.5.3, Design Appraisal: Land to be used as a receptor
needs to be identified and discussed with NRW prior to it going into the
final ES. Separate consents may be required from NRW. Any advanced
ecological works involving tree felling may need to
consider suitability for bat tree roosts
12.14 Paragraph 12.5.5.8 and Table 12.8 of the PEIR identifies potential
mitigation measures in relation to Crymlyn Burrows SSSI, including the
stated objective of restoring former dune slack habitat (12.4.5.48)
through [the] removal of scrub and [wet] woodland (12.4.5.48)…sic.
This proposal builds upon the content of Table 12.6 within which its very
last line entry states “Scrub and woodland. Receptor not considered
sufficiently valuable for significant impacts to arise”. The National Forest
Inventory of Woodlands (NFI) base map shows within the proposed
development site boundary 3 individual broadleaved areas of 0.55, 5.47
and 5.80 hectares respectively, which some or all may that affected.
NRW advise that where this proposal is to be supported for
environmental gain reasons then an equal area of native broadleaved

Further engagement with NRW has taken
place prior to submission and appropriate
consents will be applied for and considered
concurrently with the DCO.

474.

This has been taken into account as part of
the EIA and the assessment presented in
Chapter 12. TLSB does not consider that
compensatory woodland will be required
as a result of the impacts of the Project
due to the lack of woodland within the
vicinity of the Project and the fact of the
insignificance of any impact on woodland
as assessed and presented in Chapter 12.
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woodland needs to be acknowledged and committed to as a
compensatory planting policy requirement. We therefore advise that the
final Environmental Statement should include where needed a number of
“priority open habitat” removal “compensatory planting” statements
throughout the document including a same sized area to off set the
potential loss of woodland due to the proposed mitigation actions
identified within Chapter 12. Please note that compensatory areas of
new planting do not need to be located within the immediate geography
of this project but must be located within Wales in order to off set the
loss of woodland and be established within the year life of the tidal
lagoon project.
In wishing to offer the applicant the most up to date woodlands and
trees information for its project, NRW would encourage the applicant to
refine its proposals using where applicable a small number of important
Welsh woodlands and trees Geographical Information System
(GIS) spatial datasets available free of charge today from the Forestry
Commission's public facing data download site at:
http://www.forestry.gov.uk/datadownload, this site contains circa
60 IS spatial datasets for GB, England, Scotland and Wales.
Datasets that the applicant would find useful are (1) the “National Forest
Inventory for Woodlands” and (2) “New Ancient Woodland Inventory
2011”. Information on the value of veteran trees can be accessed via The
Woodland Trust’s Ancient Tree Hunt website, which
has sought to map ancient and ageing trees across the UK. An interactive
map showing those
trees recorded to date is available on:
http://www.ancient-tree hunt.org.uk/discoveries/interactivemap/
12.16 Paragraph 12.5.5.3 and Tables 12.7/8/9: The modification of
coastal processes will also need to consider changes to saltmarsh and
intertidal as well as deposition and erosion of
sand. Are fluvial processes in the River Neath also being included for
assessment of modifications?

Yes. Fluvial inputs are assessed from all
sources and incorporated into the model
used to determine effects of coastal
processes – detailed in Chapter 6.
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12.17 We welcome that the assessment (through modelling) of possible
saline wedge effects on Crymlyn Bog SAC is ongoing to inform a HRA (see
paragraphs 12.5.5.4 - 12.5.5.6). It would helpful to know how its
properties (salinity, depth, duration) will be modelled.

This comment has been taken into account
and model inputs and parameters are
provided in the methodology section of
Chapter 6.

12.18 We note the outline of the potential impacts of increased amenity
use of the foreshore in Paragraph 12.5.5.7 and recommend that this is
cross referenced by all other relevant chapters of the EIA e.g. for coastal
birds and intertidal ecology receptors.

This element of the Project has been
assessed throughout the ES chapters
where applicatble.

12.19 Table 12.5: please note that Crymlyn Bog SAC features also include:
“Alluvial forests with Alnus glutinosa and Fraxinus excelsior” and the
Crymlyn Bog SAC and Ramsar site encompasses Pant y Sais fen
12.20 Table 12.6/7/8, General comment/observation: It would be helpful
to list all SSSI qualifying features and associated species (eg Table 12.6)
for the assessment of impacts.
These are:
Sand dune
Saltmarsh
Sea stock (Matthiola sinuata)
Field wormwood (Artemesia campestris)
Strandline beetle (Eurynebria complanata)
Dune invertebrate assemblage
Assemblage of RDB and/or nationally scarce vascular plants:
Table 12.7/8/9 does not mention Kenfig SAC
12.21 Table 12.9: Swansea Bay Science and Innovation Campus – the
mitigation measures agreed included planning conditions and obligations
for Coastal Geomorphology Monitoring and Mitigation and a
“Management and Access Plan for Crymlyn Burrows SSSI and Whitford
Point Dune mitigation area” (Baglan), as well as other ecological and
strategic environmental management conditions. We have previously
advised of the need for these matters to be discussed further with St

This has been taken into account and the
features are mentioned in the Chapter.
This has been taken into account and
included in the ES Chapter where
appropriate.

477.

TLSB is continuing to engage with Swansea
University regarding commercial land
negotiations.
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Modwens/Swansea University and NPTCBC Planning Authority as they
relate to land immediately adjacent to and within the lagoon footprint.
We would be happy to attend such meetings if required.
Please note no detailed comments are provided at this stage on
mitigation measures presented in the Tables, pending outcomes of key
coastal process impact assessments.

NSB

WTW

05/08/13

Please see also comment under Table 1.5 above re time schedules
We commend the level and detail of consultation and desktop work
undertaken in this section. It is apparent that Local Records Centre (LRC)
data has been used and a number of local specialists have been
consulted, giving stronger and more complete information than in some
other chapters.
We are content with the assessment of receptors
We would like to discuss with you the full assessment of the impacts at
the landfall of the eastern section when this information is available;
there is an opportunity for some positive compensation measures as
mobile sand dune is a conservation priority in Wales and the loss of this
habitat to stabilised dune is a particular concern for the Coastal
Ecosystem Group.

We would welcome an opportunity to learn more about the suggestion
of “beach nourishment” as a mitigation measure at Crymlyn- without
sufficient detail at present, we cannot see how this could mimic natural
ecosystem processes. Is the proposal to maintain this for the full 120
year lifetime?

We have some concern about the potential impact on saltmarsh outside
designated sites as no mitigation appears to be proposed; we would

TLSB welcomes this commendation of the
consultation approach.

479.

TLSB welcomes this agreement of
assessment approach.
TLSB has continued to engage with WTW
prior to the submission of the Application.
As detailed the mitigation and monitoring
section of Chapter 6, TLSB proposes to
undertake nourishment of the Crymlyn
Burrows system should monitoring
demonstrate observed changes as a result
of the Project.
Coastal process modelling suggests
accretion of sand fronting Crymlyn.
Monitoring will inform the requirement for
beach nourishment activities. It is not
anticipated that beach nourishment would
be required outside of the lagoon (Section
12.5.4)
Coastal process modelling does not suggest
any impact to saltmarsh habitat. Saltmarsh

480.
481.

482.
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welcome modelling of the impact of the proposal on sediment
movement and deposition which would lead to appropriate mitigation
suggestions in the case of a negative impact.

creation is proposed within the lagoon
(Section 12.5)

We support the suggestion for open sand and restoration of slacks at
Crymlyn as mitigation for the operational phases but we would welcome
further habitat enhancements outside the designated sites as well.

Further enhancements, such as the
provision of Kittewake ledges, the
provision of rock armour and the creation
of salt marsh habitat.
This comment has been taken into account
as part of the assessment presented in
Section 12.5 of the ES.

484.

We are concerned about the in-combination impacts on inter-tidal
habitats with other developments. As this technology by definition
targets this habitat we would like to see much more detail on this, at an
appropriate scale depending on the scale of significance of the feature
and also a better analysis of the cross-cutting issues between chapters of
this PEIR

The cumulative impact of the Project on
inter-tidal habitats are presented in
Chapter 8 of the ES.

486.

It is advised that all studies must cover the whole area that might be
affected by the project including areas affected by changes in sediment
deposition and areas affected by sediment disturbed during construction.

This advice has been taken into account in
the undertaking of the assessment
presented in Chapter 12 of the ES

487.

There is a need to include mitigation / compensation plans where losses
are considered to be significant and mechanisms/resources for the
ongoing monitoring of ecological impacts and dealing with possible
negative long term consequences.

There are on-going discussions with
statutory consultees regarding potential
for mitigation/ enhancement areas and any
monitoring where there is deemed to be a
significant effect.

488.

The PEIR records use of the coastal strip by otters, which is in line with an
increasing evidence base from across Wales to this effect. We believe it
is highly likely that otters use the coastal strip as a relatively low-risk way
of moving between river catchments. The lagoon therefore introduces a
hazard for otters moving between the Tawe and Nedd catchments and
may force them to move across land. We would expect some assessment
of the level of this risk.

LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

485.
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These mitigation and enhancement areas/
opportunities will be presented in each
Chapter where there is deemed to be a
significant effect, and will consider both
possible long term and short term effects.
These are presented in the mitigation and
monitoring section of Chapter 12, and all
mitigation and monitoring measures are
presented in Chapter 23 of the ES and its
appendices.
The Council’s Ecologist has highlighted that there may be longer term
and unpredicted negative effects and the potential for such impacts
therefore needs to be acknowledged and an assumption made that these
will be dealt with appropriately. Mitigation / compensation plans must
provide for an equivalent compensation i.e. no overall loss and some
habitats, for example, intertidal mud flats, will need to be compensated
for on a like for like basis. Intertidal habitats have already been lost in
Cardiff and Swansea Bay and the area has also suffered a significant loss
of sand dunes.

The Council’s Ecologist has highlighted that there are possible significant
effects on Natura 2000 site features e.g. possible bird exchange between
Black Pill SSSI and the Burry Inlet and drainage affecting Crymlyn Bog.
Data gathered must therefore be sufficient to carry out a full Habitats
Regulations Assessment.

Possible effects, both long term and short
term, are acknowledged in the relevant
chapters. There are on-going discussions
with statutory consultees regarding
appropriate mitigation for any significant
impacts. Legal requirements for mitigation
(and where applicable) compensation will
be considered.
The impact of the Project oninter-tidal
habitats is presented in Chapter 8 of the
ES.
Full assessment is provided in the Report
to inform Habitats Regulations Assessment,
Volume 5 Document 5.5 of the Application.
This will include information from Chapter
11, Coastal birds which provides a detailed
assessment on the possible effects to
coastal birds, including those located on
Blackpill SSSI and Bury Inlet SPA. Chapter
12, Terrestrial ecology will provide an

489.
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assessment on Crymlyn Bog and Kenfig
SAC.

In some sections of the PEIR heavy reliance is replaced on old data. These
need proofing and ensuring that where appropriate they cover the
potential area of influence. All available relevant data needs to be
gathered to ensure accurate conclusions are reached.
The Environmental Statement should also clarify any knock-on effects
due to construction.
It is the view of the Council’s Ecologist that the development will impact
on terrestrial ecology particularly due to changes in coastal sediment
movement and deposition. It is important therefore that these are fully
quantified. Possible mitigation /compensation will need to be identified.
LAs

Neath Port
Talbot County
Borough
Council

09/09/13

It is noted that the document is a preliminary assessment only. The
general approach to the PEIR in relation to the ecology-related chapters
is considered appropriate although the Biodiversity Unit are unable to
comment in detail on the content as much of the assessments are yet to
be fully completed, with the intention for the finalised assessments to be
provided in the EIA.
Many chapters are awaiting further survey results, data or modelling to
inform the assessment and therefore the discussion and assessment of
impacts is limited. However, it is considered that the PEIR is a reasonable
starting point for the full EIA in relation to the assessment of the
ecological elements of the project but it should be noted that full
assessment of all impacts identified should be expected to be presented

Chapter 11 assesses impacts on birds. The
potential impact to Crymlyn Bog has been
discounted following detailed assessment
(Section 12.5)
An extensive range of surveys have been
completed in 2013 for the Project, some of
these will have been completed since the
PEIR was published. Detailed in Chapter 12.

491.

The ES will assess all possible effects during
the construction phase, operation phase
and decommissioning phase.
A full assessment is provided in Chapter 12
Terrestrial Ecology of the ES. Mitigation
and enhancement measures have been
discussed with statutory consultees, and
are presented in the Chapter (Section 12.5)
A full assessment is presented in Chapter
12 of the ES.

492.

A full assessment of all impacts is provided
in the ES.
These two points been taken into account
and the reference amended to the 2012
habitat regulations. The amendments place
a legal duty on public bodies to ensure that

495.

493.

494.
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in the EIA following the completion of the baseline surveys etc. The Unit
would like to take the opportunity to remind the applicant of a number
of issues that were recommended to be addressed as part of the scoping
opinion and informal consultation that appear not to have been fully
considered in the PEIR, as follows:

bird habitat is ‘preserved, maintained and
re-established’, in order to further clarify
the UK’s transposition of the Wild Birds
Directive. TLSB will endeavour to mitigate
effects on birds and provide enhancement
where possible. These mitigations are
presented in Chapter 12 of the ES.

In relation to birds, reference and assessment should be made to the
2012 amendment to the habitat regulations especially in relation to bird
habitat requirements as this has implications for the mitigation
proposals.

Quantitative habitat losses and gains
provided in ES chapter.

Please note that a quantitative balance of LBAP habitat losses and gains
following mitigation/compensation will be required once the assessment
has been progressed.
Clarity should be provided as to when the botanical survey was
undertaken.

This has been amended and further clarity
is provided in section 12.3 of the ES.

Full assessment of increased visitor use should be included, this should
include a cumulative assessment with the University campus, this is
particularly of concern for Crymlyn Burrows SSSI and the adjacent sand
dune habitat.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate amendment made to section
12.5.

Full assessment and discussion should be included in relation to the
impacts upon the sand dune habitat adjacent to Crymlyn Burrows that
will be enclosed by the lagoon; this is a particular concern to the Unit.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate amendment made to section
12.5.

Please note that the SEWBReC data may need to be provided as a
confidential annex. It is suggested that the applicant discuss the
presentation of data with SEWBReC directly in light of their data licence
agreement.

SEWBReC have agreed that a confidential
appendix with all information can be
provided to the appropriate authorities.

496.
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NSB

Swansea
Biodiversity
Partnership (SB)

01/08/13

It would be helpful if the terrestrial habitats were assessed against the
Wales Wildlife Sites (SINC) criteria. This is available on the Wales
Biodiversity Partnership website at
http://www.biodiversitywales.org.uk/en-GB/Planning

The Wales Wildlife Criteria has been
considered in Chapter 12, particularly in
relation to coastal grassland in the docks.

497.

Full detail should be included in relation to the cable route and the
impacts upon Fabian Way Conservation Verge. It is not currently clear
whether the route will impacts upon the verge. This should also consider
the University campus development, as some areas of the verge are to be
impacted by the associated road layout alterations.

This has been taken into account,
particularly in regard with non-designated
sites including coastal grassland
communities (Sections 12.5.4 & 12.5.7)

We are grateful to the representatives of the tidal lagoon project who
made a presentation to a meeting of our partnership in February. A
number of concerns were expressed at that meeting which they were
unable to answer at that time, and which I have summarised below.

TLSB welcomes the support for its
consultation approach and has taken into
account local knowledge as part of the
assessment where appropriate.

498.

We would ask you to note that the proposed site for the project,
Swansea docks, is flanked along the coast by two sites of special scientific
interest (SSSIs), namely Crymlyn Burrows and Blackpill, and that the mud
and sand areas and sand dune systems which characterise the coastline
are a protected habitat particularly valued in Wales.

This has been taken into account in the
assessment presented in Chapter 12.

499.

Sand dunes, such as Crymlyn Burrows, are dynamic systems whose

Coastal process modelling suggests

There was a general feeling that there is considerable knowledge of the
ecology of the area held by local experts who have spent many years
studying it, and that there is a risk that their special knowledge and
information might be disregarded in favour of external consultants
carrying our short term surveys. Such consultants, whilst they are
respected in their fields, lack local background knowledge. We would ask
that you seek the views of the local experts and incorporate their
Information into the Environmental Impact Assessment.
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special character depends on the mobility of sand in the area. Wind and
water repeatedly erode sand from the dunes, and deposit fresh sand
depending on the immediate conditions. This allows pioneer conditions
and their special fauna and flora to be maintained. We are concerned
that the construction of a considerable barrier in Swansea Bay will
interrupt both wind borne and water borne sand movement, with a
serious deleterious effect on the sand dunes. Indeed one variation of the
initial plans for the tidal lagoon.

accretion of sand fronting Crymlyn. CFD
modelling suggests only localised impact to
wind-blown sands. Monitoring will inform
the requirement for beach nourishment
activities within the lagoon as outlined in
Chapter 12 of the ES.

Indicated that the SSSI at Crymlyn Burrows would be enclosed within the
lagoon and that the sand dunes at Baglan Burrows, south of the river
Neath would be cut through to divert the river. This would effectively
destroy the SSSI and the Baglan Burrows system. Even in the case of the
variation of the plans where the enclosing wall left the sand dunes
outside of its compass, your representatives were not able to indicate the
extent to which sand deposition and erosion might be affected; this was
to be a matter for further study. This remains an issue of grave concern
to us.

This design option has ceased to be
considered for the Project due to the
responses received during Phase 1
consultation regarding the potentially
significant impact of impounding the
Crymlyn Burrows SSSI.

This issue has been recognised in the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR), which can only suggest “beach nourishment
The effectiveness of the mitigation
activities” providing additional sources of sand as a mitigation measure. It proposed forms part of the assessment in
is difficult to conceive how this could be achieved — simply dumping a
Chapter 12 of the ES.
load of sand on the beach could not replace the natural dynamic process.
with its wind and water driven erosion and accretion of sand. Nor is any
artificial “nourishment’ process likely to be sustained over the 120 years
of the project’s anticipated life.
The wildlife populations in Swansea Bay benefit from the interconnection
between the shoreline ecosystems on either side of Swansea docks.
Plants and smaller animals depend on the ability to migrate from one
system to another to renew and restore locally depleted populations.
Both during construction and in the longer term the lagoon will comprise

This has been taken into account and has
formed part of the assessment where
appropriate.
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a large additional barrier to the interconnectivity of the systems to either
side, and may make the populations of these areas much more
vulnerable to other adverse impacts.

NSB

NSB

RSPB

The Gower
Society

05/08/13

22/07/13

Swansea Bay has many important biological niches and is host to many
rare and scarce plants and animals. We are concerned that the tidal
lagoon will cause irreparable damage both in the construction phase and
in the longer term, and would ask that these concerns are taken into
account in the decision as to whether to proceed with the project, and, if
the project does proceed, are taken into account in the final design of the
structure and the management of the construction, operation and
decommissioning processes so that any damage can be minimised.

This has been taken into account as part of
the assessments presented in Chapter 12.

501.

Impacts on coastal and terrestrial habitats (in particular including the Bla
ckpill SSSI), including those
associated with changes in sea level, hydrology and water quality.

Imapcts on these receptors have been
taken into account as part of the
assessment presented in Chapter 12.

502.

Preliminary Assessment of Impacts / Table 12.8 Potential operational
impacts associated with the project - The possible contamination by
saline water of Crymlyn Bog SAC would be of considerable concern and
no mitigation is identified. The probability, nature and scale of potential
saline contamination need to be fully assessed, and mitigation measures
need further consideration and investigation as to their effectiveness.
Mitigation measures under consideration for Crymlyn Burrows SSSI
require further investigation, such as the source of the sand and whether
replication of blowouts is achievable.
The issue of saltmarsh development and soft sediment accretion
throughout Swansea Bay is of particular concern. No mitigation is
identified as being possible and this may be critical for the Blackpill SSSI.
The Impact upon the Fabian Way/Crymlyn Burrows SSSI could be
disastrous and full rigorous appraisal is required.

The potential impact was discounted
following further detailed investigation.
The issue is considered in chapter [].

The assessment relating to mitigation
measures is presented in Chapter 12 of the
ES.
The significant impacts of the Project on
inter-tidal habitats is presented in Chapter
8 of the ES.
A rigorous assessment has taken place as
part of the EIA process and the significance
of the impacts of the Project on Crymlyn
Burrows SSSI have been established and

503.

504.

505.
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NSB

Ogmore Angling
Association

04/08/13

NSB

Swansea
Environmental
Forum

30/08/13

13.

SB

The disturbance caused by the construction will have a profound impact
on the wildlife of the estuary. Birds, mammals and fish will certainly be
displaced during and after construction of the proposed lagoon
threatening a host of fragile populations.
Swansea Bay supports a number of European Protected Species and
Section 42 habitats and species, and the whole of the bay has been
identified as a SINC (Site of Interest for Nature Conservation) as well as
an important wildlife corridor. We have a concern about the effects that
the lagoon will have on the local otter population as potentially their
food resource may be limited as the lagoon wall will create a barrier
between the two river catchments. We are also concerned about the
impact to Crymlyn Burrows SSSI and would expect suitable mitigation to
be in place.

Seascape, Landscape and Visual Assessment (Chapter 13 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
NRW Advisory

05/08/13

13.1 CCW commented on the Scoping Consultation in November 2012
and raised a number of concerns across various topic areas. After
consideration of the PEIR NRW wishes to raise
the following residual issues:
a) NRW considers that the development of a robust methodology
through the use of LANDMAP data should allow the derivation and
assessment of landscape and seascape character areas and ensure
appropriate coverage of landscape impacts. The development of this
methodology is discussed further below.
b) We believe that visual effects on the area and how those might affect

presented in Chapter 12 of the ES.
This has been taken into account as part of
the assessment presented in Chapter 12.

Consideration of EPS has been undertaken
as part of the assessment.

506.

507.

Potential impacts upon otters have been
addressed in Chapter 12 (Terrestrial
Ecology).
Potential impacts to Crymlyn burrows and
associated mitigation measures are
provided in the relevant
biological/ecological chapters (6-12).

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
All comments (a) to (e) and (g) to (j) have
been taken into account and further work
has been undertaken to amend the final ES
in light of feedback on the PEIR.

With regards to point (f) - no additional
discussions regarding the use of LANDMAP
was carried out with NRW. However,
figures to illustrate classification/value for
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tourism and recreation are currently likely to be underplayed as the
baseline does not include a strong or detailed understanding of likely
tourism and recreation receptors within the study area.
c) We note that Heritage coasts and landscapes, the Wales Coastal Path
and other long distance footpaths and cycle ways are included within the
baseline, together with Landscape, Parks and Gardens of Special Historic
interest. However it is not clear if these receptors are to be individually
assessed to allow a more complete understanding of impacts on tourism
and recreation to be assessed rather than relying on the Viewpoint
assessment.
d) We have previously advised that the projects proposed for inclusion in
the assessment of cumulative impacts of the Project was not exhaustive
and recommended further consultation to identify other projects.
Further consultation has been carried out and cumulative developments
listed. It is not evident if NRW request for appropriate cumulative
visualisations from viewpoints is being undertaken, however this could
be problematic given the varying levels of information likely to be
available for these developments.
e) The Gower Heritage Coast, Wales Coastal Path and scenic, high
level/long distance walking routes are now included within the baseline
but do not appear to be taken forward as individual receptors for
assessment.
f) NRW requested ‘a rigorous characterisation exercise using all five
layers of LANDMAP as its basis within the study area and incorporating
the seascape data’. All five LANDMAP aspect layers within the study area
are mapped and Landscape Character Areas have been derived from
these layers and will be assessed. Our initial appraisal of these
descriptions suggests further detail/reference should be made to
LANDMAP data and description and the development of the ES would
benefit from continued discussion with NRW.
g) As expected, the detail of lighting proposals for the Project is not
finalised at this stage in
the EIA process although the PEIR notes (in paragraph 13.6.1.2.a.) that

each aspect areas have been included.
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impacts from navigational and infrastructure lighting will be included in
the SLVIA.
h) Key best practice guidance for SLVIA as outlined by NRW in the
Scoping comment has been included in the Methodology/References.
However Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, LI and
IEMA, still references the 2nd Edition, this should now be updated to the
3rd edition. LANDMAP Information Guidance Note 3, CCW, should be
updated to May 2013 and new LANDMAP and the Cultural Landscape
Guidance Note 4, May 2013 should be added.
i) No reference appears to have been made to the European Landscape
Convention [2000], ratified in UK 2006 (ELC) to provide a definition of
landscapes although an unreferenced quote is given in 13.1.0.3 “an area
perceived by people whose character is the result of the interaction of
natural and/or human factors” from the ELC. The UK Marine Policy
Statement should also be cross checked for reference to impacts of
development on seascapes and the wider marine environment.
j) We would welcome further discussions with the applicants on the
potential for including further viewpoints, e.g. to consider the
significance of dark skies in the locality, as the Visual Assessment at the
moment relies on viewpoint analysis alone and will not be
supported by commentary/ analysis of receptors groups.
13.2 NRW considers that the Baseline Information provided within the
SLVIA chapter is generally appropriate and establishes the potential
parameters for assessing seascape, landscape and visual effects.
However there a number of areas where further detail is required to
ensure the baseline is fully outlined and all potential receptors are picked
up:
a) Planning legislation and policy is included separately in Chapter 5 of
the PEIR, and this sets out the relevant documentation at national and
regional level. The Project will affect both the City and County of
Swansea Council and Neath Port Talbot County Borough
Council, and therefore the Unitary Development Plans (UDPs) for these
areas have been reviewed in Chapter 5. This information is expanded

All comments have been taken into
account and further work has been
amendments have been made to Chapter
13 of the ES in light of feedback on the
PEIR.
(a) Chapter 5 of the ES identifies planning
policies relevant to the Project. The
Project's consistency with those policies is
evaluated in the Planning Statement.
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upon within the SLVIA but a more consistent assessment of the relevant
policies would be useful. The ES will need to evaluate whether the
Project is consistent with relevant policies.
b) A Landscape Character Assessment of Port Talbot and Neath was led
by White Consultants on behalf of Neath Port Talbot County Borough
Council and the Countryside Council for Wales in 2004. The assessment
was based on LANDMAP data and gives a detailed assessment of much of
the Study Area. A similar study does not appear to be available for the
City and County of Swansea although the Gower Peninsular AONB is
covered by various documents. The PEIR has used updated LANDMAP
information and has developed consistent landscape character areas
across both Councils. Given the relative age of the 2004 LCA Report and
the partial coverage of the study area this approach is welcomed and the
PEIR findings appear to concur reasonably well with the 2004 report.
However the 2004 LCA Report should be acknowledged and briefly
assessed as part of the baseline information and the Gower Peninsular
documents should also be reviewed and considered as part of the
baseline.
c) The baseline outlines designated and non-designated landscapes,
national trails and cycle routes. However other recreational receptors,
settlements and the transport network have not been outlined within the
baseline and therefore the baseline description of potential receptors is
limited. We would expect these elements to be included and
described in the baseline rather than being referenced in passing within
the landscape character areas and seascape units.
d) Importantly only the landscape and seascape character areas and the
21 agreed viewpoints are currently taken forward to the assessment
stage. Although the GLVIA guidelines are not prescriptive it is our opinion
that further landscape and visual receptors need to be taken forward to
the assessment process to allow a robust and suitably detailed
understanding of the potential effects of the development to be reached.

(b) As noted this report predates current
LANDMAP information, which is more up
to date and relevant than the 2004 NPTCBC
LCA report. It therefore has not been
assessed. Relevant Gower AONB
documents have been assessed.

(c) This has been taken into account and
further receptors have been considered for
inclusion in the baseline where
appropriate.

(d) This has been taken into account and
further receptors have been considered for
inclusion in the baseline where
appropriate.
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If taken forward in its current guise the PEIR is likely to lead to an under
estimate of the potential SLVIA impacts of the Project.
13.3 In terms of current best practice and guidelines for the SLVIA
chapter of the ES we have the following comments:
a) Please note that the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment were recently updated to the third edition which came into
force on the 17th April 2013. The LI's Technical Committee produced the
following guidance on the transition from the second
to the third edition:
‘GLVIA3 replaces the second edition GLVIA2. In general terms the
approach and methodologies in the new edition are the same. The main
difference is that GLVIA3 places greater emphasis on professional
judgement and less emphasis on a formulaic approach.’
‘An assessment started using GLVIA2 should be completed using that
edition. However, if in the view of the professional a comparison should
be undertaken with GLVIA3, and subsequently if necessary a reassessment undertaken according to GLVIA3, then this should be
discussed and agreed with the client in the first instance. Obviously,
assessments started after the publication of GLVIA3 should use it, rather
than GLVIA2.’
b) Given that the Swansea Bay Tidal Lagoon project is at PEI stage and the
assessment process has not formally commenced the methodology
should refer to and be checked against GLVIA3. However it is recognised
that the approach and methodologies remain broadly similar and it is not
anticipated that this will result in any major changes to the approach set
out.
c) The SLVIA has made reference to LANDMAP level 3 and developed a
methodology in line with LANDMAP Guidance Note 3 to identify a series
of appropriately scaled Landscape Character Areas within the identified
study area. These have been described and mapped within the baseline

(a) This guidance has been taken into
account and applied to the assessment
presented in Chapter 13 of the ES.

(b) This guidance has been taken into
account and applied to the assessment
presented in Chapter 13 of the ES

(c) This guidance has been taken into
account and applied to the assessment
presented in Chapter 13 of the ES
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and will form clear basis from which the landscape effects of the Project
can be assessed.
d) The PEIR does not respond adequately to NRW scoping comment that
the applicant should ‘refer to the recent CCW policy research report on
seascapes in Wales and their sensitivity to offshore developments in
Wales’.
e) Two Seascape Units are described within the PEIR, based on the
geographical extent of the relevant regional seascape units that were
developed in the 2008 study ‘Welsh seascapes and their sensitivity to
offshore developments’. This highly relevant study gives a detailed
assessment of the character of Wales’s seascapes, carried out at a
regional scale, producing fifty regional seascape units to cover the whole
of Wales. The study systematically describes the key characteristics and
special qualities of each seascape, producing baseline information of
direct relevance to offshore renewable energy developments. This report
should be used in more detail (and referenced) to inform the baseline,
retaining its clarity and unified approach.

(d) The use of the piloted seascape
assessment carried out by Pembrokeshire
NPA was not considered appropriate to
incorporate within the assessment
methodology given that this study is still at
consultation stage and is yet to be
published and unlikely to be prior to the
submission of the ES. It therefore falls
outside of the scope of the SLVIA for the
Swansea Bay Tidal Lagoon project.
(e)This comment has been taken into
account and the number of seascape units
increased in the ES.

f) The analysis of Admiralty Charts is extensive but has not been analysed
to fit with the two Seascape Units and does not add much useful
information to the baseline.

(f) This has been taken into account and
the appropriate level of analysis has been
undertaken in the assessment presented in
g) Please note that we have provided further guidance on the approach
Chapter 13 of the ES.
to be taken in Annex IV - Generic Seascape Character Assessment
This guidance has been taken into account
Guidance. This document has formed the basis for two detailed SCAs –
and applied to the assessment presented
one on Anglesey and the other for the coastline of the PCNPA. This report in Chapter 13 of the ES where appropriate.
has been completed and a consultation aimed at adopting it as
SPG will soon be launched
h) The SLVIA references three recognised documents which give
guidelines for the development of photography, photomontages and

(h) This clarification has been given in
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visual representation for Landscape and Visual assessment generally and
for Wind Farms in particular. The methodology makes no further detailed
and specific reference to the approach to visualisation, however it is
reasonable to expect this to come through within the ES itself.
i) The Viewpoints have been listed and indicate those which will be
supported by photomontages; all others will be supported by a wire line
of the Project. In our scoping comments we had suggested that all
viewpoints should be supported by montages and wire lines. We suggest
the need for montages at each viewpoint is revisited once the wire lines
have been set up. Additionally the number and location of viewpoints
may need to be revisited once the baseline is more fully established to
ensure all receptor types are covered in sufficient detail.
13.4 It is our understanding that a PEIR should not be seen as a draft ES,
it is an interim document which outlines the baseline and parameters for
the project and begins to outline assessment methods. Its purpose
includes giving consultees opportunity to influence the assessment
process early in the EIA. It may begin to identify likely significant effects
but is not required to do so. The Swansea Tidal Lagoon Project PEIR falls
within these criteria and has identified many landscape and visual
receptors, included a visual appraisal but not included any assessment of
effects, acknowledging that this will be undertaken in the next stage. As
the scheme develops assessment may change and therefore
identification of impacts at this stage could be premature. However the
PEIR does need to identify and outline all likely landscape and visual
receptors to ensure potential impacts are picked up through the EIA
process. Currently we are of the opinion that there are some areas of the
baseline which could be extended and subsequently included within the
appraisal process to ensure a fuller
analysis of the likely SLVIA impacts is undertaken:
a) Seascape and Landscape Character Areas are set out and their value
and sensitivity is included within the PEIR. A visual appraisal has been
carried out but no assessment of

Chapter 13 of the ES.

(i) This comment has been taken into
account and the appropriate level of
assessment undertaken and presented in
the ES.

All comments below have been taken into
account and in light of feedback on the
PEIR, further work has been undertaken to
inform the baseline which is reflected in
Chapter 13 of the ES .
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the impacts and whether those are considered to positive or negative has
been carried out. It is accepted that the PEIR should not generally include
this assessment stage.
b) Key views have been established and confirmed through consultation..
The geographical extent and coverage of receptor type appears
acceptable, however the methodology relies on these viewpoints alone
in establishing the likely effects on all receptors and does not intend to
include an overall assessment of each receptor type. Therefore we are
concerned that some receptor types could be under-represented, for
example views from surrounding settlements and transport routes which
have not been outlined within the baseline.
c) The Gower Peninsular AONB is described in the baseline, together with
other designated and non-designated landscapes. There are several
documents available which provide guidance for the design and
management of the AONB and development within it. These
documents should be used to inform the baseline and include but are not
necessarily
limited to:
- City and County of Swansea AONB Unit (2011) – Gower AONB Design
Guide
- City and County of Swansea AONB Unit (2006) – Gower Area of
Outstanding Natural
Beauty Management Plan
- City and County of Swansea (2010) -Lighting Scheme Guidance for
Gower Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Supplementary Planning
Guidance
d) The AONB and other designated and non-designated areas have been
included in the baseline but do not appear to be taken through to the
appraisal process. This needs to be rectified to allow an assessment of
the effects of the Project on the AONB and other areas. Given the
description of Viewpoints 5, 6 and 9 it is apparent that there will be visual
impacts on the AONB and these need to be clearly understood and their
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significance identified.
e) Additionally given the importance of the Gower AONB as a dark skies
area and the proposed lighting of the Project the assessment needs to
cover night time effects.
f) A brief review of Chapter 21: Terrestrial Archaeology has been
undertaken to review the potential visual impacts on the setting of
Cultural Heritage assets. The study area to assess all statutorily protected
historical structures has been set at 5km, which raises some
discrepancies with the 15km SLVIA study area. This had led to the
omission of an Area of Special Historic Interest and an area of
Outstanding Historic Interest which both lie 10 to 15km from the Project
site.

The study area has now been redefined in
Chapter 13 of the ES.

g) We recognise consultation has been undertaken with Gwent and
Glamorgan Archaeological Trust, and they are of the opinion that there
will be no impact from the Project on any historic landscapes. We accept
that impacts are unlikely to be significant but the two Historic Landscapes
both lie within the ZTV in part and we are therefore of the opinion that
they should be carried through to assessment. It remains unlikely that an
ASIDHOL will be required.
h) Landscapes Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest have been
mapped and included within the SLVIA baseline and should therefore be
carried through to assessment within that chapter. Other designated
historic assets (SAMs and Listed
Buildings) have been included within the Terrestrial Archaeology Chapter
and therefore appear to be limited to those within a 5km study area. We
would expect an assessment of impacts on the setting of all these assets
to be carried out and potentially all those within
15km and within the ZTV.

(h)This matter is addressed in Chapter 13
of the ES.
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i) We would be grateful for clarification on how the assessment of the
operational life of the project will dealt with in terms of the potential
changing visual, landscape and seascape character as the result of
changing coastal processes.

The impacts of the operational life of the
lagoon are set out in Chapter 13. Chapter 6
of the ES sets out the impacts of coastal
processes and includes mitigation
measures to minimise long term impacts
on the Bay.

j) As outlined above the PEIR does not assess likely impacts at this stage.
However the document has outlined the methodology and there is one
area of particular concern as the Approach and Methods section states
that ‘whilst a judgement is made on the significance of impacts, no
judgement is made on whether these impacts are positive or negative’ as
‘opinions on the merits or adverse impacts of a proposed development is
highly subjective’. Whilst we would agree that these assessments are at
times subjective it is the role of an experienced landscape architect to
use their professional judgement to give as reasonable and un-biased
opinion as possible. We acknowledge that the Tidal Lagoon Project is a
development that will be seen differently by various individuals and will
not be seen as a consistent positive or negative feature by all groups, but
a conclusion must be given as part of the assessment process. The
reasons for reaching an assessment conclusion should be set out clearly
and transparently to allow the process undertaken to be understood.
13.5 Chapter 4 of the PEIR sets out the extent and nature of the
developing project. It gives clear details of the main elements of the
seawall, turbines and their housing structure but at this stage in the EIA
process the full details of all elements are subject to a degree of
refinement and amendment. The facilities required for operation and
maintenance, emergency, boating recreation and visitors are more
conceptual and it is difficult to assess the impacts of these elements from
the information currently given. As buildings they will form some of the
more visible elements of the Project and further information will be
required to assess their impact, whether positive or negative. This is
particularly pertinent for the Visitor centre on the seawall which will be

The clarity of the reasoning behind
landscape judgements made have been
amended in Chapter 13 of the ES.

All comments have been taken into
account and further work has been
undertaken to amend the final ES in light of
feedback on the PEIR.
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seen in isolation within the seascape. Other built elements will be seen in
closer proximity to the existing built form of Swansea and its harbour and
will not, therefore, introduce new elements into the
landscape/townscape. Although the turbines and their housing are
largely contiguous with the seawall the associated gantries will be seen
as elements rising above the seawall. Current proposals suggest these
industrial features will be brightly coloured (yellow), this element should
be looked at and, as the PEIR suggests, alternative colours should be
considered. Further detail will need to be provided for this element of
the Project. The principal elements of the Project have been set out
within the PEIR however the detailed development of the Project does
not fully illustrate what measures will be included to ensure the
integration of the Project into its setting. Various elements will need to
be illustrated in more detail to allow an appropriate assessment of the
visual impacts of the Project. Specific items include but are not limited to:
 The design and materiality of the buildings
 The detail of the exposed sections of the seawall and turbine
housing
 The gantries
 The treatment of Queen’s Dock sea front and other areas

As a result of consultation the gantry
cranes will be housed within the turbine
housing.

These items have been incorporated as
part of the assessment.

Mitigation proposals have not yet been described, but the need for these
is acknowledged in the PEIR. It is suggested that these have some synergy
with the integration of the scheme into its setting and both elements
would benefit from further discussion with NRW.
The scheme includes provision for a roll on roll off ferry terminal as part
of the DCO application; the full implications of this major project could
have significant visual impacts with potential cumulative impacts.
Although the full scheme for the ferry terminal will not form part
of the DCO application the potential visual impacts of the completed
scheme should be considered as part of the EA for the Project to ensure
unacceptable enabling works are not put in place without the final

As a result of consultation TLSB has
withdrawn the provision of a Ro Ro
terminal as part of the Project.
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LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

outcome having been fully considered.
In terms of the methodology and scope of the report, White Consultant’s
conclude that:
• The SLVIA covers a large amount of ground but does not focus
sufficiently on what is important in Swansea Bay. There is undue
emphasis on land-based rather than seascape issues/receptors.
• Up to date guidance and emerging seascape assessment techniques
need to be taken on board. The assessment needs to consider the use of
smaller seascape character areas to complement its existing assessment.
• There are a few methodological issues which hopefully can be
Resolved

• The sensitivity for each seascape unit and landscape character area in
or adjacent to Swansea County Council’s area in the majority of cases
appears reasonable, however there are concerns in 4 instances of the
conclusions reached.
• Cumulative assessment should cover combined as well additional
effects.

The use of the piloted seascape
assessment carried out by Pembrokeshire
NPA was not considered appropriate to
incorporate within the assessment
methodology given that this study is still at
consultation stage and is yet to be
published and unlikely to be prior to the
submission of the ES. It therefore falls
outside of the scope of the SLVIA for the
Swansea Bay Tidal Lagoon project.
However, in acknowledging the request to
consider smaller seascape units, the larger
seascape units currently in the PEIR are
further sub-divided into smaller 'district'
sized units and have been agreed with
Simon White.

508.

These comments have been taken into
account and applied to the assessment
undertaken and presented in Chapter 13
where appropriate. The sensitivity
assessment has been reviewed and
amended where considered appropriate.

509.

Methodology amended to include
combined and additional effects (refer to
section 13.3).
Viewpoints should be amended to ensure the worst case situations are
addressed.
• Full size visualisations and figures are needed as soon as possible so

Viewpoints were amended to
accommodate those proposed by CCSCSimon White. All viewpoint locations
agreed with all statutory consultees.

510.
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comments can be made in good time before the final SLVIA.
• Night time effects need to be considered adequately.

Sample photomontages were presented in
the meeting on the 19th.
Night-time assessment agreed at NRW
meeting on the 01/03/13. It was recorded
that there would be no requirement for
night time photography as this information
can be adequately derived from the 3D fly
through model. In the meeting on the
19/09 all agreed that Swansea is not in
complete darkness, and although it would
be nice to thoroughly assess through nighttime photography it is sufficient to use
images from the model and the day-time
photomontages.

• A Ro Ro terminal on the western wall would be a potentially major
detractor.

As a result of consultation TLSB has
withdrawn the provision of a Ro Ro
terminal as part of the Project.

511.

• Reducing the extent that the development protrudes into Swansea Bay.

The size of the lagoon could not be
reduced as it would not be commercially
viable.
Design has been carefully considered in
relation to the port access channels, and
environmental impacts
Lighting was discussed in meeting, and will
be agreed MCA, Trinity House for
navigation purposes.

512.

• Making a more elegant shape of the lagoon

• Careful design of lighting and structures.

In at least visual terms this is considered to be a retrograde step and it is

A night time lighting strategy has been
provided as part of the application and
assessed as part of the EIA.
Effects on Mumble stretch is considered in

513.

514.

515.
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recommended therefore, as per the conclusions of the White Report,
that Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd be requested to reduce the extent
that the development protrudes into the Bay and to make the lagoon a
more elegant shape as per previous more rounded iterations.

Chapter 6 and 13 of the ES.

The report from White Consultant’s importantly recognises that
sedimentation patterns may be changed by the proposal and that it
would be of concern if mud deposited by the River Tawe or Neath
increases in proportion to sand on beaches, especially the beach along
the promenade at Swansea/Mumbles. It is considered that the loss of
sand to this stretch of the beach would have significant adverse impacts
on its present character and appearance of the Bay and the waterfront
aspirations of the Council.

Effects on Mumble stretch is considered in
Chapter 6 and 13 of the ES.

516.

.... If the western link is not delivered and the only access to the lagoon is
from the east, then this will have severe implications for connectivity,
public realm and would be a significant missed opportunity to connect
the City with the Bay Campus

TLSB proposes to provide the
infrastructure to support the operation of a
water shuttle that would provide the link
to Swansea City centre

517.

It is recommended therefore that Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd take
note of the concerns set out above and be requested to continue to liaise
with the City & County of Swansea on the public realm and design
evolution of the scheme.

These concerns were discussed and
addressed on the 19/09. Continued
engagement with Swansea City Council will
be undertaken.

518.

At this stage however, it is considered premature to come to any firm
conclusion in the absence of a completed SLVIA and a review of the same
by White Consultants on behalf of this Authority. It is recommended
however that Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd be advised that the City &
County of Swansea is rightly concerned about the potential seascape,
landscape and visual impact of the proposal and that appropriate
consideration should be given to findings and recommendations of the
report from White Consultants as part of the evolving Environmental
Statement.

This has been taken into account and a full
assessment is presented in Chapter 13 of
the ES and its appendices.

519.
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As detailed above, it is of significant concern in respect of seascape,
landscape and visual amenity that the remaining sand on Swansea Bay is
replaced with exposed clay and/or peat.
LAs

SB

SB

Neath Port
Talbot County
Borough
Council

Welsh
Government

St Modwen &

09/09/13

29/07/13

23/09/20

Coastal Processes results detailed in
Chapter 6 of the ES, and results will be
used to inform the assessment in Chapter
13, SLVIA.
TLSB welcomes the agreement of the
assessment approach.

520.

There is an error in Table 13.9, however, which refers to the southern
access road at Coed Darcy being operational. Construction on the SAR is
yet to be commenced, and the timeline for the delivery of this scheme
therefore needs to be confirmed with St Modwen, so that the cumulative
impact can be properly assessed.

This has been taken into account and
amended in Chapter 13 of the ES.

522.

It is also understood from subsequent meetings that the City and County
of Swansea will be commissioning a landscape and visual impact
assessment. Whilst this study will not cover all the areas identified in the
ZTV within NPTCBC, it will nonetheless include the immediate vicinity of
the site.

The response from CCSC has been used to
inform the overall assessment.

523.

Appendix G of Appendix 21.1 includes a basic Zone of Theoretical
Visibility study map. Cadw would wish to see photomontages developed
showing the proposed development superimposed on to existing views
from the scheduled monuments identified in the study before offering
detailed comment on the impact of the proposed development on the
setting of and views from these scheduled monuments.

This has been taken into account as part of
the assessment presented in Chapter 12 of
the ES.

524.

We would advise you to ensure any views received directly from Cadw or
the
Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historic Monuments of Wales are
taken into full account.

This has been taken into account as part of
the assessment presented in Chapter 12 of
the ES.

525.

Visual Impact

This has been taken into account and is a

526.

The viewpoints have already been discussed and agreed by NPTCBC, and
the methodology for assessing the landscape and seascape impact
appears to be sufficient.

521.
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NSB

Swansea
University

13

Swansea
Environmental
Forum

30/08/13

With a contained area of over 13 Km2 and a height of 8m at mean tide
the Project will dramatically and negatively impact the appearance of
Swansea Bay and will be highly visible including from the University’s
new campus which will be located on high ground overlooking Swansea
Bay.
Despite models, we think that the public has not yet appreciated the
scale and visual impact of the lagoon. We think it would be sensible to
provide more information on this, showing what the structure would look
like at low tide. The 18M high wall at low tide is not clearly demonstrated
by current models. We feel this may lead to negative feelings once it is
built if not sufficiently covered

recognised impact of the Project.

Photomontages of how the lagoon would
look in the existing environment at both
high and low tide have been provided as
part of the SLVIA. Furthermore, TLSB has
an interactive tidal model available on their
website that shows the lagoon at various
tidal heights and times of day.

527.

14. Navigation and Marine Transport Assessment (Chapter 14 of the ES)

LAs

Consultee

Date

Consultee response

CCSC

05/08/13

As explained above, the proposed lagoon is situated between the
approach channels of the River Neath and the River Tawe. As Members
will be aware, the approach channel to the River Tawe leads to the Port
of Swansea and Swansea Marina. Should the planning permission for the
change of use of the Prince of Wales Dock to commercial marina be
implemented the channel would lead to this provision [as a result of the
change of use] also.
Swansea’s Marina Manager has been consulted on this issue and has
raised the following concerns:
-There seems to be a good chance of large waves / surf developing along
the western lagoon wall during certain tide / wind conditions. This wall is
immediately adjacent to the dredged entrance channel and could
possibly cause difficulties for craft trying to navigate into Swansea.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
This has been taken into account in the
design of the scheme.

Full assessment of the change in waves in
the Bay as a result of the Project is
presented in Chapter 6, Coastal Processes
of the ES. These results have been used to
inform the Navigation Assessment Chapter
and assess the effects on craft.

528.

529.
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-If a vessel was to lose power on the way in or out of Swansea, the
prevailing wind would tend to push them into the western lagoon
wall. With the bay in its current configuration, a boat owner would have
sufficient time to take action to prevent grounding or avoid a
collision. The western lagoon wall is immediately adjacent to the
dredged approach channel, leaving little time for a boat owner to react in
the event of a failure.

The following points are considered and
discussed in Chapter 14, Navigation and
marine transport assessment.

-There will be a reduction in useable space on eastern side of the
dredged channel. All craft approaching Swansea from the east will be
forced into using the dredged approach channel. The entrance to
Swansea is shared between large commercial and pleasure craft. Whilst
the rules of the sea should prevent issues, the number of near misses in
terms of interaction between pleasure craft and large commercial vessels
may increase.
- Would the suction / discharge effect of the turbines be sufficient to
cause difficulties for small craft?
- There will be a reduction in useable space on eastern side of the
dredged channel. All craft approaching Swansea from the east will be
forced into using the dredged approach channel. The entrance to
Swansea is shared between large commercial and pleasure craft. Whilst
the rules of the sea should prevent issues, the number of near misses in
terms of interaction between pleasure craft and large commercial vessels
may increase.
-A structure of this nature will undoubtedly alter the regime of the River
Tawe Estuary Channel estuary and may lead to increased siltation. It is
questioned whether this has been fully considered and who will bear
costs if regular dredging becomes necessary?
-.Reflected waves from the lagoon walls could be a problem and spoil
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what is currently a very safe and easy approach even during storm
conditions. This will be a real concern to marina operators in terms of
their future success [successful operation of the marina?].
SB

Associated
British Ports
(ABP)

05/08/13

Approval of Plans
ABP require the right to approve the plans for all permanent and
temporary works, including the laying or interference with services and
drainage, both in tidal waters and on ABP’s land and for any other
operations connected with the Scheme such as dredging, such approval
to be subject to appropriate provisions for the determination of disputes
as to the giving of such approval.

Construction planning is dealt with
elsewhere within the ES (Chapter 4 Project
Description). It is also noted that close
consultation with both harbour authorities
is already well established and will remain
throughout the
consent/construction/operational phases
of the development.

530.

The draft DCO proposes protective
provisions to benefit ABP.

Inspection of works
Rights are required to inspect the works comprising the Scheme to
ensure compliance with the approved plans and that the state of repair
of the works does not cause any nuisance to ABP’s operations.

See response to comment 528.

531.

Removal of the works
ABP must approve the arrangements for the removal or retention,
making safe and management of the works following the works ceasing
to be used for power generation.

See response to comments 526 and 527.

532.

Siltation and erosion
Protection for ABP’s undertaking against the effects of erosion or
siltation, as a result of the construction of the Scheme, and the ability to
require the developer to remove any siltation and to repair or carry out
protective works in the event of erosion taking place.

See response to comments 526 and 527.

533.
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Marking of tidal works
ABP require the right to require or approve measures to mark the
works for navigational purposes; in particular the placing of lights and
buoys and compliance by the developer with any requirements of
Trinity House in that regard.

The responsibility of both port authorities
as Local Lighthouse Authorities is
recognised and consultation with them,
along with the General Lighthouse
Authority (Trinity House Lighthouse
Service) will take place regarding the
marking and lighting of the development.
See response to comments above.

534.

Harbour Authority and Management of the Impoundment
No arrangements to be implemented for the alteration of the jurisdiction
of ABP as Harbour Authority or for the management of the impounded
lagoon, including the making of byelaws without the approval of ABP.

This has been taken into account and
suitable arrangements are proposed with
the Project.

536.

Indemnity
The developers shall indemnify ABP in respect of any damage and
consequential losses to ABPs property and undertaking due to the
construction and/or operation of the work including but not limited to
any water table rises, effect on structures, services and potential
pollution pathways.

The appropriate protections of the
interests of ABP will be included in
Schedule 8 of the DCO.

537.

Effect on ABP’s land interests
As noted, ASP Is not, in principle opposed to the development of the
Scheme, subject to the protective provisions referred to above being
agreed.
Accordingly ABP ¡s prepared to enter into voluntary negotiations with the
promoters of the Scheme for the grant of appropriate rights for the
construction and maintenance of the lagoon on ABP land and for the
placing

See response to comment above.

538.

Entrance to the Port
Such works or measures (for example the provision of breasting dolphins)
as ABP may consider necessary for the purpose of the protecting the
entrances to the Ports of Swansea and Port Talbot and vessels navigating
into and out of the port entrances.

535.

203

on such land of ancillary structures and works including operational
buildings, substations, roads, services including electricity export cables
and visitor facilities.
In view of ABPs willingness to negotiate with the developers on open
market
terms such rights as may properly be required for the Scheme, ABP do
not
consider that there is a compelling case in the public interest for any ASP
land
to be acquired compulsorily and ABP would object to the inclusion of any
such provision in a Development Consent Order.

SB

Welsh
Government

29/07/13

In order to facilitate negotiations of the rights required your agents are
invited to contact Keri Britten to arrange a meeting with ABPs property
managers and solicitors in order that information regarding ABPS
property interests can be provided.
Figure 14.1 of the Non-Technical Summary shows the lagoon area falling
within the Harbour limits of Swansea Port and Port of Neath. Local
Harbour Authorities are responsible for ensuring their harbour area is fit
for use. If works have the potential to impact on Port operations they
may need to review their Port Marine Safety Code risk assessments.
We note you have had a number of meetings with the two harbour
authorities, as well as other key maritime stakeholders (including local
RNLI/MCAITI-l). We welcome your engagement with these bodies and
recommend on-going dialogue to ensure all issues regarding navigational
safety and interference with other sea users is satisfactorily addressed.
We would expect the Environmental Statement (ES) for both the
Development Consent Order (DCO) and the Marine Licence to cover
navigation in detail and clearly propose mitigation measures, if required.
To reiterate a point from our scoping opinion, the ES should include
details of the design capacity for repairs and maintenance should the
lagoon be damaged by passing shipping.

This has been taken into account as part of
the assessment presented in Chapter 14 of
the ES.

539.

The mitigation measures, both those
proposed and those already integrated into
the development’s plan are identified
within the formal safety assessment of the
NRA (appendix 14.1 to ES Chapter 14) and
in Chapter 23 of the ES.

540.

These details are contained within ES
Chapter 4 (Project Description).

541.
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Figure 14.1 also shows the Swansea Bay outer disposal site near the
lagoon.
We consider operations relating to the disposal of dredging material
should be assessed in the ES, if it is not already covered, possibly within
the cumulative impacts section.
We noted in the Non-Technical Summary a proposal for a Roll on Roll off
(RORO) ferry terminal on the lagoon? If this is being considered as an
option, it should be fully assessed within the ES. We assume the lagoon
structure will be stable enough to take the weight of vehicles coming on
and off ferries?
We would expect to see a contingency/emergency plan form part of the
ES to address what will happen in the event of any emergency/collision
arising as a result of the project.

SB

St Modwen &
Swansea
University

23/09/20
13

Navigation channels
The lagoon will provide some defence to the existing shoreline but will
strongly alter the wave climate on the shore in the north eastern part of
Swansea Bay. Wave reflections from the lagoon wall are likely to
adversely affect the port navigation channels on each side.
The Ports of Neath and Swansea could be adversely affected by the new
sediment regime and this could result in the need for additional dredging
with the possibility of a severe impact on the main shipping channels.
None of this analysis is currently available.

Both the spoil grounds and dredger traffic
is assessed within the NRA.

542.

The RO/RO ferry terminal is no longer part
of the Project.

543.

Production of an Emergency Response Cooperation Plan (ERCoP) for the
construction and operational phases of the
development is a commitment noted
within the ES. This is required by the
Maritime and Coastguard Agency. However
it is usually produced after consent is
granted and before construction begins.
This allows for design freeze and
technology selection to be completed first,
so the ERCoP is correct. Otherwise it is
based on an envelope of options, which is
far less specific and therefore less
accurate.
Possible impacts of wave reflection have
been addressed, and found to be minor
adverse given the energy absorbing wsll
design. This is discussed in Section 14.8 of
chapter 14.

544.

545.
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NSB

Monkstone
cruising & sailing
club

03/10/13

The Club notes with some concern the proposal to erect a tidal lagoon
within Swansea Bay and fears that the proposals will severely impact
upon the ability of the users of the marina to negotiate these tidal waters
safely and commodiously.
The Club’s greatest concern relates to safety issues arising from the
construction of the proposed lagoon wall not only during the
construction process but also when the facility is completed.
The members fear that the new walling built to contain the lagoon would
have the effect of creating an increase in the velocity of waves with
possibly catastrophic effects on the leisure sailing activity of the
members in their relatively small craft.
The Club is also concerned about the impact of the lagoon in terms of the
silting of the navigable channels. There will inevitably be greater silt
deposits as a consequence of the new structure and these will impact on
the safe navigation of crafts from the marina and through Swansea Bay.

If the lagoon project goes ahead and the impact is as feared by the Club
then the lagoon will threaten the very feasibility of the Club itself such
that there would be a danger of losing members. Losing members would
in turn lead to the Club ceasing to be viable.

NSB

Swansea Bay
Port Health
Authority

02/08/13

Monkstone Sailing & Cruising Club seeks reassurances that the above
fears are taken into account and that if they are to be refuted it must be
by proper evidence based analysis specifically referable to Swansea Bay
and not be broad generality.
So far as this Authority is particularly concerned, such data required
would include the possible effects upon shellfish harvest beds in Swansea
Bay - silting of the beds and effect upon the sewage outfall; and
mitigating potential loss of power to ships navigating the dredged
channel entrance to the River Neath.

Navigational safety for cruising and sailing
vessels is assessed within Chapter 14.

546.

The lagoon wall has specifically been
designed to absorb the energy from the
waves, not to reflect them. Further
information in relations to waves and
navigational safety are assessed in chapter
14.

547.

Siltation is discussed in chapter 6 of the ES.
However TLSB will undertake required
dredging works for the maintenance of the
navigational channels as a direct result of
siltation caused by the lagoon.
All possible impact upon navigation have
been assessed and proposed mitigation
and effects are detailed in Chapter 14.

This has been taken into account and
amendments made to Chapter 14 of the
ES.

548.

549.

The EIA has looked to address all of these
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At this time, I can therefore only submit comments to the PEIR in my
professional capacity and such comments cannot be attributed to the
Authority.
A small point - references in my copy of the PEIR contents page reference
the text incorrectly as follows:
3.5.2 should read 'Single (ebb tide) or Dual Generation (ebb and flood
tide'
3.5.3 should read 'Size & Number of turbines'
3.6 should read 'Sluice Gates'
3.6.1 'Number of Sluice Gates' should be included in the contents
3.6.2 'Type of Sluice Gates' should be included in the contents
3.6.3 'Size of Sluice Gates' should be included in the contents
3.6 in the contents should read 3.7
3.7 in the contents should read 3.8
3.8 in the contents should read 3.9
A further response was receveived from Swansea Bay Port Health
Authority on the 30/10/13. This was outside of the formal consultation
period but nevertheless has been taken into account by TLSB.

issues which will be presented within the
Environmental Statement.

1. Members of this Authority are impressed with the proposed tidal
lagoon proposal and are generally supportive of the project which will
provide renewable energy; create additional habitats, local employment
prospects and recreational facilities; and add value to the student & pupil
experience at Swansea University and local schools respectively.

TLSB welcomes the support for the Project.

2. The final Environmental Impact Assessment is awaited. Members
wish to see assurance in that document regarding protection of water
quality; and mitigation of potential silting to the shellfish beds within the
Bay. Members noted that options dealing with the WwTw outfall remain
- either extending the outfall beyond the lagoon, or retaining the current
outfall position with additional UV treatment of the discharge. Members
do not support the first option and suspect that future breakdown in the
discharge treatment could give rise to mass pollution within the lagoon

Assessment of water quality and provisions
for the maintenance of quality is discussed
within Chapter 7 of the ES.

550.

At present both options are being
considered within the ES with the final
option being taken forward in consultation
with Welsh Water.
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area. Your presentations indicated that the second option would be
more expensive. Given the immense project costs, Members would urge
that the outfall is taken outside the enclosed waters.
SB

The Bristol Port
Company

31/07/13

TBPC is a Competent and Statutory Harbour Authority for around
160km2 of the Severn Estuary. Our principal interest with respect to the
proposed development, therefore, relates to possible impacts on
navigation within and adjacent to our harbour area.

The interests of TBPC have been taken into
account as part of the EIA and the
assessment presented in Chapter 14 of the
ES. TLSB welcomes the support for the
Project.

551.

The RYA has already taken part in the Swansea Bay Tidal Lagoon Hazard
Workshop held on Tuesday 30th April 2013 and made a number of
comments to Anatec Ltd in respect of the resultant Hazard Log. Broadly
we are content with the mitigation measures suggested in the hazard log,
many of which have been taken on board from discussions at the
workshop. We would still however be keen to see more information
about a few of the risk reduction measures suggested in the log. These
are:

TLSB welcomes the agreement of the
assessment approach.

552.

•
“Detailed modelling will be undertaken to determine the
potential for siltation in the lagoon and in navigation channels” – with
respect to affecting water depth inside and outside the lagoon. This may
well have an impact on the viability of recreational sailing within the
lagoon.
•
“Further understanding of currents at different depths” – with
respect to people/vessels drifting towards turbines.

Detailed modelling has been undertaken
and results are presented in Chapter 6
(coastal processes)

TBPC is also a keen supporter of renewable energy and sustainable tidal
power projects which create long-term economic benefit whilst
minimising impacts on the marine environment
(http://www.sustainablesevern.co.uk/). We therefore welcome this
proposal to create 400 GW of green energy a year and appreciate the
open and thorough consultation process undertaken by TLSB for this
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project.
NSB

Royal Yachting
Association
(RYA)

15/07/13

Mitigation in relation to wave reflection
has been considered in the design of the
lagoon wall, and in/out-flow velocities
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•
“Additional modelling (fully validated model with local tides)” –
with respect to wave reflection from the lagoon seawall affecting vessel
navigation from the River Neath and River Tawe during certain weather
conditions

The lagoon design which has been selected
(J3) has been developed with appropriate
safety considerations in mind with an
anticipated exclusion zone in the region of
300-500m in the vicinity of the turbines
which is applicable in all design options as
displayed in table 3.1.

553.

Operational safety zones around the turbine housing were also
mentioned for the first time at the hazard workshop, and if the proposed
400m operational safety zone on both sides of the turbine housing is
progressed with the new in line design, then this will force boats
navigating from the River Neath to the River Tawe (or vice versa) to take
an unnatural path should they choose to skirt the edge of the lagoon wall
(see red line on images below).

A safety exclusion zone of 300-500m will
be in place inside and outside of the lagoon
around the turbine housing, which is not
expected to cause unnatural vessel
movements not incorporated into works
associated with the lagoon construction.

554.

The overlapping wall in option D created a natural enclosure of the
turbine housing, thus negating the need for a “marked exclusion area
around turbines (with wire/buoy system)” as detailed in the hazard log.

Lagoon design D has been proven unviable,
the turbine house ‘lip’ has no engineering
benefits and TLSB considers that navigation
benefits of the ‘lip’ can be secured via
other means
A full assessment of possible impacts to
small vessels has been undertaken and
presented in Chapter 14.

555.

With respect to the latest change in the design of the lagoon boundary,
the RYA has a preference for the layout option D shown in the PEIR at
table 3.1 which has an overlap in the lagoon wall, with the turbine
housing sited in between. The hazard workshop was the first time we had
seen the new layout, with the turbines sited in line with the wall, and we
believe that the turbine housing selected in option J3 is less safe that
option D.

NSB

Swansea
Environmental
Forum

30/08/13

from the turbine housing have been
modelled (see chapter 14 of the ES). A
safety exclusion zone of 300-500m will be
in place inside and outside of the lagoon
around the turbine housing

We feel that there is a danger that the lagoon will change the navigability
for small vessels into the River Tawe. We feel there is a strong possibility
that the prevailing surf, tide and wind conditions may cause navigational
difficulties. If a vessel breaks down while approaching the River Tawe it

556.
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could drift towards the walls of the lagoon and end up with damage to
the vessel. We also feel that there will be a reduction in the ability to
approach from the eastern side of the channel and this could lead to
conflict of access from commercial and private vessels. Therefore, we
feel the EIA needs to address such issues.
SB

Trinity House

02/08/13

Trinity House is the General Lighthouse Authority for England and
Wales. Our concern is that the potential impact of the development on
marine navigation, of all types, including commercial and leisure users, is
taken into account as the project develops, and that the marine
navigational marking requirements are fully addressed.

TLSB has continued to engage with the
affected navigation authorities.

557.

Dredging works that will be undertaken as
part of the development are detailed in
Chapter 4 ( Project Description)

558.

We note the Preliminary Environmental Information Report provided and
look forward to agreeing the necessary marine navigation marking
requirements for the entire project life in due course. In the first
instance, you may find it beneficial to discuss this matter with both
Associated British Port South Wales and Neath Port Authority, before
submitting any risk mitigation plans to us.
NSB

15.

LAs

Mumbles Yacht
Club (MYC)

Entry to Neath and Swansea Rivers will be extremely challenging,
particularly under sail, due to the proximity of the wall with the channel.
Would like more information on the dredging of the Neath Channel –
since BP left this hasn’t taken place.

Onshore Transport Assessment (Chapter 15 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
CCSC

05/08/13

The proposed use is intended to be of both functional and recreational
benefit to the local and wider community. The PEIR estimates that
70,000-100,000 people will visit the lagoon per annum with potentially
3,000 to 5,000 visitors attending individual events.
(This is not broken down into travel modes and it would be helpful that

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
A breakdown of the visitor modal split is
included Chapter 15 of the ES.

559.
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the final Environmental Statement estimates those who would
walk/cycle (obviously this is predicated on the delivery of the western
link) and those that would arrive by vehicle. It would also be helpful to
indicate the level of incidental use of the public realm such as students
moving between the Bay Campus and the city centre, or users of the new
beach/ park areas.)
It is the view of the Head of Transportation and Engineering Services that
the proposal has the potential to have a moderate impact on the local
highway network despite the fact that from an operational viewpoint the
main impact will be outside of the traditional peak hours.

The transport chapter of the ES includes an
assessment of impacts on the local
highway network based on IEMA and DfT
criteria, for construction phase,
operational phase and major event traffic.
A breakdown of the visitor modal split is
included in the transport chapter of the ES.

560.

As the access/egress to the site is still undecided at this point then
detailed comments cannot be made, suffice to say that a full transport
assessment will be required to accompany the application complete with
full testing at a number of key junctions.

An assessment of the origin of visitors is
included in the transport chapter.

562.

The Head of Transportation and Engineering Services has confirmed that
the following measures should form part of the DCO application:

1. We propose to submit a draft travel plan
as part of the DCO application, which we
would seek to agree with the LPA in
advance of submitting the application and

563.

As the main thrust of the transport will be utilizing Fabian Way there will
be a requirement for a financial contribution towards the Fabian Way
Corridor study proposed works. The level of this contribution will be
dependent on the car trips on Fabian Way so the modal split of
cars/cycles/pedestrian/public transport will be critical to this calculation.
It is the view of the Head of Transportation and Engineering Services that
currently the site is not particularly sustainable so a review of the origin
of the visitor numbers is likely to be required in order to determine their
likely transport mode and hence provide suitable facilities, particularly in
view of the fact that a major sporting event may attract visitor numbers
of between 3,000 and 5,000.

1.

A construction travel plan and methodology of how the site will

561.
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operate in terms of access, compound, parking provision (staff), parking
(construction vehicles/deliveries) and public transport access.

2.
An operational travel plan and methodology of how the site will
operate in terms of access for all, parking provision (cycle and car), coach
provision (including turning facility), deliveries and possible bus stop layby,

3.
An operational travel plan and methodology of how the site will
operate for major sporting events in terms of access for all, parking
provision (cycle and car), coach provision (including turning facility),
deliveries, possible bus stop lay-by and diverting of public transport
routes to increase frequency to the site.

4.
Modal split of methods of transport to the site to be agreed with
the Local Planning Authority.

5.

A review of the public transport provision in accordance with

develop with the LPA as part of the
discharge of Requirements and prior to
commencement of works. A draft
framework for this was sent to CCSC on
15/09/2013.
2. We propose to submit a framework for
this plan as part of the DCO which we
would seek to agree with the Local
Planning Authority in advance of
submitting the application and would form
the basis for approval of measures on an
event-by-event basis. We propose to refer
to the large event management plan to
record the framework for our mitigation
that we anticipate would be deployed to
demonstrate that such events could be
appropriately managed in liaison with the
Local Planning Authority.
3 and 4. This requirement is assumed to
refer to construction and operational
phase modal split and, as such, we propose
to provide this information as part of
Chapter 15 of the ES. We aim for these
modal splits to be agreed with the Local
Planning Authority prior to submission of
the DCO.
5. We have a comprehensive baseline that
records the extent of public transport
services in the area. The proposed travel
plan frameworks (ref item 1 and 2 above)
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details to be submitted for approval, including upgrades (at the
developers expense) if the services are found lacking for the anticipated
visitor numbers which are expected to arrive by public transport (refer
back to the modal split of methods of transport).

6.
Junction testing of the major junctions along the Fabian Way
Corridor in accordance with details to be agreed with the Local Planning
Authority.

7.
Roundabout testing of any roundabouts affected by the project, at
any phase of the project.

8.
Details of the financial contribution required towards the Fabian
Way Corridor study to be agreed with the Local Planning Authority.

9.

Cycle parking provision.

10.

Car parking.

will outline the approach to the
consideration of additional services based
on demand profile. We anticipate exploring
the potential to develop a joint operational
travel plan with Swansea University.

6 and 7. Junction testing will be included in
Chapter 16 Onshore Transport of the ES, as
agreed with CCSC Highways.
Refer to item 6 above.
8. TLSB considers that the impact of the
scheme will be minimal and therefore a
contribution to the study will not be
appropriate.
9. The masterplan submitted as part of the
DCO illustrates the extent of provision
including proposed cycleways based on
anticipated demand.
10. The masterplan submitted as part of
the DCO illustrates the extent of provision
based on anticipated demand.
11. The masterplan submitted as part of
the DCO will illustrates the extent of
provision based on anticipated demand
and turning/circulation requirements.
12. Any on-site provision is illustrated in
the masterplan submitted as part of the
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DCO based on anticipated demand.

LAs

Neath Port
Talbot County
Borough
Council

09/09/13

11.

Coach parking/turning.

12.

Bus lay-by for services diverted through the site.

13. Pedestrian access routes including enhancement
(resurfacing/lighting etc) where necessary.
At 4.3.10 Highways Infrastructure, six potential access points have been
identified, both for construction and operational purposes. At a
subsequent meeting of 25/7/13 TLSB clarified the position in relation to
each of these access points. It was confirmed that access point 1
(Swansea river crossing / city centre) would be primarily for pedestrians
and cyclists, and the main route for construction would be via access
points 3 & 4 (Eastern port access / Baldwins Bridge) and the operational
traffic via access point 3 (current port access). It is not anticipated that
either access points 5 or 6, which will serve the new Swansea University
Campus, will be utilised other than for large / special events.
Since this position was established, ABP have notified the Authority of
their intention to utilise access point 4 (Baldwins Bridge) as the main
access for port traffic, which in itself is problematic in highway safety
terms due to the substandard entry and exit onto Fabian Way. As a
consequence, the use of access point 4 for construction or operation
purposes would not be supported
Additionally, it is considered that the use of junctions 6 would not be
appropriate given that this is intended for limited use for the University

13. The masterplan to be submitted as part
of the DCO will illustrate the extent of
pedestrian access provision and any
lighting requirements

Access for construction and operational
traffic will be via Junction 3 (Park & Ride
junction). It is envisaged that access point 6
will be used for occasional O&M vehicle
access only.
Pedestrian access will also be via Junction
3. There will be no direct pedestrian/cycle
access via Junction 1. A water taxi will be
provided across the Tawe river between
Swansea Marina and the western landfall.

564.

See comment 562.

565.

It is envisaged that access point 6 will be
used for occasional O&M vehicle access

566.
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Campus. In terms of the use of junction 5, TLSB should be mindful that
the S106 Agreement relating to the University Campus imposes
obligations associated with the movement of traffic with an overall
intention to reduce volume. As such, it may not be possible to use this
access without increasing the volume of traffic such that the S106
obligations in respect of traffic movement are then triggered. Discussions
should therefore be had with the landowner and if there is capacity from
which TLSB can benefit, this should be assessed in the Transport
Assessment. Options could also be explored for park and ride options for
dealing with large volumes of traffic during events.

only.
We propose to submit a framework Travel
Plan for major events as part of the DCO
which we would seek to agree with the LPA
in advance of submitting the application
and would form the basis for approval of
measures on an event-by-event basis. We
propose to refer to the large event
management plan to record the framework
for our mitigation that we anticipate would
be deployed to demonstrate that such
events could be appropriately managed in
liaison with the
LPA.

In terms of the transport assessment, whilst the assessment
methodology is considered to be acceptable, the following additional
components need to be included:
 Details of traffic and construction staff to and from the site, including
proposed site accesses, volumes of traffic and type, and time lines.
 An assessment of all junctions on Fabian Way from and including
junction 42 of the M4 Motorway to and including Baldwin’s Bridge,
and should take into consideration day to day traffic both
operational and visitor and all special events. The assessment shall
contain an opening year and a design year of 15 years.
 A car parking strategy should also be included and assessed in terms
of its impact.

567.

The transport chapter of the ES includes an
assessment of impacts on the local
highway network for construction phase,
operational phase and major event traffic.
The scope of the junction capacity testing
required has been agreed with CCSC and
NPTCBC.

The masterplan submitted as part of the
DCO application illustrates the extent of
provision based on anticipated demand.
In terms of the onshore transport assessment, reference should also be A draft travel plan has been submitted as
made to a construction method statement which should detail:
part of the Application, which TLSB seeks
to agree with the LPA in advance of

568.
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NSB

Network Rail

02/08/13

The parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors
Loading and unloading of plant and materials
The route to be taken by delivery and Heavy Goods Vehicles to and
from the site
Storage of plant and materials used in constructing the
development
The erection and maintenance of security hoarding including
decorative displays and facilities for public viewing, where
appropriate
Wheel washing facilities
Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during
construction
A scheme for recycling/disposing of waste resulting from demolition
and construction works

submitting the application and develop
with the LPA as part of the discharge of
Requirements and prior to commencement
of works. A draft framework for this was
sent 15/09/2013.
Impacts from construction will also be
mitigated through the provisions of the
CEMP submitted with the Application.

The masterplan submitted as part of the
The submission should also maximise opportunities for cycling and Application illustrates the extent of
pedestrian routes connected to the existing cycling and pedestrian provision including proposed
routes.
footway/cycleways.

569.

Finally, a contribution may be sought regarding the Fabian Way Strategy,
which should be based on information contained with any submitted
transport assessment. The Authority would welcome discussions in
respect of this matter.

The report outlines an agreed method for
assessing contributions and we anticipate
that heads of terms for the S106 would be
developed with the LPAs moving forward.

570.

We would have serious reservations if during the construction or
operation of the site, abnormal loads will use routes that include
Network Rail assets (e.g. Level Crossings, Bridges etc). Network Rail
would request that contact is made with our Asset Protection Engineers
email AssetProtectionWales@networkrail.co.uk to confirm if any
proposed route is viable and to agree a strategy to protect our asset(s)
from any potential damage caused by abnormal loads. I would also

No impediment to Network Rail operations
or interference with assets has been
identified.

571.
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advise that where any damage, injury or delay to the rail network is
caused by abnormal load (related to the application site), the applicant or
developer will incur full liability.

SB

Abertawe Bro
Morgannwg
University
Health Board
(&) Public
Health England

Any proposal that includes as part of the remit the installation of cables
under or over the railway to facilitate any works on site or any methods
of electricity transmissions across Network Rail’s land would be objected
to pending negotiation/consents/agreements with our National Business
Team.

No impediment to Network Rail operations
or interference with assets has been
identified.

572.

20/08/13

The proposed development will involve approximately 3000 construction
workers with their associated vehicle movements as well as a significant
amount of other construction traffic. The Health Board requests a copy of
the detailed traffic assessments and clarification on how this will impact
on the road traffic network and local air quality.

It is envisaged that up to 1850 construction
staff will be employed on site during the
peak construction period. The transport
chapter of the ES will include an
assessment of impacts of construction
phase traffic. Traffic impacts will also be
considered in the air quality chapter of the
ES.

573.

01/11/13

We have consulted our technical advisors within Public Health Wales as
well as PHE CRCE — Wales, and our comments are based on the
information contained within the application documentation.

574.

We note that the Preliminary Environmental Impact Assessment (PEIR)
now contains additional documentation relating to the Habitats
Regulation Assessment and Water Framework Directive. We have
previously provided comments at the scoping phase and initial section 42
public consultation phase of this project. These responses identify the
matters and issues which should be addressed in the documentation
which will be submitted with the application for a Development Consent
Order (DCO).
We would also stress that the Health Board considers it good practice to
include a section within the Environmental Impact Assessment
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summarising the potential impacts on public health which may be caused
by a development.
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In matters relating to air quality, ground contamination and any potential
impacts on controlled waters you are advised to liaise with Natural
Resources Wales and the Local Authority prior to making your application
for a DCQ.
We would advise that landward effects of the project should be assessed
in the
ES. In particular, effects on local road networks in the area as a result of
visitors/events etc...

The transport chapter of the ES will include
an assessment of impacts on the local
highway network for construction phase,
operational phase and major event traffic.
The scope of the junction capacity testing
required has been agreed with CCSC and
NPTCBC, and includes weekends.

575.

Any proposed changes to the trunk road network must be discussed and
agreed with the Welsh Government, not the Welsh Office.

This has been amended in the ES.

576.

Operation
Several operational issues have not been taken into consideration and/
or commented on. There are a number of considerations here including:
(i) The need for additional access routes over third party land, and
environmentally sensitive sites, for example over the Crymlyn Burrows
SSSI.
(ii) The proposal is relation to the electricity transmission route is
rudimentary, illustrated on a simple plan, without detailed analysis of the
impediments to that route, including the use of third party ducts.
(iii) How the Project will be protected in storm conditions
We are keen to encourage and promote cycling and walking, however in
your models there do not appear to be barriers or fencing present. Given
our local experience within the Swansea marina where there have been a
number of injuries and even deaths when people have fallen into the
water where fences are not in place, we recommend fencing to provide

Further information has been incorporated
in the ES to address these points.
Furthermore, negotiations with St Modwen
and Swansea University are ongoing.

577.

Relevant health and safety procedures will
be followed in respect to design and
masterplanning.

578.

Traffic flow data should be extended to include weekends as well as
weekdays and peak tourist months, specifically August.

SB

St Modwen &
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University

23/09/20
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30/08/13
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safer access to the lagoon’s walkways.
We welcome the reopening of the dock roads to the public and feel this
may alleviate congestion on Fabian Way. We also support the use of
boats in transporting building materials and we would also suggest
considering reopening of the dock’s railway for some transportation thus
reducing congestion even further.

16.

SB

TLSB welcomes the support for this
element of the Project.

Air Quality Assessment (Chapter 16 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
NRW Advisory

05/08/13

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
16.1 Paragraph 16.2.4.5: Please delete reference to Corus Steel works
All comments duly noted
and replace with TATA Steel works.
16.1 This has been amended in the ES.
16. 2 Paragraph 16.5.7.3: Construction vehicle emissions are to be
16.2 This is discussed in the CEMP
minimised through 3 possible mitigation techniques. This could be better 16.3 This is discussed in the CEMP
managed through other techniques e.g. electric
16.4 The assessment takes into account
equipment/vehicles/plant/operational timings.
baseline air quality and the changes
16.3 Paragraph 16.5.7.4: Best practice measures will also include
associated
with
the
proposed
proactive site selection for material stockpiles and crushing activities to
development
minimise implications for air quality.
16.5 The dispersion modelling has taken this
16.4 There needs to be consideration of the “in combination impacts” of
into account - 1 yr of hourly sequential
various proposed activities coupled with the existing Port activities.
met
data
and
background
16.5 There needs to be consideration of implications air
concentrations have been used in the
quality/movement associated with the localised wind directions and
assessment to predict the change in
possible adverse impacts upon AQMAs in area - Hafod and
concentration associated with road
Margam.
traffic on Fabian Way for both the
construction and operational phases –
at worst, small to imperceptible
219

16.6 Overall we consider that air quality can be addressed through a
competent and thorough operational management scheme & associated
techniques. NRW will work with and assist the applicants to develop and
evolve efficient systems/operational management schemes to
safeguard/improve air quality.
16.7 A fundamental and underlying theme throughout the chapter is the
assumption that because the proposed development lies outside the Port
Talbot AQMA the issue of air quality is neither important nor relevant.
This is incorrect as our concerns relate to the receptors within the AQMA
and whether the proposed development will have an adverse impact
upon the air quality levels at the receptor points/AQMA. For example
paragraph 16.3.5.1 refers to the project being a “sufficient distance from
receptors”. A similar assertion is made in paragraph 16.4.1.2, in the
context of project traffic not passing through the AQMA areas.
NRW wish to reiterate that it cannot be assumed because a project does
not lie within AQMA area that its effects are irrelevant. Clearly if this was
the case the effects of the TATA steelworks upon the Port Talbot would
not be considered –which is not the case
16.8 Paragraph: 16.3.2.3: Please be advised that there are statutory limits
for PM 10s.

impacts were predicted, which is
overall considered to be negligible. As
Fabian Way will experience a greater
change in traffic flow compared to the
roads within the AQMAs (due to its
proximity to the site), the change in
concentration at receptors on Fabian
Way can be considered to represent a
very
conservative
change
in
concentration within the AQMAs. The
same changes in concentration within
the AQMAs would not be considered
significant.
This measure is included in the CEMP

Emissions from construction plants and
vessels have been assessed and scoped out
of the assessment due to the magnitude
and location of the sources. Road transport
emissions have been modelled using a
detailed dispersion model.

All comments have been taken into
account and further work has been
220

16.9 Paragraph 16.3.3.4: The prevailing wind is south westerly.
16.10 Paragraph 16.4.1.5: refers to Mean Annual PM10 concentrations –
however these have
to be assessed on the basis of the number of breaches.
16.11 Table 16.5, Definition of impact magnitude for changes in pollutant
concentrations: This
table requires re-examination and clarification as it forecasts impacts but
totally ignores the use of the baseline PM10 figure which must be
included to reflect a true picture.
16.12 Table 16.7, Existing monitoring data within 10 KM of site for 2011:
This table is incorrect as there are a number of other monitoring points
within the locality which are not mentioned.

undertaken to update this chapter of the
ES.

All comments have been taken into
account and further work has been
undertaken to update this chapter of the
ES.

LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

The Head of Environment, Management and Protection is satisfied with
the approach being taken thus far on air quality.

TLSB welcomes endorsement of the
assessment approach.

579.

SB
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20/08/13

Chapter 16 of the Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR)
addresses air quality impacts of the scheme. Whilst the document
discusses and summarises the Impacts on local air quality it is not
possible for the Health Board to assess and evaluate the conclusions
without access to detailed information on the air quality modelling
methodology. In order to avoid uncertainty at the draft development
consent order stage of the planning process It would be useful If the
Health Board could be provided with additional Information on the air
quality modelling exercise, This should include a copy of the source data,
model prerequisites, outputs and a discussion of the conclusions
reached.

This has been taken into account in the
assessment undertaken where appropriate
and presented in Chapter 16 of the ES.

580.

The report concludes that there should be a minimal Impact on air
quality within the Swansea Air Quality Management Area, This conclusion
may be justified as part of the air quality modelling process but, if the
assessment was made separately, the Health Board requests that you
provide full details of the assessment methodology used, as well as a
221
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copy of any data used for calculations and any results or conclusions. In
all cases any uncertainties or limitations of the modelling I assessment
process should be
dearly identified and discussed.
The proposed development will involve approximately 3000 construction
workers with their associated vehicle movements as well as a significant
amount of other construction traffic. The Health Board requests a copy of
the detailed traffic assessments and clarification on how this will impact
on the road traffic network and local air quality.
Construction
Noise emissions and dust will be major nuisance factors that arise during
the construction of the Project. This impact on the new University Bay
Campus has not been fully considered by TLSB. No comment has been
made in relation to the transport/highway network impacts during
construction.
There is an absence of assessment of the impact of the construction
phase on the local environment.
The proposed rock armour of 4-8 tonnes does not appear to be
appropriate given that the protection at Neath/Port Talbot involved 12
tonne units. Only detailed analysis of the wave conditions could
determine this and that information has not been made available. We
also note a reduction in rock size on the upper part of the structure that
is unusual as the greatest wave impact forces are often near the crest of
the structure.
It is also noteworthy that rocks above 8 tonnes are difficult and
expensive to source so designers and contractors often use concrete
units in these cases, with consequent impact on carbon footprint and
visual amenity.

NSB

Swansea
Environmental
Forum

30/08/13
We can see the positive effect on air quality with the re-opening of the
dock roads as it would reduce the congestion on Fabian Way.

This has been taken into account in the
assessment undertaken where appropriate
and presented in Chapter 16 of the ES

581.

Noise emissions are have been fully
assessed with the results presented in
Chapter 19 (noise and vibration). Potential
for increased dust and other particulates
during construction phase has been
qualitatively assessed in Chapter 16.

582.

Both road traffic during construction phase
(section 16.5.1) and operational phase
(16.5.3) are included within the draft ES.

As a result of detailed modelling and site
investigations further work has been
undertaken to determine the size, type and
location of the most suitable rock for the
development, which is detailed in Chapter
4 of the ES.

Duly noted. Air quality, land quality and
noise have undergone a full impact
assessment as detailed in the relevant ES

583.
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We do see the potential for a negative effect on air quality, particularly
during the construction phase, but we trust that the EIA will address this
correctly. This statement is the same for Chapter 18 and 19.

17.

SB

LAs

chapters (16,18 and 19).

Flood Risk Assessment (Chapter 17 of the ES)
Consultee

Date

Consultee response

NRW Advisory

05/08/13

17.1 Paragraph 17.1.1.3 of the report refers to a Flood Consequence
Assessment (FCA) being produced as a standalone document. Further
detailed comment on flood risk will need to be deferred pending receipt
of the FCA.
17. 2 Section 17.4.5: please be advised that when assessing tidal flood
risk and consequences the impact of the proposal on wave generation,
direction and effect on existing coastal defence structures will form an
important element of the FCA.
17.3 Paragraph 17.4.5.3: the latest extreme tide level guidance, based on
2008 figures, include confidence values of +/- 0.3m on the 0.5% level and
+/-0.5m on the 0.1% level, NRW would recommend that any design is
sensitivity tested against these values.
17.4 Paragraph 17.4.5.4: we recommend that flood risk for all non residential new development be assessed over at least a 75 year lifetime
of development; this would result in an approximate sea level rise
allowance of 0.7m.
17.5 Paragraph 17.5.2.3: any proposal to lower existing coastal defences
would be of concernand must be based on rigorous assessment to
demonstrate no detriment over the lifetime of the development
The Head of Drainage and Coastal Management has highlighted the
possibility that surface water arising from the onshore development may
be directed towards the DCWW network and that it is highly unlikely that

CCSC

05/08/13

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
An FCA is submitted as Document 5.2 of
the ES.

This has been taken into account and tidal
flood risk are considered where within the
FCA.
This has been taken into account and
sensitivity testing undertaken in line with
the latest available figures as presented in
ES Chapter 17.
This has been taken into account and the
assessment considers impacts in the
lifetime of the Project as presented in ES
Chapter 17.
The construction of the lagoon would act
as a breakwater within Swansea Bay.
This has been undertaken as part of the
assessment and is presented in the ES at
Section 17.5, Flood Risk & Drainage.

584.
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the water company will permit this without very stringent requirements
for flow control and attenuation. Surface water being directed to towards
the DCWW should be considered as an absolute last resort and
agreement in principle will need to be sought from DCWW as soon as
possible if there are no other options.
In terms of potential flooding impact, the PEIR results indicate that the
Port area remains at low risk of flooding from tidal sources, mainly due to
the rock armour and seawall (which has a number of gaps in it) that
currently exist on site. An option to lower the height of the existing
seawall is proposed to open up views and access to the lagoon area.
Although it is submitted that the new lagoon seawall will provide coastal
protection, additional studies will be undertaken to assess the potential
effect of removing this existing, inner seawall. The assessment would
look at overtopping of the lowered defence wall from wind generated
waves within the lagoon, and an assessment of wave transfer across the
offshore works during extreme events.

Additional studies have been completed by
ABPMer and incorporated into ES Chapter
– Section 17.5, Flood Risk & Drainage

585.

On this issue the Council’s Head of Drainage and Coastal Management
Engineer has highlighted that an assessment of the proposals flood risk
management function and flood risk impact to third parties will be
required along with information regarding the standard of defence
provided by the sea wall and whether or not it is a viable proposition.

This has been undertaken as part of the
assessment and is presented in the ES at
Section 17.5, Flood Risk & Drainage and the
FCA.

586.

The Head of Drainage and Coastal Management has also highlighted that
the PEIR indicates that there may be effects on groundwater flooding
because of the tide and that any Flood Consequence Assessment will
need to consider the effects of delaying the tidal cycle on groundwater
movements and whether any increase in risk may occur and what
mitigation measures may be necessary.

This has been taken into account and
addressed as part of ES Chapter 18 Land
Quality

587.

As correctly identified the development will need to carefully consider
the management of surface water during and after construction to avoid

Addressed in ES Chapter – Section 17.5,
Flood Risk & Drainage and accompanying

588.
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creating a surface water flood risk to the project or surrounding third
parties.

Flood Consequence Assessment

The Head of Drainage and Coastal Management also makes reference to
the aforementioned sediment regime explained within the PEIR, which
states that the marine physical environment incorporates the
hydrodynamic processes (water levels, currents and waves) and the
effects of these processes on the sediment regime. It is advised that the
Environmental Statement will also need to consider whether the
presence of the lagoon changes the behaviour in both sediment
movement and flood risk terms i.e. water levels, wave height, deposition,
erosion etc to ascertain whether incoming watercourses could be
adversely affected.

This matter is considered in ES Chapter 6,
Coastal Processes.

589.

In short, the Head of Drainage and Coastal Management has advised that
a Flood Consequence Assessment, considering flood risk from all sources
i.e. surface, ground, tidal, fluvial etc, will be necessary and mitigation
measures proposed accordingly.

Addressed in ES Chapter – Section 17.5,
Flood Risk & Drainage and accompanying
Flood Consequence Assessment

590.

It is noted that a site visit has taken place to determine the extent of the
watercourses, drainage ditches and surface water systems that impact
upon the proposed development. One of the purposes of this is to
determine the impact of potential flooding on the development as part
of the Flood Consequence Assessment. It is important that the FCA not
only addresses the issue of potential flooding to the development but
how the development impacts upon the drainage regime of the
surrounding land and infrastructure. For example flooding risks in certain
parts of the borough are increased when storm conditions are coincident
with a high tide. It may be the case, that as a consequence of the
workings of the lagoon, drainage flows from the hinterland and the A483
road drainage are impeded which could potentially cause flooding. These
issues need to be covered in the submission. The impact of the
development and the effect of ground water levels along Fabian Way

Addressed in ES Chapter – Section 17.5,
Flood Risk & Drainage, accompanying
Flood Consequence Assessment and Land
Quality ES Chapter (re groundwater
flooding).

591.
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including any resultant mitigation measures, together with a drainage
strategy for the various elements of the site, should be included in the
Environmental Statement.
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05/08/13

Additionally, the assessment should ensure that no structures are built There are no proposed structures that are
which interfere with the proposed drainage strategy of the new likely to impact this. The cable route should
university campus and existing highway drainage of Fabian Way, unless it not affect the existing drainage.
can be demonstrated that such a solution would have no adverse impact.

592.

it is beneficial at this stage to highlight matters of particular relevance to
us:
- Potential impact of the proposals upon bathing water compliance
- Potential impact upon the existing deep sea outfall
- Potential impact upon the structural integrity of DCWW assets both on
land and at sea; a number of sewers, rising mains and a deep sea outfall,
and any watermains within the boundary of the development site.

593.

We respectfully reserve the right to comment further on any matters and
issues arising from ongoing and future consultation. However, we trust
the above information is helpful at this stage and we look forward to
continuing our engagement on the project prior and during the
submission of an application to the Planning Inspectorate.
Swansea Waste Water
Section 4.3.5 explains that the outfall from Swansea Bay Waste Water
Treatment Works (WWTW) terminates within the proposed Lagoon area.
The PEIR states: “The outfall discharges a high quality tertiary treated UV
disinfected final effluent. This discharge should not preclude the use of
the Lagoon for water contact sports”. However, it is acknowledged that
during heavy rainfall event, storm water discharge would temporarily
reduce the quality of the water within the Lagoon.

These issues are addressed in Chapter 7 of
the ES.

594.
Currently, there are three options being
considered which are dealt with in Chapter
7, Water Quality. Diverting the outfall
around the lagoon wall would not be
commercially viable.

Options are outlined to deal with such storm water discharges: storage
of the discharge; additional UV treatment; and the extension of the
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existing long sea outfall to a position outside the Lagoon.
Since the third option leads to a potential problem for maintaining the
outfall as it passes under the seawall, we would urge that the EIA
consider a fourth option also; namely, diversion of the outfall around the
outside of the lagoon wall.

NSB
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22/07/13

SB

Welsh
Government

29/07/13

Paragraph 4.3.15.4 states: “... although the outfall could be positioned
outside of the Lagoon, initial modelling indicated that hydrodynamics in
the area would draw the storm water back into the lagoon on certain
tidal states. As such the outfall may have to be considerably extended (in
excess of 2km beyond the lagoon seawall) to prevent recirculation of
storm water.”
We would ask that the EIA provides further details of the pros and cons
of the fourth option, including the dilution expected prior to the storm
water being drawn into the lagoon
The Welsh Water outfall from Fabian Way STW must be thoroughly
protected
and the consequences of the structure upon he effluent movements
from this and the Long Sea Outfalls from Afan and Baglan waste water
treatment works modelled to ensure full dispersion and dilution.

Water movement, into and out of the
Lagoon has been assessed through robust
modelling. The results of the modelling
focussing on water movement and
recirculation of storm water are assessed
in the chapter of the ES dealing with water
quality. (Chapter 7).

The structure will have an exclusion zone
of 100m, and will be adequately protected
through provisions of the CEMP

595.

Chapter 17, paragraph 17.2.14 — reference should be made to Planning
Policy Wales (November 2012) and not 2002. The latest version of
Planning Policy Wales now includes a more up to date reflection in
respect of climate change impacts and has introduced a principle in
favour of sustainable development.

This has been taken into account and the
Chapter has been amended.

596.

Paragraph 17.3.3.1 — notes that TANI5 states that a Flood Consequence
Assessment (FCA) must be undertaken for all development in Flood Zone
C2.
We would be grateful if you could advise where this is stated. Figure 1 of
TAN 15 states that Zone C2 is used to indicate that only less vulnerable
development should be considered and not all development”.

This has been taken into account and the
Chapter has been amended.

597.

227

NSB

18.

SB

Swansea
Environmental
Forum

30/08/13

Paragraph 17.3.3.4 - reference is made to not assigning any value to
receptors of flood risk when the FCA is produced. Please note TAN 15
bases the tests of acceptability, and the thresholds of residual flood risk,
on the basis of whether the development (receptor) is classified as being
of high or low vulnerability. Any FCA should take Figure 2 of TAN 15 into
account which identified the types of development and whether they can
be considered high or low vulnerability.

This is covered in Section 17.3.3. of the ES
Chapter and the accompanying Flood
Consequence Assessment

598.

When predicting trends over such long periods of time it is crucial to take
into account climate change. The national standard (provided by NRW) is
a 0.7m sea level rise in 75 years. As this project is expected to last for
over 120 years we feel that the estimations used should exceed the
national standard, so we would recommend a review of these
estimations and their implications to the project.

We have consulted with NRW throughout
the completion of our EIA and taken into
account the responses made to this
consultation.

599.

We also have a concern as to what impacts enclosing such a large part of
the Bay will have, as the proposed footprint has an area 3 times the size
of Mumbles headland, effectively turning Swansea beach into a large
harbour. As this is the first of its kind we would ask that further research
is undertaken to give a clearer image of the potential implications.

The Environmental Statement (ES) provides
a quantitative and factual assessment of
the potential implications of the lagoon on
the existing environment and surrounding
area. This is submitted in support of the
DCO.

Land Quality Assessment (Chapter 18 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
NRW Advisory

05/08/13

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
18.1 In line with Planning Policy for Wales we would ask for standard
All comments have been taken into
land contamination conditions to be applied for the areas of land
account and further work has been
included within the development boundary.
undertaken to amend the ES in light of
There are areas within this where preliminary risk assessments have been feedback on the PEIR. With regard to the
undertaken and some remediation work has been completed:
remediation works suggested as part of the
a) Queens Dock- Area A: Currently St Modwens are undertaking
consent; TLSB does not intend to carry out

597
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voluntary remediation of a part of the Queens Dock site. A preliminary
risk assessment and site investigation has been undertaken and
Environment Agency Wales agreed a remedial target for the remediation
works to meet for the specified area. NRW will receive validation and
verification document for the site in line with Model Procedures for the
management of land contamination (CLR 11) and the Guiding Principles
for Land Contamination. To date we cannot agree that this area does not
pose a risk to controlled waters. There are areas to the East of the
remediation works between the road and the sea wall that are not being
addressed under the scheme. The area to the South West, including the
oil jetties and the Northern Arm of the Queens Dock has not been subject
to any investigation. We would expect under this permission for this
historic contamination to be addressed.

works on the areas of contaminated land,
an area of which may be included in the
red line as a limit of deviation, but with no
specific works proposed. Should works
become necessary on these areas,
voluntary remediation will be undertaken
where possible and appropriate.

b) Area between Queens Dock and former Transit, now University site, Area B of PEIR Submission: This area was labelled as Area A of the Transit
site remediation. This is labelled as “not part of the project” but is within
the red line planning application boundary and as such preliminary risk
assessments and site investigation may be necessary to make the site fit
for purpose. Under the voluntary remediation of the Transit site Zone A
was specifically excluded room the s106 Planning Deed Obligation and is
to be dealt with at a later stage.
c) New Swansea University site: The remediation was undertaken on a
voluntary basis, with agreed remedial target to be protective of sea
water. The University site now has planning conditions to continue the
ground water monitoring for remediation by Monitored Natural
Attenuation (MNA). This is required for 5 years after the physical works
have ceased on site to address the benzene present within the sand dune
system on the sea ward side to decrease benzene levels within 30 years
(one generation).
d) Pipelines through the sand dunes: NRW have not received any
229

preliminary risk assessments for the remaining pipelines on site and have
not agreed a way forward to deal with contamination either held within
the pipelines nor spillages under and into the Crymlyn Burrows SSSI. It is
likely due to the sensitivity of the site that an innovative way forward
may be required. We understand from conversations with Atkins that
there is likely to be area of contamination associated with this pipework
e) Pipelines across the Neath Estuary under the river: see comments for
above.
f) The landfall area on the Eastern side of the Neath Estuary: Part of the
Lower Neath Estuary have previously been heavily industrialised and as
part of the planning permission we would expect to see a preliminary risk
assessment as a minimum on site.
g) New access road from SA1: There has been limited understanding of
part of the docks in terms of land contamination and this area will
require further investigations and we would expect to see a preliminary
risk assessment as a minimum on site.
18.2 Elements of a preliminary risk assessment have been included in
Chapter 18 however historic maps etc have not been included. The list of
documents we require is included in the reporting Checklist of Guiding
Principles.
18.3 Any remediation works, or risk assessment should ensure that the
last no longer meets the definition of Contaminated Land under the most
recent regulations.
18.4 For works during construction that would involve groundwater
management or remediation, it is likely that these will require and
Environmental Permit and the applicant should be mindful of the
permitting timescales for these.
18.5 Please note that there has been an update to GP3- groundwater
protection: Principles and practice (GP3) November 2012 Version 1.
18.6 The application information refers to URS investigations from 2011
however; remediation has been completed and validated in line with the

The ES has been amended with regard to
these responses, and any remediation
work carried out (taking into account
comment 597 above) will be undertaken
with regard to the risk assessment.

598

The remediation that has taklen place for
the SUBC permission has been taken into
account in Chapter 18 of the ES.
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planning permission for the University development.
18.7 Paragraph 18.4.12.17 refers to contamination being trapped within
the shallow made ground soils. However, this will not be the case for any
DNAPLs present on site.
Paragraph 18.7.4.6 suggests that there will be impacts on the
groundwater regime to the East of the lagoon. The potential impact on
the Monitored Natural Attenuation scheme in place on the Swansea
University site will need to be understood and mitigation employed if the
MNA scheme is no longer viable
18.8 The applicant should note that these conditions are applicable for all
areas within the red line development boundary. If areas suspected of
contamination are not investigated then we may only be able to
recommend a partial discharge of any land contamination condition
imposed on the development.
18.9 We note the following statement in paragraph18.5.10 of the PEIR:
Maintenance of existing groundwater levels is important for the wetland
area of the Crymlyn Bog wetland SAC / Ramsar site / SSSI. Changes to the
existing groundwater levels could also increase the already High
Susceptibility to groundwater flood risk for those areas located to the
north of the Project. The groundwater flow and discharge modelling work
will therefore seek to verify the assessed level of operational phase
impact.

LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

Please clarify whether the groundwater and hydrology are also being
investigated beneath Crymlyn Burrows.
Again the Head of Environment, Management and Protection is satisfied
with the approach taken thus far on contaminated land issues although
an assumption is made that the current decontamination works in the
Queens Dock area will be satisfactorily completed by the other parties
involved. It is advised that this should be completed prior to completion
of the lagoon as there is currently some loss of oil contamination through
the sea wall into the area that will become impounded by this proposal.

The impacts in relation to the MNA scheme
have been taken into account and applied
to the mitifation measures where
appropriate.

599

Note the response to comment 597 above
regarding the extent of development in
relation to the contaminated land.

600

This has been taken into account and
clarification of assessment parameters
provided in the ES.

601

Discussions regarding the use of ABP and
SUBC land have encompassed the issue of
land contamination, the remediation of
which will be agreed as part of any land
acquisition.

602.
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LAs

Neath Port
Talbot County
Borough Council

09/09/13

Contamination:
As outlined in the information provided the onshore works, grid
connection works and access works include parcels of land that have
been historically utilised by land uses that might have resulted in land
contamination, this includes the BP Tank Farm (Swansea University
application site) within the Neath Port Talbot Area. Numerous
investigations have been carried out on the University Campus
application site and beach front over the years, close to the land in
question, and more recently remediation work has been completed and
validated for the development as approved under the Section 106
agreement and with NPT as the LPA.

603.
Detailed land quality assessment has been
presented in Chapter 18. A site
investigation would be undertaken before
construction.

The onshore construction areas of this application are adjacent to
the original tank farm site, of which, an extensive remediation scheme
has been undertaken including source removal of
contamination, which should ultimately reduce the risk of
contamination on adjacent land. However, notwithstanding this, there
still remains a data gap of up to date information on the application site
itself, and I would therefore recommend a site investigation, risk
assessment and if required a remediation strategy is undertaken prior to
any construction activities on site. This information will also contribute
to the Construction Method Statement when considering impacts of
contamination on construction workers during development

19.

SB

Marine and Terrestrial Noise Assessment (Chapter 19 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
NRW Advisory

05/08/13

19.1 Paragraph 19.4.10.2: We seek clarification of the following points:
were the boat electrics also isolated during the survey? What other
checks were made to ensure interference was minimised?
19.2 Paragraph 19.5.1.15: Please be advised that fish also low frequency
sensitive.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
The skipper would not permit this as it
wouldn’t be standard or good practice to
isolate all boat electrical systems, some of
which are safety critical. However, active
sonar was switched off during
232

measurement sequences.
This has been taken into account and
information from the noise assessment has
informed the assessments presented in the
relevant Chapters.
19.3 Section 19.5.3, Underwater noise survey: NRW advise that a single
The survey was not designed to describe
day on 19 April 2013 at a few hours either side of high water is not
and define the time and tide variant
sufficient to characterise the ambient noise, especially when construction ambient or ‘background’ conditions which
is scheduled for over two years. Such a short period of data will
occur throughout the year in the bay. It
not account for variation due to differences in the season, tidal states,
was aimed to provide good data on the
tidal cycles (neaps/springs), time of day or weather conditions. We seek
relative source strengths of other
clarification as to what ambient conditions the applicant are considering
anthropogenic sources of underwater
is worst case (winter, hightide, daytime, boat activity) in order to
noise in the area. As such the survey
establish the impact of additional construction noise. The comparison of
concentrated on measurements to
the “approx. 120dB” to the work of Willis et al 2010 is unsubstantiated
quantify specific source activities, and was
without knowledge of where, how (instruments used), when and for how very successful in that regard.
long Willis carried out noise surveys. If this grey literature reference is
This methodology was agreed with CEFAS
relied on so heavily, then the details of it need to be explicit in the text.
prior to undertaking the survey work
whose comments prior to the survey were:
- Recording underwater noise levels
around high tides allows the broadest
possible range of frequencies to be
monitored (as water depth influences
sound propagation- see Urick 1983).
- Use of drifting vessel (without engine
noise) for transect recording is appropriate
and in keeping with methodology used in
numerous other developments to good
effect.
CEFAS comments on the PEIR chapter
states that the “sampling for underwater
noise as described in 19.4.10.1 seems to be
appropriate.”
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19.4 Section 19.6.2, Underwater survey results: We note that this section
contains no results from the present survey apart from “120dB” and
some boat sources have been disclosed. What about the variation, SD,
min-max by location etc? It is impossible to ascertain from a single value
whether noise from the construction is likely to present significant
effects. It is suggested that >170dB will be likely which is at the higher
end of busy boat traffic. Further work is needed here for the impact
assessment. No noise modelling has been attempted and there is no
suggestion of what level and frequency noise from the operation of
turbines will create - will this be an issue? It is currently impossible to
assess appropriately. This section also states that “ambient noise would
increase dramatically during summer months”, however it is more likely
that ambient noise will increase in winter due to storms, weather, sound
travels further in colder water and large ships and boats will still operate
in winter. Claims such as this will need to be substantiated in the ES,
either through further monitoring or reference to more than one source
of literature

As such the survey data gives us the key
information on other noisy activities which
already occur in the area, which can be
extrapolated from knowledge of shipping
and dredging activity throughout the
annual cycle to gain an understanding of
the underwater time varying soundscape.
Further understanding of shipping will be
obtained through discussion with the
Anatec who are undertaking the navigation
risk assessment for the EIA. Previous
studies on variations in underwater noise
level variability in the bay are also
referenced, assisting in the description of
conditions experienced in different sea
states and at different times.
Table 19.7 contains the key data on the
underwater source strength levels which
were the key element of the exercise (see
note regarding ambient conditions above).
With reference to the winter noise levels,
this point is fair – the comment in the PEIR
regarding increased underwater noise in
summer months referred only to
anthropogenic sources, the case of all such
activity effectively ‘drowned out’ by rough
sea state noise is another factor.
A more detailed response would be
required to address the comment about
sound travelling further in colder water –
significant variations in underwater
propagation in different conditions are
more related to temperature gradients
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19.5 We note from paragraph 19.7.1.2 that works at sea are likely to
continue 24 hours a day. Noise impacts from piling are difficult to
mitigate at night or in low-visibility periods because MMOs are unlikely
to see cetaceans and seals. PAMS does not work for non-vocalising grey
seals. It Is NRW’s view that Grey seals have not been adequately
considered during the construction and operation phases in relation to
noise impacts.
19.6 Paragraph 19.7.4.6 asserts that vibro-piling noise levels would be
within baseline levels. As we have commented above, the baseline is
based on a few hours on a single day. Construction may span more than
two years. How is this claim to be substantiated?
19.7 There is a clear need to monitor underwater noise from
construction so that the industry and regulators can learn from the
development. Is noise impact monitoring scheduled?

(and indeed in combination with salinity
and pressure) than absolute values, but
these discussions may not add significantly
to the assessment. Judgement will be
made based on the final results of the EIA.
No source data has been located for the
turbines – although this information has
been requested from the turbine
manufacturer. As such the assessment has
therefore to be based on reasonable
assumptions and estimates. However on
going investigation for source data has
been undertaken and is presented in the
ES.
Further discussions were undertaken
during the EIA with the marine mammal
assessors to review the final noise levels
predicted and identify appropriate
mitigation. This mitigation is presented in
Chapter 19 and 23 of the ES.
See above.
We agree that this information would be
informative to the wider industry as a
whole, and that is why TLSB gave
permission to Swansea University (LCRI) to
monitor the GI survey, if they were
available at the time. Further opportunity
for noise monitoring will be undertaken
where appropriate during the construction
of the project. In terms of this assessment
it is considered that appropriate data
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SB

NRW (CEFAS)

05/08/13

19.8 Section 19.8, Noise during operation: No attempt has been made to
assess noise of turbines or to suggest that the noise will be monitored
once installed. This is vital information which should be budgeted in to
the development. It is clearly speculative to suggest that
underwater noise levels from operation would be expected to be similar
to background levels as no noise data on turbines is presented and the
ambient baseline is inadequate
The sampling for underwater noise as described in 19.4.10.1 seems to be
appropriate.

TLSB welcomes the agreement of its
approach to assessment.

604.

The units reported in section 19.5.1.10 have little meaning in real terms;
it is unclear how the Source Levels have been back calculated.

Further information is provided in section
19.3 of the ES.

605.

In section 19.5.1.13 the terms used for propagation are inappropriate,
the term “cylindrical divergence” doesn’t exist and careful thought needs
to be paid on how to articulate propagation.

Further information is provided in section
19.3 of the ES.

606.

In section 19.5.1.14 and 19.5.1.18 onwards it is unclear what is meant
here in terms of the metrics used, calibration of instruments and data as
they are not defined following underwater noise standards. Cefas suggest
that this is best addressed through discussion.

Further engagement took place with CEFAS
on 14 October 2013 and information was
provided by CEFAS on metrics and taken
into account as part of the assessment
presented in Chapter 19 of the ES.
This matter is discussed in Chapter 19 of
the ES.

607.

TLSB welcomes the agreement of its
approach to assessment.

609.

Cefas look forward to reviewing the full impact assessment of
underwater noise on key fish species in the EIA, and Cefas are pleased to
note this will include herring (9.3.2.28). It will be good to see how the
impact of temporary habitat loss on herring is assessed in the EIA
(9.3.2.32).
LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

sources have been used to inform a robust
assessment.
This has been taken into account and
suitable data has been located for the
turbines – and the assessment has been
updated and included in section 19.5 of
Chapter 19.

The Head of Environment, Management and Protection is again satisfied
with the approach taken thus far on noise control.

608.
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NSB

Pontardawe and
Swansea Angling
Society Ltd

02/08/13

Fish deterred from ascending the river to spawn or from proceeding to
distant feeding grounds on departure from the river, leading to extinction
of River Tawe salmon and sea trout:

Noise and vibration is covered in Section
9.5. Effects are expected to be very much
localised and would not deter migratory
fish from entering rivers.

610.

Because of noise and vibration.
The PEIR mentions the risk. It needs to be covered comprehensively in
the EIA.
NSB

WTW

05/08/13

We welcome the studies into the impact of noise pollution on mammals,
but we would like to see a stronger assessment of the cumulative effects
of this development with other high risk activities in the channel,
particularly to assess the potential that high-noise activities might be
concurrent.

A detailed assessment of cumulative
impacts can be found in Section 19.7 of the
noise chapter. Discussion on the effects on
marine mammals is contained within
Chapter 10 – impact pathway 3 and 9.

611.

NSB

WWF-Cymru

22/08/13

While the scale of the impact of underwater
noise remains poorly understood, there is
indication that porpoises may be particularly
sensitive to noise disturbance. Studies from the development of wind
farms in Danish waters have shown marked reductions in porpoise
acoustic activity during construction, which have persisted over a wide
area (20km radius) and extended over the long term.

Monitoring measures have been assessed
and are presented in Chapter 19 and 23 of
the ES.

612.

NSB

Whale &
Dolphin
Conservation

29/07/13

WDC is concerned about the potential for whales and dolphins, in
particular harbour porpoises, to be disturbed and displaced by tidal
turbines, in particular by the noise introduced into their environment.
Noise will be produced throughout the life of the development, including
construction, operational and decommissioning phases, and from
associated vessel traffic.

The location of proposed Lagoon within
between the Port of Neath and Swansea
means that the area is subject to
background noise levels from shipping.
Notwithstanding this a detailed assessment
of the noise levels from the operational
turbines has been undertaken within the
EIA. The finding are discussed in Fish
(Chapter 9), Marine mammals (Chapter 11)
and Noise (Chapter 19).

613.

Noise pollution has the potential to displace animals and populations,
interfere with normal behaviour and, at very high intensities, for example
during pile driving, may be physically damaging.
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20.

Marine Archaeology Assessment (Chapter 20 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response

NSB Swansea
Environmental
Forum

21.

SB

30/08/13

We would like further studies into this aspect as we are aware that the
area surrounding Swansea is rich in Iron and Bronze Age history. We
recommend that Gwent and Glamorgan Archaeological Trust be
consulted.

Terrestrial Archaeology and Historic Seascape Assessment (Chapter 21 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
Welsh
Government

29/07/13

Cadw is the Welsh Government’s historic environment service,
promoting the conservation and appreciation of Wales’ historic
environment.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
This has been taken into account and
Gwent and Glamorgan Archaeological Trust
were consulted and referenced in the ES.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
TLSB welcomes the agreement of its
assessment approach.

614.

615.

Cadw is, in general, content with the information contained in the marine
archaeology section which has been presented and that cumulative
impact ¡s being scoped into the Environmental Statement. Cadw is also
pleased that the baseline data presented is based on geophysical survey
data, not just on desk based research but would strongly support the
caveat that the geophysics will need ground-truthing in the areas where
anomalies have been identified.
Appropriate mitigation can be put in place following ground truthng.
It is possible that the potential for inter-tidal features has been
underplayed particularly in relation to the large numbers of features
identified in other areas of Swansea Bay. Cadw would suggest that the
developer consults with the Glamorgan-Gwent Archaeological Trust on
this element (if they have not already done so).

This has been taken into account and
Gwent and Glamorgan Archaeological Trust
were consulted and referenced in the ES.

616.

238

Regarding the terrestrial archaeology chapter in the Preliminary
Environmental Information Report, no scheduled ancient monuments
have been identified within the development footprint and Cadw is
content with the general standard and content of the terrestrial
archaeology chapter, although the gazetteer and some of the conclusions
can be improved (see below).

TLSB welcomes the agreement of its
assessment approach.

617.

The decision to exclude Historic Landscapes from the terrestrial
archaeology chapter (21.2.1.5) is reasonable given that the nearest HL
(Margam Mountain) lies some 8km to the East.

TLSB welcomes the agreement of its
assessment approach.

618.

Cadw currently has an outstanding action to assess the surviving World
War 2 remains on the Queen’s Dock sea wall for designation as scheduled
monumental national importance. Cadw therefore requests that the
remains are not subject to demolition and that Cadw is granted access to
the remains in order to assess their condition and whether they meet the
scheduling criteria. These remains (i.e. number of sites) are more
extensive than identified in the report Cadw disagrees with the
statement that the surviving ‘MN2 features on Queen’s Dock sea wall are
of Low Significance (21.6.1.2). Preliminary analysis demonstrates that the
survival of a well-preserved group of anti-invasion defensive structures in
a harbour setting is a rare occurrence in Wales. Pending the results of the
scheduling assessment exercise the identified impact, mitigation,
magnitude of impact and significance of residual effect as summarised in
Table 21.5 ‘Cultural heritage environmental effects’ for these structures
may require significant revision. Similarly, there may be other classes of
site type within the proposed development area which require
scheduling assessment as part of Cadw’s ongoing scheduling
enhancement programme. This possibility does not appear to have been

World War remains identified along
queens dock (Pill boxes and tank cubes) are
discussed in Chapter 21 (Terrestrial
Archaeology).

619.

The planning policy and legislative context is accurately described.

In situ pill boxes and gun placement within
the sea wall will be retained and enhanced
as part of the landscaping proposals for the
Project, which incorporate a buffer zone
adopted around these elements.
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identified in the terrestrial archaeology chapter (21.3.0.3)

The assessment methodology at this stage (DBA and walkover survey)
appears reasonable and undertaken in line with expected professional
guidance and standards.

TLSB welcomes the agreement of its
assessment approach.

620.

The applicant’s discussion concerning significance and setting is
welcome, but the applicant should be informed that Cadw did not
contribute to the EH guidance and neither has it been endorsed for use in
Wales (21.3.1.2). As such the conclusions drawn from this guidance might
be mis-leading.

TLSB welcomes the agreement of its
assessment approach. Amendments have
been made regarding policy.

621.

As a preliminary observation the applicant’s terrestrial archaeology
gazetteer of identified sites (Table 21.4) is based on information held on
the NMRW and regional HER. This is reasonable, but the applicant should
be aware that ongoing research has shown that the wartime
archaeological evidence is significantly under-recorded in these sources.
The applicant should be aware that the remains of a coast artillery
battery may survive beneath the now demolished fuel tank fami and that
the remains of Admiralty F Defence Scheme infrastructure may survive
on the East Pier. The subsequent narrative for the modern period Is
therefore limited and could be considerably improved

This has been taken into account and the
potential presence of these features have
informed the assessment where
appropriate.

622.

The preliminary cumulative impact assessment of other developments in
the area is welcome.
Appendix 21.1 states that ‘Cadw holds the information on Listed
Buildings. A third dataset was requested from CADW and has been
considered as part of the assessment’ (21.4.2.1). The applicant should
note that Cadw also maintains the schedule of ancient monuments in

TLSB welcomes the agreement of its
assessment approach.
This has been taken into account in the
presentation of the assessment
undertaken for Chapter 21.

623.
624.

240

Wales and has an active and ongoing scheduling enhancement
programme.

LAs

CCSC

15/08/13

There appears to be some contradiction as to whether the military
structures on Queen’s Dock sea wall will be directly impacted or not by
the proposed development. Table 21.5 in the terrestrial archaeology
chapter states that the pillboxes will be demolished during the removal
of the seawall, However, paragraph 21.8.0.4 of Appendix 21.1 states that
‘Although not currently statutorily protected. All of these structures are
historically significant. While there will be no direct impact on the
military structures, it is likely that the construction of the lagoon wall
(assessed separately in the Marine Archaeology baseline report) will
affect the historic setting. Clarification on this matter would be welcome.

As noted previously, these structures will
be retained as part of the Project.

625.

Appendix G of Appendix 21.1 includes a basic Zone of Theoretical
Visibility study map. Cadw would wish to see photomontages developed
showing the proposed development superimposed on to existing views
from the scheduled monuments identified in the study before offering
detailed comment on the impact of the proposed development on the
setting of and views from these scheduled monuments.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate assessment was undertaken as
presented in Chapter 22.

626.

We would advise you to ensure any views received directly from Cadw or
the Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historic Monuments of Wales
are taken into full account.

TLSB has taken account of all views, which
have influenced the Project and its
assessment.

627.

the nature of the marine deposits in Swansea Bay mean that
archaeological sites are normally covered by sediment and may only be
exposed, if at all, in rare short periods. Consequently the short period of
investigation allowed for the preparation of the environmental

This has been taken into account and
acknowledged within the ES.

628.
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statement, especially for walk over surveys, means that the presence of
potentially very important prehistoric archaeological sites in the
development area cannot be discounted and the construction of the
proposed lagoon could reveal and destroy these sites
Given that the majority of historic boats and ships were constructed in
wood with, in some case, no metalwork it is unlikely that geophysical
survey at the resolution used for most of the existing surveys would have
located them. As such there must remain a possibility that the wrecks of
historic vessels could be located in the development area and be
revealed by the proposed development.
The Trust suggest that there is also a need for the identified fish traps to
be fully investigated and recorded and that contingency arrangements
are in place, including the provision of appropriate time and finance, to
ensure that that any archaeological features that are revealed during the
construction programme are fully investigated and recorded. The
developer will also need to ensure that any significant archaeological
artefacts that are recovered are appropriately recorded and conserved.
Chapter 21 of the PEIR provides little information on appropriate
mitigation measures to protect the terrestrial archaeological resource. It
is noted that it is proposed to ensure the preservation of at least one of
the pillboxes that constitute part of the WWII defences of Swansea and
to ensure that any other associated features are fully recorded. Whilst
the authors of the assessment suggest that there are only a few possible
areas where archaeological sites may be encountered during the
construction of the connection to the National Grid there remains a
possibility that evidence for human activity could be found. Therefore the
Trust expect an appropriate watching brief to be maintained during these
construction works and that contingency arrangements are in place,
including the provision of appropriate time and finance, to ensure that
that any archaeological features that are revealed during the
construction programme are fully investigated and recorded.
In order to ensure that the measures outlined above are implemented

Appropriate provisions to cover the
eventuality of archaeological discover will
be included in the DCO.

629.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate assessment was undertaken as
presented in Chapter 22.

630.

A full assessment of potential impacts and
resulting mitigation measures and
presented in section 21.5 of Chapter 21.

631.

Appropriate provisions to cover the

632.
242

the Trust suggest that the City and County of Swansea request the
Planning Inspectorate to attach the following condition to any consent
for this development that is granted:
A)
No development shall take place/commence until a programme
of archaeological work including a Written Scheme of Investigation has
been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in
writing. The scheme shall include an assessment of significance and
research questions; and:
1. The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording.
2. The programme for post investigation assessment.
3. Provision to be made for analysis of the site investigation and
recording.
4. Provision to be made for publication and dissemination of the analysis
and records of the site investigation.

eventuality of archaeological discovery will
be included in the DCO.

5. Provision to be made for archive deposition of the analysis and records
of the site investigation.
6. Nomination of a competent person or persons/organisation to
undertake the works set out within the Written Scheme of Investigation.
B) No development shall take place other than in accordance with the
Written Scheme of Investigation approved under condition (A).
C) The development shall not be operational until the site investigation
and post investigation assessment has been completed in accordance
with the programme set out in the Written Scheme of Investigation
approved under condition (A) and the provision made for analysis,
publication and dissemination of results and archive deposition has been
secured
In conclusion, an assessment of the impacts of the development on the
archaeological and historical resource, both marine and terrestrial, have
been carried out in accordance with the agreed standards. The work has
identified few sites that will be directly affected by the development but
has emphasised that due to the location of the main part of the

TLSB welcomes the agreement of its
assessment approach.

633.

243

development in Swansea Bay that there is a possibility that
archaeological sites, currently covered by sediment, may be located
during the construction programme. Glamorgan Gwent Archaeological
Trust do not therefore request that the City & County of Swansea object
to the granting of planning consent for this development in relation to its
impact on the archaeological resource, but strongly recommend the
aforementioned condition be proposed requiring the developer to
submit and implement a written scheme of archaeological investigation
for the development prior to construction work commencing.

22.

NSB

Economy, Tourism and Recreation (Chapter 22 of the ES)
Consultee Date
Consultee response
WTW

05/08/13

The Welsh Government’s strategy for tourism for 2013-2020 recognises
the natural environment as a central reason for visitors to choose Wales
as a holiday destination. The Wales coastal path has raised the profile of
the Welsh coast as a tourism destination and Gower, designated as an
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and Swansea Bay are
particularly popular for the natural environment as well as other qualities
described in this chapter. In describing the facilities that are proposed to
be incorporated into the project under 22.5.3.7, we believe that an
opportunity is being missed in relation to the project’s location adjacent
to an SSSI and within sight of and easy reach of the AONB and other
SSSIs, as well as the obvious proximity to the marine environment.
Mention is made of ‘education’, ‘art’, ‘recreation’ and wider ‘activities’
but there is no specific mention of opportunities to raise awareness of
and engage people with the important features of the area, and the need
to conserve and enhance these features.
We would welcome a discussion about ideas for engaging visitors with
the marine and terrestrial natural environments which will not only

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
TLSB is committed to promoting the
natural heritage of the Bay through both
the design of the Lagoon and exploiting its
educational benefits. The Eastern landfall
will provide information boards and
viewing platforms to enable visitors to
engage with the Crymlyn Burrows SSSI
without causing impacts due to increased
visitor numbers.

TLSB has undertaken an extensive
education and outreach programme which

634.

635.
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LAs

LAs

Bridgend
County
Borough
Council

Neath
Port
Talbot
County
Borough
Council

29/07/13

09/09/13

benefit the local environment, but would also enhance the visitor
experience, and offer a greater diversity of activities in and around the
area.

it intends to continue in order to garner
ongoing benefits of the Lagoon.

The Council is encouraged by the potential economic benefits of the
proposal, including the levels of job creation both in the construction
phases of the development and once it is operational. The potential
boost to tourism in the Swansea Bay area is also welcomed, although this
is caveated by the comments on the impact on potential tourism impacts
in Porthcawl below.

TLSB welcomes this support for the
benefits of the Project.

636.

In landscape and visual terms, the Tidal Lagoon is some 11km distant
from the Bridgend County Borough coastline. Given this, and the
relatively low-lying nature of the development, it is considered that it will
not have a significant impact in this regard.

TLSB welcomes this support for the
benefits of the Project.

637.

Paragraph 6.5.0.2 of the PEIR acknowledges the potential effects from
each phase of the project remain “ongoing and are not yet complete”.
One of the key issues will be how the disturbance of contaminated
sediment is dealt with. This material could easily be transported to Sker,
Pink and Rest Bay beaches ¡n the Porthcawl area which could have an
impact on the tourism offer of Bridgend County Borough. This issue
should be fully assessed in the final environmental report.

This has been taken into account and
amended in section ‘Impacts on Toursim’
of Chapter 22 of the ES.

638.

The PEIR identifies key leisure and sport opportunities including sailing,
open water swimming, triathlon, rowing and recreational fishing. Whilst
the Authority support the proposal in principle in this regards and wish to
encourage TLSB to discuss the tourism and leisure opportunities afforded
by this development, it is acknowledged that some of these activities will
be subject to water quality issues which are yet to be resolved. Further
comment can therefore be provided once this matter has been
addressed.

This has been taken into account and a full
assessment of water quality is provided in
Chapter 7 of ES.

639.

245

Full assessment of increased visitor use should be included, this should
include a cumulative assessment with the University campus, this is
particularly of concern for Crymlyn Burrows SSSI and the adjacent sand
dune habitat.

NSB

The
Gower
Society

22/07/13

By any stretch of the imagination this is an extremely large project and
we have not been able to fully appraise the extensive amount of
information that has been submitted. There could be significant benefits
to Swansea from this proposal.

NSB

Pontarda
we and
Swansea
Angling
Society
Ltd

02/08/13

The likely periods when the walkway on top of the structure is available
to the public needs to be described and quantified. We believe that
they’re likely to be quite limited. The eastern breakwater to Swansea
Docks is closed to the public because of the risks from high seas and this
structure would be subject to the same risks – more so, because the
proposed height is lower than the existing eastern breakwater.

LAs

CCSC

05/08/13

Because the proposed structure is so large, it would take a dangerously
long time to evacuate visitors when weather deteriorates unexpectedly.
So the claimed benefit of allowing public access to the structure for
recreation is likely to be minimal and the images in the publicity
literature of the public taking a stroll along the top of it are fanciful.
The public realm treatment around the lagoon, which is described as
‘world class’ in the PEIR, aims to create different character areas
responding to the sense of place and levels of potential use. The general
approach is to use curves and features to break up what would otherwise
be a harsh and functional linear structure.
It is considered that this should include a public art strategy which is
integral to the public realm rather than define a series of ‘plinths’.
It is considered that key to the public realm potential will be the

Increased visitor use, including pressures
associated with the University Campus are
considered in the Chapter.
Impacts on the sand dune habitat adjacent
to Crymlyn Burrows are assessed in the ES
Terrestrial Ecology Chapter 12.
TLSB welcomes this support for the
benefits of the Project.

640.

TLSB will operate the Project with the
utmost regard given to public safety.
Though the periods of access to the Lagoon
wall will be limited to ensure this, TLSB
consider that the provision of public realm
in a unique environment will attract
visitors.

642.

641.

Areas of the foreshore will be open at
almost all times, which will promote
connectivity along the Bay.
TLSB has undertaken an extensive arts
outreach programme which it intends to
continue in order to garner ongoing
benefits of the Lagoon. The product of this
programme will be commissioned arts on
the seawall.

643.

The creation of a physical link has been

644.
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establishment of a legible and welcoming walking/cycling route between
Swansea City Centre and the western landfall of the tidal lagoon. This
would provide a direct and car free link along the dock edge to the
emerging Swansea University Bay Campus and should also include
onward links to the Wales Coastal Path and Sustrans cycle routes. It will
also be important to ensure that this dock edge route is free, truly public
and open all day, every day.

It is acknowledged that Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd recognise the
strategic importance of this linkage, however there is no detail at this
stage and the support of ABP, who control this land, is not known.
The main public realm issue will be the delivery of a legible and
welcoming walking and cycling route between the southern part of the
SA1 regeneration area, through the operating docks (ABP land) past the
mothballed ferry terminal and over the Kings Lock. There are various
challenges to be resolved with this route such as the relationship to the
ferry terminal, the security/safety passing through the operating docks
(including ship recycling operation) and general issues of legibility. These
issues will need to be resolved in the next stages of the project in
discussion with ABP, but it must be noted that this link is considered to
be an essential component of the ‘world class’ public realm that is
proposed. If the western link is not delivered and the only access to the
lagoon is from the east, then this will have severe implications for
connectivity, public realm and would be a significant missed opportunity
to connect the City with the Bay Campus and the wider ongoing
waterfront regeneration objectives.
It is considered that the Sailbridge over the River Tawe sets a quality
precedent of an iconic new bridges and it considered therefore that a
new bridge over Kings Lock should aspire to deliver an appropriate visual
quality.
At present there is no detail of the various buildings associated with the

discounted due to the response to
consultation with ABP. TLSB propose to
provide the infrastructure to allow for the
operation of a water shuttle between
Swansea Marina and the Lagoon.

This has been taken into account as part of
the design masterplanning of the public
realm.

645.

Due to the need to protect the interests of
ABP, the bridge will no longer form part of
the Project despite TLSB’s original
intentions.
TLSB has and will continue to engage with

646.

647.
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scheme or the various shelters and features to break up the significant
distances involved and to create focal points.
It is recommended therefore that Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd take
note of the concerns set out above and be requested to continue to liaise
with the City & County of Swansea on the public realm and design
evolution of the scheme.
It is proposed that the project should also provide a setting for art and
educational programmes at all levels for Swansea Bay and beyond and
the project is expected to be a significant tourist attraction in its own
right.
In response, the Council’s Head of Culture, Tourism, Sport & Leisure has
identified the Council’s current vision that by 2020 Swansea will aim to
be a distinctive European City and is of the view that the project, as
presented would appear to support this vision and fit with the new
Council ‘Destination Management Plan’ that is currently being
developed. From the information provided, the Head of Culture, Tourism,
Sport & Leisure has stated that it would appear that the project has the
potential to:

CCSC regarding the detailed
masterplanning of the Project.

TLSB welcomes this support for the
benefits of the Project.

648.

TLSB welcomes this support for the
benefits of the Project.

649.

•
Provide Swansea Bay and Wales with a unique ‘maritimethemed’ visitor attraction – this might help provide Swansea with a real
sense of distinctiveness over other coastal locations. In effect, the
attraction could attract a new category of visitor in its own right.
•
Contribute towards a more visually appealing gateway to the city
from the sea and also from the road.
•
Provide a visitor centre in a seascape setting which can be
enjoyed in all weather conditions.
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•
Create a new unique selling point to include in destination
marketing activity for the area.
•
Meet the needs of Swansea Bay’s current visitor demographic –
mainly interested in scenery/landscape, walking and watersports.
•
Complement the ‘Watersports Centre of Excellence’ and build on
this further with more actual reasons to visit.
•
Provide the infrastructure to stage major events in the area at
international and national levels regardless of any tidal restrictions that
currently exist due to the very high levels of high and low water.
•
Act as a catalyst to encourage further tourism investment, for
example accommodation, additional attractions, etc.

•
Generate employment opportunities both at construction stage
and post completion.
•
Combat seasonality challenges by relieving pressure from Gower
in busy summer period for water based recreational activities.
•
Improve the offer within the destination for watersports related
training and recreational activities (sailing, rowing etc.).
•
Provide better links from the City Centre to the sea – inline with
European Boulevard project and Waterfront Connections.
•
Encourage sustainability by rejuvenating bio-diversity/marine
eco-systems, therefore promoting local produce (oysters, lobsters,
samphire) and Welsh heritage. This in turn could help support the
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increased demand for and expectation of locally sourced seafood
products as part of the important food product for visitors.

It is highlighted however that some aspects require further information /
clarification in respect of:

•

The role and management of the visitor centre.

•

Parking provision.

•

Accessibility and security issues.

•

Pricing structure and policy.

•
Business plan measures of success – clearly payback into the
local grid system is one, but the Head of Culture, Tourism, Sport &
Leisure is keen to receive more information about the marketing strategy
and targets for visitor numbers and expenditure.
•
The potential for displacement of business from other
Watersports facilities recently in receipt of public funding
•
The ‘Coastal Recreational Facilities’ map is out-of-date and needs
to be replaced with latest version.
•
The level of noise affecting existing leisure and recreational
businesses on SA1.
•

Impact of sand levels at other Swansea Bay beaches as a result of

650.

TLSB intends for the visitor centre to
provide additional benefits of the Project.
The visitor centre will be an asset of TLSB
as part of the Project and its detailed
management mechanisms will be decided
at a later date.
Parking provision suitable to the Project
has been incorporated in the
masterplanning presented in the
application.
The Lagoon will be accessible during times
that are safe and suitable.
A full marketing strategy will be
implemented when the Lagoon begins
operations.
The Project will provide unique facilities
that are not replicated elsewhere in the
Bay.
The latest version of the Coastal
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the development.
•
Impact on any other tourism sectors e.g. cruise market and port
access.

Recreational Facilities map has been
included in the ES.
A noise assessment has been undertaken
and is presented in Chapter 19 of the ES.
The Project has been designed in
consultation with the Port Authorities in
order to ensure limited impact on the ports
operations.
TLSB has had regard to the matters raised
and ensured that the Project is suitably
designed and mitigated.

The Council’s Sustainability Team has highlighted that the PEIR identifies
5 socio-economic impacts as being significant, namely:

•

Employment generation during the construction phase

•

Employment generation during the operational phase

•

Additional local spending

•

Impact on open space

•

Impact on recreational infrastructure

This is reflective of the assessment
presented in the Chapter.

On this issues, the Sustainability Team has advised that it would be
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helpful to understand how and what methodology was used in coming to
decision about these impacts, how they were scoped for inclusion and
what socio-economic impacts were scoped out for assessment. For
example, possible health benefits from the increased recreational
opportunities and the potential for the proposal to help address the
significant inequalities in the region are not being considered or
assessed.
On economic issues, the Council’s Economic Development Team has
confirmed that the PEIR sets out the salient economic regeneration
strategies “Swansea 2020” and Swansea’s Beyond Bricks and Mortar
initiative to secure social benefit clauses such as targeted recruitment
and training from development and construction contracts.
It is advised that the significance criteria for measuring the magnitude of
impact is clearly stated however, from an economic perspective, the
inclusion of estimates of economic value in relation to the project
outputs would be beneficial e.g. in assessing the value of jobs created
and the occupational/ professional profile.
In terms of the impacts from construction jobs, the Economic
Regeneration Team has advised that:

•
2,880 (960 direct, 1920 indirect) are estimated to be created
from construction and through the supply chain over the three year
construction phase, based on a conservative estimate of 12 jobs per MW
and the potential for listed activities, facilities and materials to be
provided locally. Whilst there is “potential” to provide the listed services
locally, there is no guarantee that contracts will actually be secured
locally as a result of competitive tendering processes. The figure of 2,880
must be considered an upper limit of the potential for local employment.
The strong commitment by Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd to maximising
opportunities for local procurement is very positive and more detail of its

This clarification has been provided in
Chapter 22 of the ES.

This has been taken into account and the
significance assessment has been
enhanced in Chapter 22 of the ES.

651.

This has been taken into account, however,
no occupational/ professional profile of the
construction phase is provided identifying
the numbers of managers, professionals,
technical roles and other groups. This level
of detail is not normally required for an ES.

652.
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procurement strategy may help further assessment of how achievable
the estimate might be.

•
80 jobs (excluding indirect/induced jobs) are estimated from the
potential to source stone from the UK. It is not likely that these jobs
would be sourced locally but a preferred sourcing option would benefit
North Wales;

•
No occupational/ professional profile of the construction phase is
provided identifying the numbers of managers, professionals, technical
roles and other groups. It is recommended therefore that this is included
in the Environmental Impact Assessment when design and construction
methods are agreed;

•
The Economic Development Team would welcome the
opportunity to work with Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd to develop its
procurement strategy and maximise local opportunities;

•
Despite the three-year construction phase of the project being
assessed as likely to have a moderate beneficial short-term impact on the
Swansea economy, its short-term economic value may still be significant
given the current economic climate.
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For operational jobs the Economic Regeneration Team has advised that:

•
50 jobs (33 net direct, 17 net indirect) are estimated, generated
from the lagoon operation, management and maintenance and from the
visitor centre. This is not considered to likely materially contribute to
local economic value. Again, it is advised as difficult to assess the
economic value of the local jobs, but it is agreed that operational jobs are
likely to have only a minor beneficial long term impact on Swansea’s
economy
The Economic Regeneration Team would also welcome details of the
impacts and economic value of the community benefits being identified
at the Environmental Impact Assessment also.
The potential for the lagoon to impact on tourism is also noted by the
Economic Development Team although more details on visitor numbers
at a later stage would be welcomed.
It is also highlighted that the potential disruption during the construction
phase on recreational users, the Marinas and surfers as well as the effect
on water quality should be assessed at the Environmental Impact
Assessment stage. Accordingly, the Economic Development Team has
stated it to be surprising that there no adverse impacts are currently
anticipated requiring mitigation.
In conclusion the Council’s Economic Development Team has advised
that, on the basis of the initial assessment, it is agreed that the project is
likely to have an overall positive impact on the study area economy,
albeit a minor impact over the long term. Further assessment at the
Environmental Impact Assessment stage would be welcomed, particularly
if it reveals that:

•

TLSB welcomes this support for the
benefits of the Project.

653.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate factors included in the
assessment.
Further details regarding visitor numbers
have been identified.

654.

This has been taken into account and is
addressed in section ‘Impacts on
Recreation’

656.

TLSB welcomes this support for the
benefits of the Project.

657.

655.

The estimated economic impact/value of the onshore and
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offshore project outputs;
•
Details of the occupational/ professional employment profile at
the construction phase;
•
The procurement strategy and how opportunities for local
procurement will be maximised;
•
How community benefits will be delivered (e.g. Community Fund,
Share Offer, Cheaper Electricity and any other benefits);
•
The impact on tourism, recreational users, the Marinas, surfers
and water quality, and details of any mitigation measures to minimise
potential negative impacts.

The Council’s Sustainable Development Team has advised that if built as
per the project description:

•
The Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay Ltd proposal will make a
significant contribution to renewable electricity generation, using a
natural resource in a sustainable way.

These comments have been taken into
account and incorporated into the
assessment where appropriate.

658.

We should include the standard wording
about the community benefit fund.

•
The electricity will be exported to the National Grid for
distribution so whilst there will be no direct local benefit, there will be
indirect benefit by contributing to de-carbonising the supply of
electricity.
•
The development of power generation infrastructure locally that
has the potential for intergenerational production of electricity provides
potential long term resilience into the region. It is considered that the
255

proposal will make a significant positive impact in terms of climate
change mitigation i.e. reducing carbon emissions, but it is highlighted as
unclear as to how the proposal can support Swansea Bay in building
resilience to climate change in the future.
•
The timescales for assessing the impacts of the proposal vary
throughout the PEIR from 50 years to 125 years. The Environmental
Impact Assessment should therefore take a consistent approach and the
longer period of 125 years should be considered, especially with regard
to climate change impacts.
•
The proposal is considering supporting local resilience through
the offer of a community fund, share offer and cheaper electricity tariff.
It is not clear from the PEIR if the cheaper tariffs are only for domestic
consumers or if it will be also open to commercial customers. Whilst
needing to be benchmarked against other mainstream tariffs to fully
understand its impact, it is considered that the proposal could build
greater resilience into the local economy.
•
The Community Fund has the potential to support social inclusion
initiatives however details are unavailable at this stage.
•
The community benefit proposals are only under consideration
and their impact has not been assessed by the PEIR. More information
regarding the detail of these wider community benefits and how they will
be governed would help in assessing the significance of these benefits.
Proper consideration of these potential benefits can only be completed
when this information is available. This assessment is important as the
direct local economic impact in the long term is likely to be limited.
•
The proposal’s support of the City and County of Swansea’s
Beyond Bricks and Mortar will help build some short term resilience into
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the local economy during the construction phase.
•
The potential for the creation of a limited number of long term
jobs during the operation phase is a small positive. However of these 44
jobs, only a small proportion are high value, with the majority being of
low value. It is also unclear at this stage how many of these jobs will be
full-time or part-time. It would be helpful to understand what skills will
be required for the higher value jobs and whether these skills are
currently available locally, so that local people will have the opportunity
to apply for the jobs. If the skills are not available locally then the long
term benefit is significantly limited.
•
The PEIR identifies potential for ancillary uses of the lagoon
structure to support both recreational and economic activity. However
this potential will be dependent on the types of mitigation measures
used. As such the cost of satisfactory mitigation to address this risk is also
unknown and will impact on the potential of the business model to
support the community benefit schemes as well as ancillary uses.
•
The PEIR considers a wide ranging number of issues and topics,
however at this stage it does not look at the interrelationship between
the different issues and how the impacts in different chapters impact
upon each other. Neither does the PEIR consider the cumulative nature
of the impacts on each other. For example the impacts on the wider
economics of Swansea should the beach change from one that is
primarily sand to one of mud is not considered. A more complete,
integrated assessment once the final modelling is completed will be
welcome in the final Environmental Statement.
To conclude it is clear that the scheme will provide a significant
contribution to the production of carbon free energy. However at this
stage of the assessment it is too early to come to any conclusions about
how the proposal will contribute to the sustainability of Swansea in the
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NSB

Fish Legal

05/08/13

long term.
Fish species are of significant Importance to the overall status and
ecological potential of freshwater bodies and coastal areas and their
presence and abundance within the food chain as a whole, is crucial to
understand when assessing ‘value’. Their status and importance vanes
between and within water bodies and so this assessment requires much
greater detail than has been presented. Therefore, currently, the true
importance of fish and their sensitivity to this development is
understated and not properly represented.

This has been taken into account and the
appropriate level of significance has been
ascribed in relation to the impact as
presented in Chapter 22 of the ES.

659.

We feel green energy generation and the potential recreational activities
associated with the lagoon could be a huge boost to local tourism.

TLSB welcomes this support for the
benefits of the Project.

660.

Currently the local tourist board has been marketing our city as “Swansea
by the sea” and we are concerned that the lagoon may destroy the iconic
sweeping views across the bay and the visitor appreciation of this
resource, for example building of the lagoon may result in mud being
deposited on the beach and the view of the bay will be dominated by the
lagoon structure.

TLSB consider that the public realm
enhancements to an area consisting of
mainly disused and ex-industrial foreshore
will provide a net benefit to the Bay.

Further, the socio-economic value is also poorly and inconsistently
addressed. This should be an integral part of the PEIR, and is of particular
relevance to local communities and the public during this stage of
consultation with them.

NSB

Swansea
Environm
ental
Forum

30/08/13

Though some impacts will be observed
during the construction of the western
seawall, the provision of public realm will
provide a net benefit to the Bay in the long
term. The provision of water sport facilities
in the Lagoon will be of a unique nature,
and not in direct competition with other
activities in the Bay.
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An exclusion zone of 300-500m will be in
Swansea beach has been designated as one of Swansea’s tranquil areas,
the tranquillity of which will certainly be affected during the construction place on all sides of the turbine housing.
phase of the lagoon. We also have concerns about how the lagoon
structure could impinge on current recreational use of the waters around
the bay. There have been recent investments in water sports facilities, for
example the 360 Beach and Watersports Centre. So we would not wish
for development of the lagoon to undermine these.

In the lagoon there is a safety exclusion zone around the turbines to
protect water users, but we note that there is no exclusion zone marked
for outside of the lagoon. We recommend you include both internal and
external exclusion zones.

The combination of the cultural, ecological, visually attractive and
historical environment at the heart of Swansea’s City is something very
special and of considerable value, aesthetically, commercially, and
socially. The Bay provides people with a sense of place, identity and a
personal connection to the natural and historic environment all within a
five-minute walk from the city centre. It is important that the lagoon
does not detract from this unique resource.

It is the intention of TLSB that the Lagoon
will serve to enhance the identity and
sense of place in Swansea, through the
provision of a unique public realm and
locally commissioned art.

The draft Swansea Bay Environmental Management Plan and
Interpretation Strategy sets out a number of opportunities to improve
and promote the special the qualities of the bay and its management,

This has been taken into account.
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and needs to be taken into consideration.

NSB

NSB

Mumbles
Yacht
Club
(MYC)

Pleasure
Anglers
and
Kayakers
Associatio
n
(Alan
Duthie)

Tourism businesses all across the Bay market their “sea views” and the
aesthetics of the bay. Building a large industrial structure such as the
lagoon will be could have a negative effect on businesses. For example a
café owner in Mumbles will have a very different “sea view” after the
lagoon is built. We recommend investigating what mitigation and support
that can be put in place for tourism business if they see a decrease in
custom.
Confidence in the proposed project was undermined by a number of
potential additional benefits marketed or promoted by the panel that are
completely impractical e.g. Extreme Sailing inside the lagoon, cycle paths
along the length of the wall etc. The tidal nature of the lagoon precludes
a continual presence of water for racing on. Furthermore, the wall will
effectively be "out at sea" and in full exposure of the elements for
cyclists.
It was suggested that inside the Lagoon would be an ideal and safe
location for sailing, including dinghy lessons and regattas. Local clubs
with a lack of, or reduced, tidal activity continue to experience a range of
water quality issues and infultration of species such as killer shrimp. To
prevent ill health or contamination from such species, bio-hazard
controls would need to be established.
Q1: Are there any provisions for Sea anglers ?
Q2: What provisions are there for less abled anglers?
Q3: Will we still be able to fish the breakwater?
Q4: How will the charter boat fleet be affected?
Q5: Is there compensation available for business and organisations that
rely on that area for income?
Q6: Is anyone with angling experience represented at the consultation?

This has been taken into account and it is
considered that the significance of the
impact is not of a level enough to justify
the implementation of mitigation
measures.

TLSB considers that the proposed sports
are feasible and has been in continuing
engagement with sporting bodies to
ensure the feasibility of these events.

661.

Q1
This will be addressed as part of the detailed design of
the public realm, but provision for fishing platforms
and slipways has been made in the concept designs
currently at exhibition. We know people are keen to
see such facilities, and it is something we want to
provide if possible and if it does not impinge on other
uses/users of the lagoon.
Q2
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Disabled access has been considered in the concept
designs for all aspects of the scheme, and will be
provided for in the detailed public realm design and
access plans.
Q3
As we understand the eastern breakwater within the
port has limited access at present. If our proposals are
accepted by the ports, access along this area will be
available for shore fishing - although please note the
masterplan concepts being developed reduces the
vertical nature of this area of foreshore.
Q4
We will not be blocking access to either the Neath or
the Tawe dredged channels and therefore charter
boats residing in the local marina will have continued
access to the Bay.
Q5
As discussed above, full access will be maintained to
the wider Bay, although it is appreciated that charter
vessels will not be able to access the area between
the dredged channels. Notwithstanding this, the new
rocky walls of the lagoon should increase the habitat
available and will be of benefit to fish. A preliminary
assessment of potential effect has been undertaken
and the results are presented in the PEIR. The detailed
assessment will be available in our Environmental
Impact Assessment and mitigation is being integrated
into the design of the project as a whole. The PEIR is
now available on our website here as well as at our
consultation events, please see the attached flier for
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details.
Q6
So far, our EIA team has meet with a number of
groups including South West Wales Fisheries
Community (Marion Warlow, David Bulley, John
Lancaster (SWWFC)) as well as number of individual
fishermen, angling clubs and associations. Appendix
9.1 provides further information on the baseline and
fishing groups who have been consulted.
662.

23. Summary of mitigation (Chapter 23 of the ES)
Consultee
Date
Consultee response
NSB

Pontardawe and
Swansea Angling
Society Ltd

02/08/13

Monitoring:
We can’t see any provision in the PEIR for pre-and post-construction
monitoring, with a view to quantifying the effects on salmon and sea
trout.
If the proposal went ahead, we would require such monitoring so that
compensation could be claimed for any damage to our fishery and
remediation could be arranged. Such monitoring and remediation would
obviously need to be at the developer’s expense.
A level of remediation should be assumed to reflect the precision of the
monitoring programme. We would point out that the precision of any
monitoring programme will depend on the number of years monitoring
preas well as post-construction. We reiterate the advice of EA Wales to
learn from the monitoring and mitigation programme for the Cardiff Bay
Barrage, as well as the studies in relation to the Swansea Barrage. There
is no evidence in the PEIR that this advice has been followed. The stocks

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
A policy of engagement with the local
fishing community will be established
throughout the construction phase of the
Project, to identify and agree appropriate
and viable options to, as far as practically
possible, mitigate any potential effects
associated with the exclusion from fishing
grounds as a result of the Project.

663.

Further mitigation and enhancement
measures are discussed in section 9.6.10 of
Chapter 9.

This has been taken into account and
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SB

Welsh
Government

29/07/13

24. Interrelationships
Consultee
Date
SB

NRW (CEFAS)

of both migratory salmonids in the Tawe are currently below their target
levels. The target, rather than current, levels should be taken as baseline
against which the impact of the lagoon would be assessed.
Security:

applied where appropriate to the
assessment carried out as part of Chapter 9
of the ES.

If approved, this will be a high risk scheme for investors. In case it failed
and the developer became insolvent, security would need to be provided
to cover the costs of removing the structure and putting right any
damage done. We can’t see any provision in the PEIR for such security.
It’s something which we will pursue at the highest levels before any
decision on the proposal.

The DCO will contain provisions regarding
the transference of the benefit of the
Order in the event that TLSB ceases to be a
commercial entity.

Any such security arrangements will need to provide for transfers of
responsibility from the initial developers to any other entities. There has
already been one transfer from Inazin to Tidal Lagoon Swansea Bay plc.
since the scheme was first promoted in 2012.
The ES should clearly reference any proposed mitigation measures arid
monitoring, if required, whether for the construction phase, operation or
decommissioning of the project.

Consultee response
Cumulative and In Combination Effects
As suggested above Cefas would prefer to see this as a separate chapter
in the ES. The developer should consider the effects of the project on the
nearby LU120 and LU130 disposal sites and aggregate area 476. Atlantic
Array and the whole Bristol Channel zone should also be considered.
Cefas would suggest regular contact with NRW and Cefas over projects in
the marine environment that should be considered.

664.

Noted. Proposed mitigation and
enhancement (where practical) are
discussed in each of the ES chapters.

665.

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions
The nature and complexity of the EIA
undertaken for the Project has meant that
the cumulative impact and in-combination
effects as assessed for each receptor has
been presented in the relevant chapters
and summarised where appropriate.
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The responses below were received in response to the consultation on the change in the redline boundary as publicised under s48 of the Act. Dates which
redline notices

S42 – Redline consultation responses
Consultee

Date

Consultee response

Regard to S49: TLSB actions
undertaken/ongoing/future actions

SB

Department
for Transport

28/08/2013 In order that I might re-direct this to the correct section for response
please provide a plan and Land Registry ‘Title Register’ for the land
believed to be in the ownership of the Secretary of State for Transport.

Land plan issued to relevant party – Welsh
Government ( as now owners of parcel)

SB

Welsh
Government
(Business
Development
Mgr Energy &
Environment
sector )

23/09/2013 Proposed Application for Development Consent for a New Tidal Powered
Generating Station in Swansea Bay.
I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 22 August 2013 relating to a
new tidal powered generating station in Swansea Bay.

Duly noted

However, SA1 is a major economic development project and as
landowner, The Welsh Ministers would object to the identification of any
land from within the SAI estate for the project as there is other land in
the vicinity which could be utilised with lesser impact. It ¡s considered
particularly inappropriate for vehicular traffic for the lagoon project to
have access through the SA1 estate, because as a major regeneration
scheme, it includes substantial existing and proposed residential
development.
We would bring to your attention that The Welsh Ministers are a Crown
body and that you will therefore need to comply with Section 135 of the
Planning Act 2008 as a precursor to submitting an application for a
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SB

Welsh
Government
(Energy,
Water and
Flood)

Development Consent Order.
21/10/2013 Thank you for your letter of 23 September addressed to Michael
Cummings with the attached notice of a proposed application for a
Development Consent Order.

Duly noted. TLSB has consulted with all relevant
parties as suggested.

The Development Consent Order (DCC) is a matter for the Planning
Inspectorate (PINS) under the Planning Act 2008. However, we have
considered the information
provided in your letter and wish to note the following:
1. While the DCC may cover the areas listed in the letter, we would
strongly advise you to consult with PINS, the local planning authorities
(Swansea and Neath Port Talbot) and any other regulator as necessary,
such as Natural
Resources Wales, to seek clarification on whether the DCO can absolve
you from applying for other consents/permits that may be required for
the full completion and operation of the project as suggested in the
letter.
We believe that some elements of the project listed in the notice
attached to your letter will also require other consents/permits in
addition to the DCC.
2. We note that navigational lighting and safety warning systems are
listed in the notice. You might like to consult and agree all navigational
lighting and warning systems with Trinity House. As lighthouse authority,
and the local port authorities in the area. Local harbour authorities are
responsible for ensuring their harbour area is fit for use.
3. You might also like to consult The Crown Estate as owner of the
foreshore and seabed and any other landowners. if you haven’t already
done so, for their comments on your proposed redline land area
identified in the drawing attached to the letter.
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As previously noted in our response to the PEI information, the lagoon
area falls within the harbour limits of Swansea Port and Port of Neath.
26/09/2013 On behalf of Level 3 I acknowledge receipt of your letter dated 23rd
September 2013 concerning the Proposed Application for Development
Consent for a Tidal Powered Generating Station in Swansea Bay.

Acknowledged

Our Letter of Authority from Level 3 is attached for reference. I can
further confirm that there are no assets owned by Level 3, or their legacy
companies (Global Crossing, Fibernet etc.), within the Draft red line
boundary , that will be affected by the current proposals. Nor are there,
within the immediate future, any plans to install network infrastructure
or fibre optic cables within the red line boundary.

SB

ES Pipelines
Ltd / ESP
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Sustrans
Cymru

Please contact me directly if you require clarification or more
information.
03/10/2013 In regard to the correspondence dated 1 July and 23 September 2013 on
this proposal; I have been asked to reinforce our position. We do not
have any formal representations to make on this scheme and this was
indicated at its inception (email attached). I appreciate the reminder
however there was requirement to respond to either of these letters as
far as I can see from the text, only if we wished to do so that is.

07/10/2013 In response to your letter dated 23rd September 2013 I can confirm that
Sustrans Cymru has no land ownership interest or rights over land
affected by this development.

Acknowledged

TLSB and our masterplanning consultants (LDA
design) are in consultation with Sustrans.

I would, however draw your attention to National Cycle Route 4 which
runs to the north of the development site. This route forms an important
connection between the east of Swansea and the city centre, including
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the Bay Campus development.
We would be keen to discuss opportunities to link with the tidal lagoon
and enhance this route. In addition to this, please keep us informed of
any temporary diversions which may affect the route during the works.

SB

ARQIVA NO 3
Ltd

I understand that you have previously discussed the development of a
circular walking and cycling route along the lagoon wall with my
predecessor, Fraser
Arnot. I would be keen to continue this dialogue as the scheme develops.
07/10/2013 Thank you for your letter of 23 September consulting Arqiva on this
project and requesting comments on the enclosed red line plan that
identifies the land likely to be affected by the development.

Duly noted. Negotiations are ongoing and TLSB will
endeavour to ensure the preservation of the asset
holders rights were possible.

From the information provided in your letter, and on the project website,
it appears that none of our operational sites fall within the redline area.
We do, however, operate two transmission dish links over land close to
Swansea Bay. These are:
. BT Swansea-Kilvey Hill, between NGRs 265883,193013 and 2671
95,194025
. Kilvey Hill- Foel Fynyddau, between NGRs 267195,1904025 and
278132,193653
The red line plan shows that the land required for the project ¡s to the
south and east of these links and the development will, therefore, have
no direct impact upon them. I must stress, however, that these links
operate on a fixed line of sight basis and the communications signal can
be affected or broken by temporary works such as large cranes that are
often associated with major construction projects. We, therefore,
request a 200m wide corridor (i.e. ±100m) around the line of sight links
be kept clear from any temporary works that may obstruct or break the
signal.
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25/09/2013 Thank you for your recent correspondence which sought further Civil
Aviation Authority (CAA) comment related to the titled proposed
development; this time with specific reference to the land based part of
the development.
Whilst the documentation provided provides no indication of the
maximum height of any part of the land-based development, on the
assumption that no aspect will exceed a height (above ground level) of
30m I can advise that there would be no en-route (ie non-aerodrome
related) aviation issues. That said, from an aerodrome perspective, I
believe it would be reasonable for the planning process to establish the
related views of the operator of Swansea Airport and to take any related
concerns into account. This would be in line with any consultation
requirement related to ODPM/DfT Circular 1/2003
28/10/2013 Thank you for your consultation regarding the land area likely to be
affected by the project. We note that the preliminary Environmental
Impact Assessment (PEIR) now contains additional documentation
relating to the Habitats Regulation Assessment and Water Framework
Directive.

Duly noted. None of the structures proposed for this
development will exceed a ground level height of
30m. TLSB consulted with the Civil Aviation
Authority, who expressed that the scheme was
unlikeky to have impacts on civil aviation.

Duly noted.

We have previously provided comments at the scoping phase and initial
section 42 public consultation phase of this project. These responses
identify the matters and issues which should be addressed in the
documentation which will be submitted with the application for a
Development Consent Order (DCO). You are advised that PHE will refer to
these documents when assessing your submission.
We would also stress that PHE considers it good practice to include a
section within the Environmental Impact Assessment summarising the
potential impacts on public health which may be caused by a
development.
In matters relating to air quality, ground contamination and any potential
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24/10/13

impacts on controlled waters you are advised to liaise with Natural
Resources Wales and the Local Authority prior to making your application
for a DCO.
Thank you for your consultation letter of 23 September 2013 seeking the
views of the Coal Authority on the proposed site area for the above
proposal.

I have reviewed the attached drawing, and can confirm that the Coal
Authority has no comments to make on the red-line plan.
23/10/2013 Thank you for your letter of 23rd September to our Lead Chief Officer,
Richard Workman, in respect of the above application and in particular
the land area likely to be affected the Project.

Duly noted

Duly noted

As you will be aware SWWITCH is a consortium of the four Local Councils
in South West Wales, including Neath Port Talbot County Borough
Council and the City and County of Swansea, the two highway and
planning authorities affected by the Project.
Having consulted with planning colleagues in both Councils, SWWITCH is
content that all necessary checks and balances are in place and that any
potential transport and access issues are being adequately and
harmoniously managed by the two Councils.
Therefore in this instance SWWITCH does not propose to make a
comment.
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