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Robinson, Amanda
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

10 May 2021 07:44
qA1420023 - A55 Junctions 16 & 16A Improvements Realignment and Slip Roads
- NRW Response NRW:01114306
A55 J16 ES NRW Response.pdf; A55 J16 SIAA review.pdf

Annwyl Gareth Jones,
Amgaeaf ein hymateb i’r cais uchod, ac os oes gennych unrhyw ymholiadau, mae croeso i chi gysylltu â mi.
Cofion Cynnes
Dear Gareth Jones,
Please find attached our response to the above application, if you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me.
Kind Regards

Tîm Cynllunio Datblygu / Development Planning Team

1

Ein cyf/Our ref: CAS-142761-D5W2
Eich cyf/Your ref: qA1420023

Llywodraeth Cymru
Parc Cathays
Caerdydd
CF10 3NQ
10/05/2021
Annwyl / Dear G N Jones,
The Chester to Bangor Trunk Road (A55) (Junctions 16 and 16a Improvement,
Realignment and Slip Roads) Order 202
Thank you for referring the above proposal which we received on 23/03/2021. NRW has
reviewed the information provided in the ‘A55 Junctions 16 and 16a Improvements
Environmental Statement March 2021.
NRW have concerns with regards to the conclusions of the Environmental Statement (ES)
document and advise that the document is updated to take into account the comments
below:
Description of the Scheme
Chapter 2 – Description of the Scheme
1. It is stated in section 2.9.3 that the compound will be “located on the south side of the
A55 and to the west of the existing Junction 16A, would be taken form the duration of
construction and fully restored on completion to the original greenfield condition for
agricultural use.”
2. We also note section 2.9 and further details are required with regards to the
compound as follows:
• What are the intentions for foul waste during the construction phase?
• Access and egress plans for the compound(s)?
• Will the compound be constructed on hard standing/stone to prevent run off?
• How will the site draw water for utilities? Bore hole, standpipe mains etc.
• Will the compound be connected to mains electricity or generator?
3. A site-specific drainage plan will be required for the compound area to detail the
above and to ensure no runoff from the compound.

4. We note that there is reference to the Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) in section 2.10.5 – 2.10.6. We welcome works being completed under a
CEMP and note Chapter 20 and appendix 2.2 Pre-CEMP.
Geology and Soils
Chapter 6 – Geology and Soils
Appendices 6.1 – 6.3
5. We are broadly satisfied with the conclusions and recommendations within the
chapter; however, we have the following comments.
6. Section 6.2.8 refers to The Contaminated Land (England) Regulations 2006, and the
DEFRA Contaminated Land Statutory Guidance, these should The Contaminated
Land (Wales) Regulations 2006 and Welsh Government Contaminated Land
Statutory Guidance 2021.
7. Section 6.3.1-6.3.2 refers to CLR11 this has now been replaced by Land
Contamination: Risk Management’
8. A number of minor EQS exceedances for leachate and groundwater samples were
identified in section 6.8.65 to 6.8.77. Whilst the potential construction and operational
effects have been considered, these exceedances have not been assessed further in
terms of potential risks to controlled waters (i.e. as the site currently sits). Generally,
we would expect that where exceedances have been identified there should be
progression to the next tier of assessment within the Remedial Targets Methodology
(‘Remedial Targets Methodology: Hydrogeological Risk Assessment for Land
Contamination’ Environment Agency, 2006
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/remedial-targets-worksheet-v22a-usermanual
9. Furthermore, there is no qualitative assessment/statement as to whether these
exceedances are posing a risk to controlled waters.
10. The contaminated land risk assessment for the Scheme has been provided in
Technical Appendix 6.3. this only considered the risk in the construction and
operational phase and does not assess the historical contamination.
11. A refuse tip, gasworks and tar storage were previously present on site and whilst
some remediation may have occurred there is insufficient information to demonstrate
that residual contamination is not present, if present residual contamination could be
impacting controlled waters. In accordance with Planning Policy Wales V11 6.9.17
“the onus will remain with the developer to ensure that the development of the site
will remove any unacceptable risks and the planning authority in making development
management decisions will need to ensure that the land is suitable for its proposed
use and would not meet the legal definition of contaminated land under Part IIA.”
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Road Drainage and Water Environment
Chapter 7 – Road Drainage and Water Environment
Figures 7.1 – 7.7
Appendices 7.1 – 7.5
- Flood Risk
12. We note the chapter considers the potential impacts of the scheme for both the
construction and operational phases.
13. The removal of the existing Junction 16 roundabout and construction of a
replacement junction with westbound on and off slip roads only. A new link road would
be constructed running roughly parallel with the A55 to the south. A new junction
would be constructed further east at Junction 16A Dwygyfylchi with a new overbridge
and graded separated junction with slip roads in both directions. The site boundary
lies partially within Zone C2, according to the Development Advice Map (DAM)
referred to under Technical Advice Note (TAN) 15 Development and Flood Risk (July
2004).
14. We have reviewed the content of the FCA (Appendix 7.2) and supporting Afon Gyrach
We have reviewed the submitted Flood Consequence Assessment in Appendix 7.2
of the ES (Vol. 3C App Chapters 7-18) dated March 2021. The FCA is dated
09/06/2020 (fourth issue) and we would advise that reference to flood zones 3, 2 and
1 in our mapping system has changed since this time. We published updated flood
risk maps showing current day flood risks last October with the Flood Risk
Assessment Wales maps. As such Section 3 may need to be updated although the
modelling work would seem acceptable to show that the flood risk associated with the
new crossing of the Afon Gyrach (designated as a main river) is manageable.
15. The watercourse has been hydraulically modelled (Appendix 7.5 – Afon Gyrach Flood
Modelling Report) and it is noted that the proposed structure to cross the river Gyrach
does increase water level upstream by 0.13m on the extreme or 0.1% event. This
increase (afflux) in levels extend a maximum of 28m upstream of the crossing and
would usually result in concerns being raised by NRW. However, it is noted and
understood that the current use of this land is pasture and would become land
purchased and retained by Welsh Government. Should this be the case then this
increase would be acceptable.
16. However, the modelling has been based on an assumption that the new structure
should have an opening size (shape , width and height) as the existing A55 arch
structure. This would be acceptable although the modelling report does advise (para.
7.3.4) “…The impact of the structure on flow velocities and scour should be examined
in greater detail at the detailed design stage and can be based on the results of the
HEC-RAS model as part of a robust approach…”. Therefore, the dimensions used in
the model may need to be increased. We are aware, from historic discussions and
remedial works that the downstream railway crossing is liable to scouring of the bed.
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The increase shown in the hydraulic modelling on velocities therefore needs to be
addressed so that the scheme will not accelerate erosion downstream.
17. The sizing, design (particularly retaining the natural bed, and not using a culvert) and
placement of the new bridge structure will be key to ensuring a continued and stable
sediment regime through the reach. Incorrect sizing, design, location and installation
could result in excessive scour, deposition (and therefore increased maintenance)
within the new and existing A55 structures, increased flood risk and a deterioration of
habitats for species present. Please note that any structure that is modelled to show
a afflux upstream during high flow events (such as this) is likely to increase velocities
and scour within the structure itself. As such we would recommend that a
Geomorphologist is employed in the design of the final scheme to ensure these
factors are duly considered and addressed.
18. We appreciate that the existing A55 crossing has a natural bed and would request
that this should also be the proposal for the new crossing (rather than a culvert). If it
can be agreed that a clear span bridge is the preferred method of crossing, then the
proposal may not require a separate Flood Risk Activity Permit (FRAP) from NRW
under Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.
19. Access to allow for future maintenance with heavy plant is to be provided (para
3.1.7) between the existing A55 crossing and the proposed crossing.
20. As such we are generally satisfied with the proposal but would suggest that the actual
crossing design is fully understood at the Order stage to determine the need for a
possible FRAP application.
21. The flood modelling is heavily influenced by the initial flood estimates used in any
hydraulic modelling. If the hydrology used to obtain the flood estimates are incorrect
then the model results will also be incorrect and may not give an accurate reflection
of the flood risk associated with the proposal. We therefore offer the following
comments which need to be addressed as part of an updated FCA (and agreed with
NRW) prior to the Order being made.
22. With regards to Appendix 7.4 (Hydrological Calculations Record). The peak flow for
the 1% Annual exceedance probability event appears reasonable, however, there are
some points that need clarifying in the report for future reference and the response to
them may change the final estimates slightly. The points which need addressing are
as follows:
•

•

Software used. The latest version has not been used. We would expect the record
to be updated to use the version released September 2020. We are unable to find
in the report which version of ReFH2 has been used for this work. The report
needs to confirm which version was used. ReFH 2.2 or 2.3 should be used with
the FEH2013 rainfall model. The NRW guidance note GN008 (2017) states that
we may not accept ReFH1 or ReFH2.1 estimates that use the FEH1999 model.
Statistical. Urbanisation - the Environment Agency Flood Estimation Guidelines
(June 2020) recommend that urbanisation adjustment of QMED is applied in all
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•

cases for consistency in WINFAP4. Section 4 should demonstrate that urban
adjustment has been addressed adequately. It is accepted that this will only have
limited changes in values.
Revitalised Flood Hydrograph (ReFH). It is unclear if rural or urban results have
been used in ReFH2 methodology. Table 5.2 appears to imply that rural have
been used. The rural estimate is for information only and is as though the
catchment is 100% rural. The urban results should always be used as that will
include any urbanisation in the catchment, the differences are likely to be minimal
in this case, but the calculation record should be updated, and revised estimates
used in the modelling if necessary. A storm duration of 6.15 hours has been used.
Further clarification as to how this duration was derived is required. Using
ReFH2.3 may give a different duration and hydrograph used in the hydraulic
model.

23. We would therefore suggest that the Flood Consequence Assessment (Appendix 7.2)
and the Hydrological Calculations Record (Appendix 7.4) along with the Afon Gyrach
Flood Modelling Report (Appendix 7.5) be revisited and the above comments be
considered for any updates to ensure that all parties fully understand the flood risk
associated with the proposal.
- Drainage
24. With regards to section 7.4.5. we require clarification on which WFD classifications
were used here. Please note this paragraph taken from ‘WFD Cycle 2 Interim
Classifications FAQs English’ from the Water Watch Wales website when referring to
the 2018 interim WFD classification:
“How robust was the quality assurance of the estuarine and coastal classification
compared to previous years?
Due to limited resources it was not possible to carry out a full quality assurance of the
estuarine and coastal classification as undertaken in previous years. Where there is
a change in status, the interim classification result must be used alongside the 2015
classification to provide context. Any decisions based on the interim classification will
need to be carefully considered and will need to be informed by any investigations
into the status change.”
25. We advise that the Conwy Transitional waterbody be screened in as well. With
regards to section 7.10.4. It is stated that the conclusion of the WFD Assessment is
‘no deterioration’ to the designated waterbodies. However, the waterbodies have not
been adequately assessed. We therefore advise that this section be updated once
the assessment is complete.
26. With regards to section 7.4.10 – 7.4.12 and 7.6.4 we note that it states that run-off
from the Scheme would be discharged into Conwy Bay via existing outfalls to sea
and via discharges to the Afon Gyrach and an unnamed watercourse which is
culverted under the A55 approximately 425m west of the Penmaen-bach Tunnels and
we concur with the potential for impacts.
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27. We note section 7.7 and that a detailed scheme design with regards to drainage will
take place, we therefore, advise that a specific drainage plan is required for the
scheme. The drainage plans should detail all drainage both construction and
operational. With regards to surface water the location and management of
attenuation pools from road run off and detail any installation of mitigation measures
such as interceptors. Any culverts installed as part of the scheme must be oversized
to allow fish passage, gravel movement, and to prevent a drop in Water Framework
Directive classification.
28. It should be noted that within this section there is reference to creating attenuation
pools, and drainage in line with SuDS, however, there is also reference as stated
above to direct discharges of surface water to the sea. We would require betterment
with regards to the implementation of mitigation measures and these could be
detailed within the site-specific drainage plan.
29. With regards to ES Volume 3: Appendices 7-18 – 7.1. WFD Assessment. We note
that the Cycle 2 classifications have been used and advise that this should be made
clear in the ES (vol. 1 Chapters), please see comments above (point 20).
30. With regards to Section 4.1.1 we agree that a WFD Compliance Assessment is
required.
31. We note Table 4.1.a. We advise that the Conwy Transitional waterbody should also
be screened in.
32. We note Table 4.2.b. and advise that it is unclear which waterbodies were scoped in
this table. As only one waterbody was screened in, it can be assumed that this is the
waterbody being scoped, but it should be stated for clarity which waterbody is being
scoped. We advise that Conwy Transitional waterbody should be screened in and
may also need to be scoped.
33. In addition, we advise that the Water Quality Phytoplankton status is recorded by
NRW for both the Cycle 2 (2015) and Cycle 2 Interim (2018) classifications. Please
see data on Water Watch Wales. In the Cycle 2 classification Conwy Coastal WFD
waterbody had a phytoplankton classification of Good, whilst Menai Straight Coastal
WFD waterbody was not classified. In the 2018 interim classification Conwy Bay was
classified as Good for phytoplankton with a confidence of Quite Certain and Menai
Straight classified as High with a confidence of Very Certain. As neither waterbodies
have a phytoplankton status of moderate, poor or bad, therefore according to the
directive an impact assessment is not required. We have no further comments on the
water quality section of the scoping table and agree with the scoping decisions.
34. With regards to section 4.7. Mitigation Measures. We advise that the statement “the
Scheme is unable to have an impact on formal mitigation measures for the Conwy
Bay waterbody as there are none currently in place” is inaccurate. Under the WFD,
mitigations measures for heavily modified water bodies (HMWBs) that are ‘not in
place’ and have not been identified as technically feasible or disproportionately costly
should be considered active, and impacts caused by the proposed project must be
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assessed. Please refer to section 4.4 of the OGN72, this can me made available upon
request from NRW.
35. Appendix 7.6 was not present in the document ‘Volume 3C Appendices Chapters 718’. We request to see a copy of this appendix.
Nature Conservation
Chapter 8 – Nature Conservation
Figures 8.1 – 8.14
Appendices 8.1 – 8.5
36. We are broadly satisfied with the conclusions and recommendations within the
chapter; however, we have the following comments:
- Great Crested Newts (GCN)
37. With regards to section 8.4.8 and 8.5.39 – 8.5.41 we concur with the assessment and
conclusions in respect of GCN.
- Bats
38. With regards to section 8.4.9 – 8.4.17 and section 8.5.42 – 8.5.62 we are generally
satisfied with the assessment and conclusion in respect of bats.
39. With regards to section 8.7.55 – 8.7.62 we are generally satisfied with the assessment
and conclusion in respect of bats.
40. With regards to section 8.7.123 – 8.7.131 we are generally satisfied with the
assessment and conclusion in respect of bats.
41. We concur in principle with regards to what is recommended in respect of bats in
section 8.8.47 – 8.8.57.
42. With regards to section 8.9.4 we are generally satisfied to the proposed bat
monitoring.
- Otter
43. With regards to section 8.4.19 – 8.4.20, 8.4.52 and 8.5.63 – 8.5.67 we concur in
general with the assessment and conclusions in respect of otters. Regarding section
8.7.64 we advise against channelisation of bankside and more natural means with
regards to otter through routes should be considered.
44. With regards to section 8.7.63 – 8.7.66 we concur with the conclusions of the
assessment.
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45. With regards to section 8.7.132 – 8.7.144 we are broadly in agreement, however, see
below points raised.
46. With regards to section 8.7.138 and, we note that the existing road scheme and
proposed scheme would have light spill on the Afon Gyrach. We would advise dark
zones for the Afon Gyrach and there is an opportunity for betterment in lighting at this
location.
47. With regards to section 8.8.58 – 8.8.68 we are broadly in agreement.
48. With regards to section 8.9.4 we are generally satisfied to the proposed otter
monitoring.
- Water Vole
49. With regards to section 8.4.21 – 8.4.23 and 8.5.68 – 8.5.70 we concur with the
assessment and conclusions in respect of water vole.
- Dormice
50. With regards to section 8.4.26 and 8.5.75 – 8.5.78 we concur with the assessment
and conclusions in respect of dormice.
- Invasive Non-native Species
51. We note and concur with section 8.5.118 – 8.5.119 in respect to Invasive non-native
species.
- Designated Sites
52. We are in agreement that impact on Liverpool Bay SPA and Menai Strait and Conwy
Bay SAC needs to be assessed taking account of the requirements and conservation
objectives of the features especially the mobile species both inside and outside of the
designated site boundary.
53. We are broadly in agreement with section 8.8.16 – 8.8.30.
- Primary, Secondary and Tertiary Mitigation
54. With regards to sections 8.8.9 and 8.8.12, we do not recognise SuDS as a recognised
form of ecological mitigation/enhancement, we require that the ecological
enhancement element is kept separate. We appreciate the ecological benefit,
however, during a pollution incident that benefit is at risk.
55. We note and concur with what has been outlined in section 8.8.11 – 8.8.15.
- Monitoring and Aftercare
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56. With regards to section 8.9 we concur with what has been outlined in respect of
monitoring and aftercare.
Landscape
Chapter 9 – Landscape
Figures 9.1 – 9.12
Appendices 9.1 – 9.5
57. Due to the distance of the proposed A55 junction improvements from Snowdonia
National Park, our planning interest relates to the development’s potential visual
impact upon the designated landscape’s setting.
58. We welcome the Environmental Design Principles (Mitigation and Enhancement) set
out in 2.6 Design strategy for the project, ES Chapter 2 The Scheme:
• Minimise light spill from highway lighting to avoid or reduce the impact on ‘Dark
Skies’ within the Snowdonia National Park
• Protect the quality of views where this is physically achievable and minimise or
mitigate any adverse impacts
• Protect landscape/scenic quality for residents and visitors to Llanfairfechan and
for viewers at elevated locations within Snowdonia National Park
59. We consider the setting out of the landscape and visual context to be thorough.
60. We concur with ES Chapter 9 Landscape and visual effects, section 9.10.6 of the
Summary and Conclusions: “The overall effects of the Scheme would result in the
further urbanisation of the existing road corridor with additional man-made features
such as the overbridge, retaining walls, lighting, gantries and signage further
detracting from the existing view along the road corridor. The landscape and visual
impact of the Scheme on the wider area would not be significant. The highly scenic
qualities of the surrounding area and Snowdonia National Park would remain intact
and there would be no significant change to the wider landscape character or
perceptual qualities such as the tranquillity of the surrounding area.”
61. At the local level, the ability of the scheme to achieve the best it can for townscape
character and landscape integration is heavily dependent on the materials, finishes,
details and colour of many of the road structures, retaining walls and the overbridge.
Air Quality
Chapter 12 – Air Quality
Figures 12.1 – 12.3
Appendices 12.1 and 12.5
62. We note section 12.8.19 – 12.8.25 and concur with the assessment and note the
approach taken. We note that Sychnant Pass SSSI is approx. 144m from the J16
road scheme.
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63. With regards to section 12.16.1 – 12.16.9 we note that in terms of dusts, we advise
that providing the dust control measures are in place that would prevent dust
depositions at levels that would be considered nuisance dust deposition at residential
locations (i.e. 200mg/m2/day) at the boundary of the works, then that should be
sufficient to protect features of the Sychnant Pass SSSI. We do note, however, that
the assessment summary Table 12.10 indicates that as the SSSI is further than 100m
away the risks are considered to be low. Therefore, as indicated above any control
measures would be beneficial.
64. With regards to section 12.17.6 – 12.17.7 and with regard to Tables 12-15 and 1216, we note that it is indicated that the traffic emissions are going to be very low even
with the Do Something scenario. Table 12-16 indicates that the NOx PC will be
0.6%, N-deposition will be 0.1% and acid to be 0.1%. We note that all the predicted
scheme contributions appear to be not significant.
65. We note and concur with conclusions outlined in section 12.22.
Management of Environmental Effects
Chapter 20 - Management of Environmental Effects
66. We are in general agreement with what has been outlined in Chapter 20. We note
appendix 2.2 and concur that the CEMP should developed in consultation with NRW.
Cumulative effects and inter-relationships
67. We do not have any comments to make with regards to cumulative effects. We
consider that the local authority is best placed to advise on a list of relevant projects.
68. We welcome the inclusion of the inter-relationships between topics.
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you require further information or clarification on any
of the above.
Our comments above only relate specifically to matters that are listed in our ‘Consultation
Topics’ document (September 2018) which is published on our website:
(https://cdn.naturalresources.wales/media/686847/dpas-consultation-topics-august-2018eng.pdf?mode=pad&rnd=131819256840000000). We have not considered potential effects
on other matters and do not rule out the potential for the proposed development to affect
other interests.
The applicant should be advised that, in addition to planning permission, it is their
responsibility to ensure that they secure all other permits/consents relevant to their
development.
Yn gywir / Yours sincerely,
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Siôn M. Williams
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu / Advisor - Development Planning
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales
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Llywodraeth Cymru
Parc Cathays
Caerdydd
CF10 3NQ
10/05/2021
Annwyl / Dear G N Jones,
The Chester to Bangor Trunk Road (A55) (Junctions 16 and 16a Improvement,
Realignment and Slip Roads) Order 202
Thank you for referring the above proposal which we received on 23/03/2021. NRW has
reviewed the information provided in the A55 Junction 16 and 16a Statement to Inform an
Appropriate Assessment (SIAA) March 2021.
Regulation 63 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit)
Regulations 2019 (the “Habitats Regulations”) transposing the provisions of Council
Directive 92/43/EEC, on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora
(Habitats Directive), and Council Directive 2009/147/EC, on the conservation of wild birds
(Birds Directive) into UK legislation.
Screening
1. We note sections 2.2.3/3.12.1 that the screening assessment identified that in the
absence of appropriate mitigation and taking into consideration their conservation
objectives, likely significant effects on qualifying features of the following designated
sites could not be ruled out at Stage 1:
a) Liverpool Bay / Bae Lerpwl (Wales) Special Protection Area (SPA)
b) Y Fenai a Bae Conwy / Menai Strait and Conwy Bay Special Area of
Conservation (SAC).
2. We are in agreement with this statement and further comments are provided below
with regards to our review of the detailed potential impacts, mitigation and monitoring.
3. We also note section 2.2.5/3.12.2 that it is unlikely that there will be significant effects
on the following SAC sites, therefore no further assessment is needed.
a) Mwyngloddiau Fforest Gwydir/ Gwydyr Forest Mines SAC
b) Coedydd Derw a Safleoedd Ystlumod Meirion/ Meirionnydd Oakwoods and
Bat Sites SAC
4. We are in agreement with this statement that there is unlikely to be a significant effect
on the terrestrial SAC sites.

Croesewir gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg a’r Saesneg
Correspondence welcomed in Welsh and English

Potential Impacts on Protected Sites, Mitigation and Monitoring
-

Water Quality

1. We note sections 4.3.21 – 4.3.25 and sections 6.2.5 – 6.2.10 and are in agreement
with the potential impacts for Y Fenai a Bae Conwy/ Menai Strait and Conwy Bay
SAC.
2. Comments from previous NRW correspondence (dated 22/05/2020 ref:CAS-112174G2Y9) have been addressed. However, our comments with regards to WFD within
the ES should be noted and updated. We note chapter 7 and are in broad agreement
with the mitigation proposed.
-

Birds

3. We note section 6.1 Traeth Lafan / Lavan Sands, Conway Bay SPA and Table 13:
Effects on Conservation Objectives and are in agreement with the inclusion of this
designated site within this assessment for Junction 16 (although it is outside the
inclusion zone) in regard to the potential impacts for the designated qualifying
features of oystercatcher and curlew.
4. In conclusion, we note section 7.1.10 – 7.1.14 and Table 16 and note the
mitigation/control measures, being mainly the preparation and implementation of the
CEMP. We are, therefore, in agreement there would be no adverse effect on site
integrity.
5. We note and agree with section 8.1.1. with regards with what has been outlined with
regards to monitoring of birds which are a feature of the SPA during construction.
6. We note section 6.3 Liverpool Bay / Bae Lerpwl SPA and Table 15: Effects on
Conservation Objectives and are in agreement with the regards to the potential
impacts for the designated qualifying features of this site.
7. It is noted in section 7.3.2, the proposal will not affect the features of interest of the
Liverpool Bay / Bae Lerpwl (Wales) SPA. We are, therefore, in agreement there
would be no adverse effect on site integrity.
-

Air Quality

8. We note sections 4.3.17 – 4.3.18, Table 10, section 6.2.1 - 6.2.2 and are in agreement
with the potential impacts of the construction and operational traffic Y Fenai a Bae
Conwy/ Menai Strait and Conwy Bay SAC.
9. In conclusion, we note section 7.1.7 and 7.1.8 and note the implementation of
pollution control measures through a CEMP. We are, therefore, in agreement there
would be no adverse effect on site integrity from construction or operational traffic
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and that NOx and Nitrogen Deposition levels are within the objective / Critical Level /
Critical Load.
Other Matters
Our comments above only relate specifically to matters included on our checklist,
Development Planning Advisory Service: Consultation Topics (September 2018), which is
published on our website. We have not considered potential effects on other matters and do
not rule out the potential for the proposed development to affect other interests.
We advise the applicant that, in addition to planning permission, it is their responsibility to
ensure they secure all other permits/consents/licences relevant to their
development. Please refer to our website for further details.
If you have any queries on the above, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Yn gywir / Yours faithfully
Siôn M. Williams
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu / Advisor - Development Planning
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales
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Adran yr Economi a’r Seilwaith
Department for Economy and Infrastructure

Dear Madam

Our Ref: qA1420023
Date: 19 July 2021

THE CHESTER TO BANGOR TRUNK ROAD (A55) (JUNCTIONS 16 AND 16A IMPROVEMENT
REALIGNMENT AND SLIP ROADS) ORDER 202THE CHESTER TO BANGOR TRUNK ROAD (A55) (JUNCTIONS 16 AND 16A IMPROVEMENT
REALIGNMENT AND SLIP ROADS) (SIDE ROADS) ORDER 202(Ref J15-R048-A55J15J16-2021-124A-R)
I refer to your email dated 10 May 2021 and the attached letters Ref CAS-142761-D5W2 comprising your
response to the above Draft Orders and the Welsh Government acknowledgement letters dated 12 May
2021. Please note that your response has been registered as an Objection to the above Draft Orders as we
note you have concerns with regards to the conclusions of the Environmental Statement (ES) document
which need to be addressed. You should since have received a Welsh Government letter dated 25 May 2021
confirming that a Public Local Inquiry will be held.
Please find attached a tabulated response to the points raised in your letters including proposed updates the
Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC) and supplementary work to address specific
issues where appropriate. I hope I have satisfactorily addressed the points you have raised.
Should you require clarification, or wish to discuss the matters prior to responding, please contact Andrew
Sumner of RML as follows: Tel: 07702 369308/ Email: a.sumner@rmlconsult.com.

Yours faithfully

James Healey. B.Eng. C.Eng. MHKIE. MICE.
Project Engineer – A55 Junctions 15/16 Improvement Scheme
Trafnidiaeth -Transport
Seilwaith yr Economi - Economic Infrastructure
Llywodraeth Cymru - Welsh Government
Sarn Mynach,
Llandudno Junction,
LL31 9RZ
1
Sarn Mynach
Cyffordd Llandudno ●Llandudno Junction
LL31 9RZ

Ffôn ● Tel 0300 062 5680
James.Healey@gov.wales
Gwefan ● website: www.gov.wales

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
Description of Scheme
1&2
What are the intentions for foul waste during the construction
phase?

Access and egress plans for the compound(s)?
Will the compound be constructed on hard standing/stone to
prevent run off?

3

4

How will the site draw water for utilities? Bore hole, standpipe
mains etc.
Will the compound be connected to mains electricity or
generator?
site-specific drainage plan will be required for the compound area
to detail the above and to ensure no runoff from the compound

We note that there is reference to the Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) in section 2.10.5 –
2.10.6. We welcome works being completed under a CEMP and
note Chapter 20 and appendix 2.2 Pre-CEMP.

Geology and Soils
5
We are broadly satisfied with the conclusions and
recommendations within the chapter; however, we have the
following comments.
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Response/comments
These points would normally be addressed during detailed design because the
siting of the compound would be left until the design and build contractor is
appointed.
A connection to the public sewer would be negotiated to serve the compound for
the duration of the construction period. If necessary, sewage would be pumped.
These would be agreed with the highway authority
Surface water runoff and the rate of discharge would be managed and measures
to capture sediment included. The drainage plan for the compound area would be
developed in detail by the successful contractor appointed by Welsh Government
to construct the scheme. We appreciate that you wish to ensure that the
contractor's compound meets with your requirements and so we will add an
additional commitment to the Register of Environmental Actions and
Commitments (REAC) to address these points.
Access and egress plans would be agreed with the highway authority by the
contractor.
Hard standing would be formed where necessary to supplement existing hard
surfaces and adequate drainage would be installed.
Existing connections would be used, or a new connection made to existing and
readily available public supplies.
A mains electricity supply would be installed.
The drainage plan for the temporary compound area would be developed in detail
by the successful contractor appointed by Welsh Government to construct the
scheme.
Discharges would be in accordance with the requirements of a discharge consent.
Noted.

Noted.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
6

Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
Section 6.2.8 should refer to The Contaminated Land (Wales)
Regulations 2006 and Welsh Government Contaminated Land
Statutory Guidance 2021.

7

Section 6.3.1-6.3.2 refers to CLR11 this has now been replaced by
‘Land Contamination: Risk Management’
A number of minor EQS exceedances for leachate and
groundwater samples were identified in section 6.8.65 to 6.8.77.
These exceedances have not been assessed further in terms of
potential risks to controlled waters. We would expect there
should be progression to the next tier of assessment within the
Remedial Targets Methodology (‘Remedial Targets Methodology:
Hydrogeological Risk Assessment for Land Contamination’
Environment Agency, 2006
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/remedial-targetsworksheet-v22a-user-manual

8

9
10
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There is no qualitative assessment/statement as to whether these
exceedances are posing a risk to controlled waters.
The contaminated land risk assessment for the Scheme only
considered the risk in the construction and operational phase and
does not assess the historical contamination.

Response/comments
The Welsh Government Contaminated Land Statutory Guidance 2021 had not
been published when the ES chapter was prepared. We agree that reference to
The Contaminated Land (Wales) Regulations 2006 and Welsh Government
Contaminated Land Statutory Guidance 2021 is required. This will be set out in a
clarification statement and submitted to the Inspector at the Public Local Inquiry
(PLI).
Noted. In future documents we will make reference to ‘Land Contamination: Risk
Management’.
As stated, a number of minor EQS exceedances were identified. There were also
differences between contaminants obtained from soil leachate and groundwater
testing. This does not indicate soils within the scheme area are having a
significant impact on groundwater quality for the existing (baseline) situation or
that the slightly elevated concentrations obtained from groundwater are present
within the wider area.
As discussed during the meeting on 10th June 2021, further desk-based
information will be prepared which will include additional historical research along
with qualitative assessment of the risks from contamination for the existing
situation. This will also include consideration of additional works to be
undertaken as part of the construction works stage (which may include further
investigation) to confirm risks from contamination along with an outline
unexpected contamination protocol for the construction works.
The further desk-based assessment and a commitment to undertake additional
work at construction stage, if required, will be set out in a draft report and the
content agreed with NRW. The final report would be submitted to the PLI. Any
further actions or commitments would be added to the register to be completed
by the future contractor.
Please refer to response to point 8 above, on proposals for further desk-based
information.
Please refer to response to point 8, above, on proposals for further desk-based
information.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
11

Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
There is insufficient information to demonstrate that residual
contamination is not present

Road Drainage and Water Environment
12
We note the chapter considers the potential impacts of the
scheme for both the construction and operational phases.
13
The site boundary lies partially within Zone C2, according to the
Development Advice Map (DAM) referred to under Technical
Advice Note (TAN) 15 Development and Flood Risk (July 2004).
14
We advise that reference to flood zones 3, 2 and 1 in our mapping
system has changed. We published updated flood risk maps
showing current day flood risks last October with the Flood Risk
Assessment Wales maps. Section 3 may need to be updated
although the modelling work would seem acceptable to show that
the flood risk associated with the new crossing of the Afon Gyrach
is manageable.
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Response/comments
Please refer to response to point 8 above, on proposals for further desk-based
information.

Noted.
Noted.

It is noted that the Flood Risk Assessment Wales maps (available via
https://naturalresources.wales/evidence-and-data/maps/long-term-floodrisk/?lang=en) show a different extent of flooding compared with that presented
in the report. This is as a result of NRW maps having been updated after the work
was completed but prior to its publication.
It is not known how these new flood maps were developed but it is assumed that
their development relied on generalised methods similar to JFLOW. Ramboll
completed a detailed flood modelling exercise in support of the proposals as
acknowledged by NRW and this supplants the assessment of flooding based on the
Flood Risk Assessment Wales maps.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
15

16
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Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
The watercourse has been hydraulically modelled. It is noted that
the proposed structure to cross the river Gyrach does increase
water level upstream by 0.13m on the extreme or 0.1% event. This
increase (afflux) in levels extend a maximum of 28m upstream of
the crossing and would usually result in concerns being raised by
NRW. However, it is noted and understood that the current use of
this land is pasture and would become land purchased and
retained by Welsh Government. Should this be the case then this
increase would be acceptable.
However, the modelling has been based on an assumption that
the new structure should have an opening size (shape, width and
height) as the existing A55 arch structure. This would be
acceptable although the modelling report does advise (para. 7.3.4)
“…The impact of the structure on flow velocities and scour should
be examined in greater detail at the detailed design stage and can
be based on the results of the HEC-RAS model as part of a robust
approach…”. Therefore, the dimensions used in the model may
need to be increased. We are aware, from historic discussions and
remedial works that the downstream railway crossing is liable to
scouring of the bed.
The increase shown in the hydraulic modelling on velocities
therefore needs to be addressed so that the scheme will not
accelerate erosion downstream

Response/comments
We confirm that the land upstream of the Afon Gyrach crossing, beyond 28m,
would be purchased under the CPO and would be retained by Welsh Government.

Potential impacts on flow velocities and scour would be subject to additional
assessment at the detailed design stage to ensure that any changes would not
adversely impact the bridge crossing nor the downstream reach of the
watercourse. This assessment would include input from a geomorphologist.
Where necessary, the detailed design of the bridge may incorporate changes to
the current proposed dimensions and/or scour protection. This assessment will
be added as a commitment within the updated REAC.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
17

18

19

20
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Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
The sizing, design (particularly retaining the natural bed, and not
using a culvert) and placement of the new bridge structure will be
key to ensuring a continued and stable sediment regime through
the reach. Incorrect sizing, design, location and installation could
result in excessive scour, deposition (and therefore increased
maintenance) within the new and existing A55 structures,
increased flood risk and a deterioration of habitats for species
present. Please note that any structure that is modelled to show a
afflux upstream during high flow events (such as this) is likely to
increase velocities and scour within the structure itself. As such
we would recommend that a Geomorphologist is employed in the
design of the final scheme to ensure these factors are duly
considered and addressed.
We appreciate that the existing A55 crossing has a natural bed
and would request that this should also be the proposal for the
new crossing (rather than a culvert). If it can be agreed that a clear
span bridge is the preferred method of crossing, then the proposal
may not require a separate Flood Risk Activity Permit (FRAP) from
NRW under Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.
Access to allow for future maintenance with heavy plant is to be
provided (para 3.1.7) between the existing A55 crossing and the
proposed crossing.
As such we are generally satisfied with the proposal but would
suggest that the actual crossing design is fully understood at the
Order stage to determine the need for a possible FRAP
application.

Response/comments
As noted above, potential impacts on flow velocities and scour would be subject
to additional assessment at the detailed design stage to ensure that any changes
would not adversely impact the bridge crossing nor the downstream reach of the
watercourse. The proposal is to use an arch structure to mimic the existing
structure and not to use a culvert. The structure will be built around the existing
bed and should not disturb it. Therefore, the assessment would not include input
from a geomorphologist. Where necessary, the detailed design of the bridge may
incorporate changes to the currently proposed dimensions and/or scour
protection. This additional assessment will be added as a commitment under the
updated REAC. This

As noted above, the proposed bridge crossing is an arch structure spanning the
existing, retained banks, rather than a culvert. It is noted that a clear span bridge
may not require a separate FRAP. Confirmation of whether a FRAP would be
required will be sought by the future contractor during detailed design.
Access to allow for future maintenance with heavy plant would be provided
between the existing A55 crossing and the proposed crossing. This will be added
as a commitment under the updated REAC.
At this stage, before the designer for detailed design and the contractor have been
appointed the full crossing design is not finalised. As noted above we would prefer
not to commit to the type of structure at this stage as the decision would need to
consider ease of construction and other factors.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
21 & 22
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The flood modelling is heavily influenced by the initial flood
estimates used in any hydraulic modelling. If the hydrology used
to obtain the flood estimates are incorrect then the model results
will also be incorrect and may not give an accurate reflection of
the flood risk associated with the proposal. We therefore offer the
following comments which need to be addressed as part of an
updated FCA (and agreed with NRW) prior to the Order being
made
With regards to Appendix 7.4 (Hydrological Calculations Record).
The peak flow for the 1% Annual exceedance probability event
appears reasonable, however, there are some points that need
clarifying in the report for future reference and the response to
them may change the final estimates slightly. The points which
need addressing are as follows:
•
Software used. The latest version has not been used. We
would expect the record to be updated to use the version
released September 2020. We are unable to find in the report
which version of ReFH2 has been used for this work. The report
needs to confirm which version was used. ReFH 2.2 or 2.3 should
be used with the FEH2013 rainfall model. The NRW guidance note
GN008 (2017) states that we may not accept ReFH1 or ReFH2.1
estimates that use the FEH1999 model.
Statistical. Urbanisation - the Environment Agency Flood
Estimation Guidelines (June 2020) recommend that urbanisation
adjustment of QMED is applied in all cases for consistency in
WINFAP4. Section 4 should demonstrate that urban adjustment
has been addressed adequately. It is accepted that this will only
have limited changes in values.
•
Revitalised Flood Hydrograph (ReFH). It is unclear if rural
or urban results have been used in ReFH2 methodology. Table 5.2
appears to imply that rural have been used. The rural estimate is
for information only and is as though the catchment is 100% rural.
The urban results should always be used as that will include any
urbanisation in the catchment, the differences are likely to be
minimal in this case, but the calculation record should be updated,
and revised estimates used in the modelling if necessary. A storm

It is acknowledged that ReFH software was updated in September 2020.
Modelling was undertaken in June 2020 so the most up-to-date version (ReFH 2.2)
was used at that time with the FEH2013 rainfall model.
In view of the change in software since the original modelling was done and
NRW’s requests in respect of using Urban rather than Rural results from ReFH,
Ramboll proposes to undertake a supplementary hydrological study to examine
any potential changes in peak flow and compare these with the estimates used in
the hydraulic modelling. This would be used to ensure that freeboard allowances
in the design assumptions on which risk assessments have been based are
sufficient to ensure that those assessments remain valid.
It is further noted that these revised hydrological estimates would be used for
determining detailed designs as per our responses to Points 16 and 17.
The supplementary hydrological study will be set out in a draft report and the
content agreed with NRW. The final report would be submitted to the PLI. Any
further actions or commitments would be added to the register to be completed
by the future contractor.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.

23

Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
duration of 6.15 hours has been used. Further clarification as to
how this duration was derived is required. Using ReFH2.3 may give
a different duration and hydrograph used in the hydraulic model.
We would therefore suggest that the Flood Consequence
Assessment (Appendix 7.2) and the Hydrological Calculations
Record (Appendix 7.4) along with the Afon Gyrach Flood
Modelling Report (Appendix 7.5) be revisited and the above
comments be considered for any updates to ensure that all parties
fully understand the flood risk associated with the proposal.

24

With regards to section 7.4.5. we require clarification on which
WFD classifications were used here. Please note this paragraph
taken from ‘WFD Cycle 2 Interim Classifications FAQs English’ from
the Water Watch Wales website when referring to the 2018
interim WFD classification:
“How robust was the quality assurance of the estuarine and
coastal classification compared to previous years?

25

We advise that the Conwy Transitional waterbody be screened in
as well. With regards to section 7.10.4. It is stated that the
conclusion of the WFD Assessment is ‘no deterioration’ to the
designated waterbodies. However, the waterbodies have not
been adequately assessed. We therefore advise that this section
be updated once the assessment is complete.

Page 7 of 14

Response/comments

As per our response to Point 22, Ramboll proposes to undertake a supplementary
hydrological study to examine any potential changes in peak flow and compare
these with the estimates used in the hydraulic modelling. This would be used to
ensure that freeboard allowances in the design assumptions on which risk
assessments have been based are sufficient to ensure that those assessments
remain valid making reference to the conclusions of the FCA and Flood Modelling
reports previously submitted as applicable.
Baseline water quality characteristics are discussed in section 7.4.1 and 7.4.3 of
the ES. The WFD classifications quoted are sourced from the Water Watch Wales
online WFD web-mapping portal. The portal provides a time series of WFD
waterbody classifications ranging from Cycle 1, Cycle 2 (2015) to Cycle 2 (2018).
The classifications presented on the portal for the 2018 interim classifications, are
the same as those presented for 2015, and the draft consultation Cycle 3 data
(Dec 2020) lists there being a high certainty of the listed objectives being met. All
these three data sources present a consistent message, indicating a robustness to
the classifications quoted, regardless of the quoted note with regards to QA.
The Conwy Transitional water body will be screened in and assessed as necessary
in a supplementary report prior to the PLI.
The WFD assessment presented in Appendix 7.1, combined with a small amount of
text within ES chapter 7, together address all of the requirements for a WFD
compliance assessment as set out in The Planning Inspectorate Advice Note 18
and accompanying appendix. If NRW consider that the waterbodies have not been
adequately assessed, please could NRW advise what level of additional
assessment is required.
Once confirmation of what additional assessment is required, further work will be
carried out and the results set out in a draft report. The content will be agreed with
NRW. The final report would be submitted to the PLI. Any further actions or
commitments would be added to the register to be completed by the future
contractor.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
26

27

Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
With regards to section 7.4.10 – 7.4.12 and 7.6.4 we note that it
states that run-off from the Scheme would be discharged into
Conwy Bay via existing outfalls to sea and via discharges to the
Afon Gyrach and an unnamed watercourse which is culverted
under the A55 approximately 425m west of the Penmaen-bach
Tunnels and we concur with the potential for impacts.
We note section 7.7 and that a detailed scheme design with
regards to drainage will take place, we therefore, advise that a
specific drainage plan is required for the scheme. The drainage
plans should detail all drainage both construction and operational.
With regards to surface water the location and management of
attenuation pools from road run off and detail any installation of
mitigation measures such as interceptors. Any culverts installed as
part of the scheme must be oversized to allow fish passage, gravel
movement, and to prevent a drop in Water Framework Directive
classification.

28

It should be noted that within this section there is reference to
creating attenuation pools, and drainage in line with SuDS,
however, there is also reference as stated above to direct
discharges of surface water to the sea. We would require
betterment with regards to the implementation of mitigation
measures and these could be detailed within the site-specific
drainage plan.

29

With regards to ES Volume 3: Appendices 7-18 – 7.1. WFD
Assessment. We note that the Cycle 2 classifications have been
used and advise that this should be made clear in the ES (vol. 1
Chapters), please see comments above (point 20)
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Response/comments
The point is noted

This is noted. The detailed drainage design for the permanent drainage system
would be undertaken at detailed design stage and presented in a drainage plan.
The requirement for this drainage plan will be added as a commitment to the
REAC.
Temporary drainage systems for the construction phase would be developed by
the contractor once appointed. These temporary systems would also be presented
in a drainage plan. The requirement for this drainage plan will be added as a
commitment to the REAC.
The drainage plans (both permanent and construction phase) will include details
of the location of attenuation ponds and other mitigation measures.
The requirement for new culverts to be sized sufficiently to allow fish passage and
gravel movement will be a commitment within the REAC.
The drainage system would be designed in detail at the detailed design stage. This
would include attenuation of discharge rates that would otherwise increase as a
result of the increased impermeable surface area. Attenuation of runoff rates
using SuDS, including ponds, have associated benefits for water quality not least
through removal of sediment. Dependent on the specific road catchment,
availability of land and ability to re-use existing discharge pipes (noting that a
number of these pass under the railway), SuDS would be incorporated to a greater
or lesser degree. Nonetheless, betterment in terms of pollutant load reaching
watercourses and the sea, would be achieved.
The requirement for the drainage plan will be added as a commitment to the
REAC.
This is noted. It will be made clear in a statement that Cycle 2 classifications have
been used.
The draft statement will be agreed with NRW. The final statement would be
submitted to the PLI. Any further actions or commitments would be added to the
register to be completed by the future contractor.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
30

Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
With regards to Section 4.1.1 we agree that a WFD Compliance
Assessment is required.

31

We note Table 4.1.a. We advise that the Conwy Transitional
waterbody should also be screened in.
We note Table 4.2.b. and advise that it is unclear which
waterbodies were scoped in this table. As only one waterbody was
screened in, it can be assumed that this is the waterbody being
scoped, but it should be stated for clarity which waterbody is
being scoped. We advise that Conwy Transitional waterbody
should be screened in and may also need to be scoped
Water Quality Phytoplankton impact assessment not required. We
have no further comments on the water quality section of the
scoping table and agree with the scoping decisions.

32

33
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Response/comments
Appendix 7.1 of the ES is the “Assessment of Effects on Water Framework
Directive Water Bodies”.
In Appendix 7.1, under the sub-heading ‘Screening’, paragraph 4.1.1. reads “The
nature of the project is such that it does not align with any of the screening
criteria listed in the EA guidance as these are focussed on EA licensing
requirements rather than the planning process. However, a WFD Assessment is
required to support the Environmental Impact Assessment for the Scheme so the
need for a WFD assessment has been screened in.” This means that a WFD
Assessment was screened in as being required. The remainder of appendix 7.1
then forms that WFD Assessment.
Conwy Transitional water body will be screened in and assessed as necessary in
the supplementary report to the ES to be issued prior to the PLI.
Clarification will be provided in the supplementary report to the ES to be issued
prior to the PLI.

Noted.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
34

Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
With regards to section 4.7. Mitigation Measures. We advise that
the statement “the Scheme is unable to have an impact on formal
mitigation measures for the Conwy Bay waterbody as there are
none currently in place” is inaccurate. Under the WFD, mitigations
measures for heavily modified water bodies (HMWBs) that are
‘not in place’ and have not been identified as technically feasible
or disproportionately costly should be considered active, and
impacts caused by the proposed project must be assessed. Please
refer to section 4.4 of the OGN72, this can be made available upon
request from NRW.

35

Appendix 7.6 was not present in the document ‘Volume 3C
Appendices Chapters 7-18’. We request to see a copy of this
appendix.

Nature Conservation
36
We are broadly satisfied with the conclusions and
recommendations within the chapter; however, we have the
following comments:
37
With regards to section 8.4.8 and 8.5.39 – 8.5.41 we concur with
the assessment and conclusions in respect of GCN.
38-42
Generally satisfied with the assessment and conclusion in respect
of bats and the proposed bat monitoring.
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Response/comments
Please could NRW provide copies of the following documents as these could not
located via internet search/NRW website:
 Natural Resources Wales (2017). Operation Guidance Note (OGN) Guidance for Assessing Activities and Projects for Compliance with the
Water Framework Directive (OGN72).
 Ref 12.9 Natural Resources Wales (2017). Operation Guidance Note
(OGN) - Water Framework Directive – Deterioration in water body status
(OGN73).
Water Watch Wales WFD dataset does not list any water body specific mitigation
measures for any of the WFD water bodies assessed for this scheme. National
mitigation priorities that are relevant are focussed around the use of SuDS, which
have been incorporated into the scheme design.
The supplementary assessment to support the existing WFD assessment is to be
undertaken prior to PLI and presented in a supplementary report. Should the
assessment conclude that additional or specific mitigation is required this will be
added to the REAC.
Our apologies that Appendix 7.6 was not received in the set of published
documents. The appendix is titled “Correspondence with Natural Resources Wales
on Water Quality”. This will be made available. However, as the appendix is solely
a compilation of previous correspondence between NRW and us (the design
consultants) there is nothing within the appendix that has not previously been
seen by NRW.
Noted.

Noted.
Noted.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
43

Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
Otter
43. With regards to section 8.4.19 – 8.4.20, 8.4.52 and 8.5.63 –
8.5.67 we concur in general with the assessment and conclusions
in respect of otters. Regarding section 8.7.64 we advise against
channelisation of bankside and more natural means with regards
to otter through routes should be considered

44

With regards to section 8.7.63 – 8.7.66 we concur with the
conclusions of the assessment.
With regards to section 8.7.132 – 8.7.144 we are broadly in
agreement, however, see below points raised.

45
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Response/comments
The design of the new bridge for the new road was not known at the time of
writing, however, 8.8.62 of the ES states that the new bridge span is 4.88 m and
the rise is 2.21 m and would be of an arch construction and as such would
continue be passable for otters currently utilising the water course.
The bankside habitat would be retained and otter ledges would be installed within
the new bridge either constructed of solid concrete or as a bolt on design. The
ledge would be at least 500 mm wide and accessible from the banks. The ledge
would be sited at least 150 mm above highest water level and allow for 600 mm
headroom. Final designs would be discussed and agreed with NRW and NMWTRA.
8.8.63 states that otter fencing would be installed as specified within DMRB. Final
designs would be discussed and agreed with NRW and NMWTRA
The REAC (BIO 11) states: Installation of otter exclusion fencing along the new
bypass road. Fencing would be as specified within DMRB. The height of the fence
would be a 1500mm, with an overhang of 300mm angled at 45o at the top and
90o at the bottom, underground. The fence would continue underground for
500mm angled at 90° by 300mm. The fence would be installed on both sides of
the road for at least 100 m from the watercourse and SUDs pond. Designs would
be carried out in consultation with NRW and NMWTRA.
The REAC (BIO 12) States: An otter ledge would be installed within the new bridge
either constructed of solid concrete or as a bolt on design. The ledge would be at
least 500mm wide and accessible from the banks. The ledge should be sited at
least 150 mm above highest water level and allow for 600 mm headroom. Final
designs would be discussed and agreed with NRW and NMWTRA.
Noted.
Noted.
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Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
46

Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
With regards to section 8.7.138 and, we note that the existing
road scheme and proposed scheme would have light spill on the
Afon Gyrach. We would advise dark zones for the Afon Gyrach and
there is an opportunity for betterment in lighting at this location.

47

With regards to section 8.8.58 – 8.8.68 we are broadly in
agreement.
With regards to section 8.9.4 we are generally satisfied to the
proposed otter monitoring.
With regards to section 8.4.21 – 8.4.23 and 8.5.68 – 8.5.70 we
concur with the assessment and conclusions in respect of water
vole.
With regards to section 8.4.26 and 8.5.75 – 8.5.78 we concur with
the assessment and conclusions in respect of dormice.
We note and concur with section 8.5.118 – 8.5.119 in respect to
Invasive non-native species.
We are in agreement that impact on Liverpool Bay SPA and Menai
Strait and Conwy Bay SAC needs to be assessed taking account of
the requirements and conservation objectives of the features
especially the mobile species both inside and outside of the
designated site boundary. We are broadly in agreement with
section 8.8.16 – 8.8.30.
With regards to sections 8.8.9 and 8.8.12, we do not recognise
SuDS as a recognised form of ecological mitigation/enhancement,
we require that the ecological enhancement element is kept
separate. We appreciate the ecological benefit, however, during a
pollution incident that benefit is at risk.

48
49

50
51
52-53

54

55
56
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We note and concur with what has been outlined in section 8.8.11
– 8.8.15.
With regards to section 8.9 we concur with what has been
outlined in respect of monitoring and aftercare.

Response/comments
The submitted ES states that full lighting proposals were unknown at the time of
writing.
Light levels, which were measured along the Afon Gyrach, are provided in the
Environmental Statement Chapter 8 Nature Conservation 8-78 Report (Appendix
8.4).
The REAC includes a commitment (BIO 4) addressing the need to leave a dark
zone. Sensitive design and siting of lights will avoid lighting of the river channels
and banks of the Afon Gyrach.
Noted.
Noted.
Noted.

Noted.
Noted.
Noted.

Noted. No water bodies would be lost as a result of the scheme.
Section 8.8.12 states its main function would be for drainage however sensitive
design elements including planting could be incorporated, to enhance the area for
biodiversity in line with Schedule 3 of the Flood and Water Management Act 2010
(Standard S5).
Noted.
Noted.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
Landscape
57

58

59
60
61

Air Quality
62

63
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Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)

Response/comments

Due to the distance of the proposed A55 junction improvements
from Snowdonia National Park, our planning interest relates to the
development’s potential visual impact upon the designated
landscape’s setting.
We welcome the Environmental Design Principles (Mitigation and
Enhancement) set out in 2.6 Design strategy for the project, ES
Chapter 2 The Scheme
We consider the setting out of the landscape and visual context to
be thorough
We concur with ES Chapter 9 Landscape and visual effects, section
9.10.6 of the Summary and Conclusions
At the local level, the ability of the scheme to achieve the best it
can for townscape character and landscape integration is heavily
dependent on the materials, finishes, details and colour of many
of the road structures, retaining walls and the overbridge.

Noted.

We note section 12.8.19 – 12.8.25 and concur with the
assessment and note the approach taken. We note that Sychnant
Pass SSSI is approx. 144m from the J16 road scheme.
Dust control measures would be beneficial in limiting impacts on
the Sychnant Pass SSSI

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.
Noted.
We note your responses with regard to landscape matters under points 57-60.
With regards to point 54 and the ability of the scheme to achieve the best it can
for townscape character and landscape integration, we agree that this is heavily
dependent on the final appearance of the materials, finishes and colour of the
road structures, retaining walls and overbridges.
In order to address these issues at the detailed design stage, a commitment will be
added to the updated REAC that shall require the future contractor to prepare
detailed proposals for the external appearance of structures including materials,
colours textures as part of the detailed design proposals including walls, bridges,
parapets and retaining walls to be agreed with Welsh Government.

Dust control measures would be a requirement of the CEMP during construction.
A commitment is set out in the REAC to cover this.

A55 Junctions 15 and 16 Improvements

Response to Natural Resources Wales comments on the Junction 16 Environmental Statement and SIAA
NRW Point No.
64

Summary of concern of NRW (see letter for full detail)
With regards to section 12.17.6 – 12.17.7 and with regard to
Tables 12-15 and 12-16, we note that it is indicated that the traffic
emissions are going to be very low even with the Do Something
scenario. Table 12-16 indicates that the NOx PC will be 0.6%, Ndeposition will be 0.1% and acid to be 0.1%. We note that all the
predicted scheme contributions appear to be not significant.
65
We note and concur with conclusions outlined in section 12.22.
Management of Environmental Effects
66
We note appendix 2.2 and concur that the CEMP should
developed in consultation with NRW.
Cumulative effects and inter-relationships
67
We do not have any comments to make with regards to
cumulative effects. We consider that the local authority is best
placed to advise on a list of relevant projects.
68
We welcome the inclusion of the inter-relationships between
topics.
SIAA
General
Broadly in agreement with findings of SIAA
Other matters
We advise the applicant that, in addition to planning permission, it
is their responsibility to ensure they secure all other
permits/consents/licences relevant to their development. Please
refer to our website for further details.
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Response/comments
Noted.

Noted.

We concur with NRW that development of the CEMP should be in conjunction
with the NRW as well as Conwy County Borough Council, Cadw and other
statutory consultees and their advisors.
Noted.

Noted.

Noted
Noted

Intended for

Welsh Government
Document type

Appendix
Date

June 2020

A55 JUNCTION 16
APPENDIX 7.6
CORRESPONDENCE WITH
NATURAL RESOURCES
WALES ON WATER QUALITY

Ein cyf/Our ref: CAS-112174-G2Y9
Eich cyf/Your ref: A55 J15&J16

By email: @rmlconsult.com
22/05/2020

Maes Y Ffynnon,
Penrhosgarnedd,
Bangor,
Gwynedd
LL572DW
ebost/email:
northplanning@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk
Ffôn/Phone: 03000 65 4682

Dear
Site Address: A55 Junction 16
Proposed Development: A55 Junction 15 & 16 Improvements
Thank you for referring the above proposal which we received on 02/04/2020. NRW has
reviewed the information provided in the ‘A55 Junction 16: Statement to Inform an
Appropriate Assessment (SIAA)’ A55J15J16-RML-30-16-RP-X-0059 dated 20/02/2020.
Please note that our comments are without prejudice to any comments we may wish to make
when consulted on any subsequent applications. At the time of any application there may
be new information available which we will need to take into account in making a formal
response.
The Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and Wild Flora and Fauna
provides legal protection for habitats and species of European importance. The Directive is
transposed into UK law by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 SI
2017/1012.
NRW have concerns with regards to the conclusions of the draft SIAA document and advise
that the document is updated to take into account the comments below:
Screening
1. We note sections 2.2.3/3.12.1 that the screening assessment identified that in the
absence of appropriate mitigation and taking into consideration their conservation
objectives, likely significant effects on qualifying features of the following European
Sites could not be ruled out at Stage 1:
a) Liverpool Bay / Bae Lerpwl (Wales) Special Protection Area (SPA)
b) Y Fenai a Bae Conwy / Menai Strait and Conwy Bay Special Area of
Conservation (SAC).
2. We are in agreement with this statement and further comments are provided below
with regards to our review of the detailed potential impacts, mitigation and monitoring.
3. We also note section 2.2.5/3.12.2 that it is unlikely that there will be significant effects
on the following European Sites, therefore no further assessment is needed.
a) Mwyngloddiau Fforest Gwydir/ Gwydyr Forest Mines SAC

Croesewir gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg a’r Saesneg
Correspondence welcomed in Welsh and English

b) Coedydd Derw a Safleoedd Ystlumod Meirion/ Meirionnydd Oakwoods and
Bat Sites SAC
4. We are in agreement with this statement that there is unlikely to be a significant effect
on the terrestrial Natura 2000 sites.
Potential Impacts on Protected Sites, Mitigation and Monitoring
-

Water Quality

5. We note sections 4.3.20 – 4.3.24 and 6.2.5 – 6.2.10 of the SIAA, however, there are
two areas of concern for discharges to the marine environment:
• Construction impacts – run-off of silty and potentially contaminated water from
earthworks and building to the marine environment;
• Operational impacts – day-to-day run-off and accidental spills.
6. The SIAA does not cover the details of the construction or operational impacts,
however, this is within the information in the Environmental Statement (ES) and its
appendices.
7. Construction impacts are not detailed in the ES, but instead dealt with in the preconstruction environmental management plan (pre-CEMP) (appendix 2.2) and
Chapter 20 of the ES (Development of the CEMP). The pre-CEMP details potential
mitigation or management which could be utilised by the contractor for the Ground
and Surface Water management plant and the Outline pollution prevention and
control management plan. While there is lots of detail here, we are concerned there
is no mention of the coastal discharges, instead concentrating on surface
watercourses. Additionally, the CEMP will be developed when the contractor is
onboard, we would ask to be consulted again once completed.
8. In terms of operation, a modelling study (henceforth the “modelling assessment”) was
conducted and is presented in Appendix 7.3 of the ES. The modelling study does not
use appropriate Environmental Quality Standards (EQSs) for discharges to coastal
waters, instead choosing Runoff Specific Thresholds (RST) for Zinc (Zn) and Copper
(Cu) alone, specifically set for freshwater biota. We agree there is no Annual Average
given for Zn and Cu for saline waters. We note that in the Junction 16 version of
Appendix 7.3 where there are discharges to freshwater, only Cu and Zn are used
(section 4.1 pg 10), mirroring what has been done for coastal waters. We would
expect to see a section listing the contaminants expected in road run-off, which is
likely to be more than simply Cu and Zn, and then an appraisal of what their likely
concentrations are at discharge. Furthermore, the model used is a freshwater model
(section 2.1.2 pg 2) which the authors state is not suitable for coastal discharges; they
then go on to say that there is “no better alternative” (2.1.2 pg 2). NRW have an initial
dilution spreadsheet for coastal discharges which can be shared externally. There
are also software packages available which deal with coastal discharges
appropriately, such as CORMIX. In general, the surface water pollution risk
assessment methodology (https://www.gov.uk/guidance/surface-water-pollution-risk-
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assessment-for-your-environmental-permit) for coastal and estuarine waters should
be used; this guidance also provides a list of relevant EQSs for coastal waters.
9. The two modelling assessments, J15 Appendix 7.3 (Table 4.1 pg 7) and J16
Appendix 7.3 (Table 4.1 pg 9), show the results are the same for both junctions. We
question why this is the case. We also question why the surface water input
parameters do not include details such as length or width of road being considered,
or the position of drains. In general, the assumption and caveats of the model chosen,
other than its none saline nature, have not been described.
10. The modelling assessment uses average rainfall at Colwyn Bay and then goes on to
say that this is likely incorrect, as it is too low. No reason is provided as to why it is
too low. A much higher value (1100 mm compared to 788 mm) is used for the
Groundwater assessment (table 3.1 pg 4). We do accept that a lower value will be
more conservative due to a lower level of dilution, as the authors point out.
11. There is no mention in the modelling assessment of how rainfall events (4.1.2 pg 7)
are represented or even their definition. This information would be invaluable to the
reader. Similarly, there is no information presented to say how climate scenarios have
been represented. For example, if we are to experience warmer, drier summers as
detailed in Chapter 16 (16.5.5 pg 11), what impact will this have on concentrations?
This links to Chapter 17, Table 17.1 pg 17-13 droughts – though not mentioned,
droughts could cause environmental damage via contaminant build-up and first flush.
12. The modelling assessment uses a number of vehicles, 44,107, for the year 2037, to
predict concentrations at that point (Table 3.1 pg 4). There is no discussion of how
pollution might have changed by then bearing in mind the UK Government plan of
banning new petrol and diesel cars being brought forward from 2040 to 2035.
13. Both ES Chapter 7’s (e.g. J15 ES chapter 7 section 7.7.6 pg 7-19) and section 4.3.22
of the SIAA discuss how the dynamic nature of the marine environment will disperse
sediment-bound contaminants. There is no appraisal of what the seashore near the
discharge points is like to know whether it would disperse as suggested. Examination
of the shore should indicate how energetic and thus dispersive the environment is.
14. Both ES Chapter 7’s and the SIAA discuss the use of SuDS (sustainable urban
drainage systems) though these are not considered in either of the Appendix 7.3’s.
There is no discussion given in the Appendix as to what a SuDS system will do to
concentration and flows, though attenuated flow rates are discussed in the ES (see
J16 ES chapter 7, sections 7.7.2 pg 7-25 and 7.8.2 pg 7-22, for example).
15. Therefore, we cannot agree with the conclusions from the modelling assessment
mentioned in the SIAA (section 7.1.4) and therefore cannot agree there will be no
impacts from runoff on the marine environment at this time. We do, however, agree
that a CEMP (section 3.9.4 pg 19) should be designed and this should provide
adequate detail to avoid and mitigate any impacts during construction, we also
advise that it should consider the coastal environment as well as watercourses.
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-

Birds

16. We note section 6.1 Traeth Lafan / Lavan Sands, Conway Bay SPA and Table 13:
Effects on Conservation Objectives and are in agreement with the inclusion of this
designated site within this assessment for Junction 16 (although it is outside the
inclusion zone) in regard to the potential impacts for the designated qualifying
features of oystercatcher and curlew.
17. In conclusion, we note section 7.1.10 – 7.1.14 and Table 16 and note the
mitigation/control measures, being mainly the preparation and implementation of the
CEMP. We are, therefore, in agreement there would be no adverse effect on site
integrity.
18. We note and agree with section 8.1.1. with regards with what has been outlined with
regards to monitoring of birds which are a feature of the SPA during construction.
19. We note section 6.3 Liverpool Bay / Bae Lerpwl SPA and Table 15: Effects on
Conservation Objectives and are in agreement with the regards to the potential
impacts for the designated qualifying features of this site.
20. It is noted in section 7.3.2, the proposal will not affect the features of interest of the
Liverpool Bay / Bae Lerpwl (Wales) SPA. We are, therefore, in agreement there
would be no adverse effect on site integrity.
-

Air Quality

21. We note sections 4.3.17 – 4.3.18, Table 10, section 6.2.1 - 6.2.2 and are in agreement
with the potential impacts of the construction and operational traffic Y Fenai a Bae
Conwy/ Menai Strait and Conwy Bay SAC.
22. In conclusion, we note section 7.1.7 and 7.1.8 and note the implementation of
pollution control measures through a CEMP. We are, therefore, in agreement there
would be no adverse effect on site integrity from construction or operational traffic
and that NOx and Nitrogen Deposition levels are within the objective / Critical Level /
Critical Load.
Other Matters
Our comments above only relate specifically to matters included on our checklist,
Development Planning Advisory Service: Consultation Topics (September 2018), which is
published on our website. We have not considered potential effects on other matters and do
not rule out the potential for the proposed development to affect other interests.
We advise the applicant that, in addition to planning permission, it is their responsibility to
ensure they secure all other permits/consents/licences relevant to their
development. Please refer to our website for further details.
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If you have any queries on the above, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Yn gywir / Yours faithfully
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu / Advisor - Development Planning
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales
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From:
Sent: 04 June 2020 07:30
To: Andrew Sumner <@rmlconsult.com>
Subject: A55 J15 and J16 - Water Quality meeting
Good Morning Andrew,
Further to our meeting on Monday I have spoken to our Water Quality specialist, please see
comments below:
We’ve had a look at DMRB LA 113 (the document mentioned in the ES appendices). LA 113
talks about EQSs (Environmental Quality Standards) and the use of annual averages (pg
16), while the A55 scheme documents say this is not applicable and therefore don’t use
EQSs but RSTs (Runoff Specific Thresholds). Paragraph 2.6 pg 10 states “discharges from
road runoff must be designed so that water quality within receiving surface waters (following
mixing of the road discharge and receiving waters), does not exceed published
Environmental Quality Standards”. The scheme has not assessed this. Pg 16 only discusses
dissolved Copper and dissolved Zinc, with no explanation why. This is what has been
carried forward to the scheme’s assessment. We can see no explanation as to why these
two metals are the only two selected. Note there is no reference to Runoff Specific
Thresholds or RSTs in LA 113.
We agree that the removal of the roundabouts will improve WQ by decreasing the likelihood
of accidents.
We advise that an appropriate tool should be used for initial dilution to the marine
environment using end of pipe concentrations and flows. Attached is the H1 spreadsheet
tool which should be used to look for EQS breaches in tidal waters (i.e. if the initial dilution is
not sufficient to reduce the pollutant concentration). Instructions are included. Assumptions
will need to be made about the tide at the sites. Note that we are specifically looking at
breaches of EQSs as these come from the Environmental Quality Standards Directive and
are used in the Water Framework Directive assessments; we, as the regulator and the
statutory nature conservation body, are obliged to ensure compliance with them is achieved.
We have also attached the WFD Directions (2015) which include relevant marine
(Transitional and Coastal) EQSs listed as both Specific Pollutants (pg 25-26) and Priority
Substances (pg 33-36).
Generally speaking, we are looking for more information (an addendum) to support the
conclusions reached in Appendix 7.3; these areas which need more information are included
in our response dated 22/05/2020 to yourselves. For example, why are only Zinc and
Copper used and what has happened to the other contaminants such hydrocarbons? There
are EQSs for Zinc and Copper, albeit Annual Averages (see WFD Directions). As DMRB LA
113 document discusses Annual Averages, we see no reason why these cannot be used in
the assessment.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any further queries.
Kind regards,
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu / Advisor - Development Planning
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales

From:
Sent: 08 June 2020 15:06
To:
Cc: Rob Griffiths <Robert.Griffiths@ramboll.co.uk>; Andrew Sumner <@rmlconsult.com>;
Subject: RE: A55 J15 and J16 - Water Quality meeting
Good afternoon ,
Further to our conference call last week and your subsequent email below, please find attached
a response to your queries which I hope provides adequate explanation of the methodologies
used and will reassure you that the A55 Junction 15 and Junction 16 improvement scheme will
provide betterment in terms of water quality in comparison with the existing drainage
arrangements.
Please let me know whether this addresses your concerns, both in terms of water quality impacts
themselves and indirectly on the SIAA.
Regards,

Ramboll UK Limited Registered in England & Wales Company No: 03659970
Registered office: 240 Blackfriars Road, London SE1 8NW

(by email only)

Dear
A55 Junction 15 and 16 Improvements – Water Quality
Your ref: CAS-112174-G2Y9
Thank you for your letter addressed to
of RML dated 22 May 2020,
reference CAS-112174-G2Y9 and subsequent email to Andrew Sumner on
4 June 2020.
The letter below is in response to the points raised in regard to the assessment
of impacts on water quality. The assessment is detailed in Appendix 7.3 of the
respective Environmental Statements for Junction 15 and Junction 16.

Date 08/06/2020

The assessment uses methodology set out in the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges (DMRB), specifically document LA113 (2019) Road Drainage and the
Water Environment 1. DMRB applies across the four nations of the UK. The
0F

Welsh Government (WG) were included in the normal DMRB review process for
LA113 and approved its publication. As such, the methodology in LA113 is
applicable to the A55 improvement scheme and it is a WG requirement to
apply it.
To respond to your queries it is useful to give some background on the
derivation of the methodologies used in LA113. The introduction to LA113
notes: “Collaborative research was undertaken between Highways England and
the Environment Agency to significantly improve the reliability and extent of
existing data for pollutants and their concentrations found in road runoff from
non-urban trunk roads and motorways.” Detailed information can be found in
the references given in LA113 but a more useful summary is given in DMRB
document HD45 (2009) 2, particularly chapter 3. While LA113 superseded
HD45

Ramboll
Carlton House
Ringwood Road
Woodlands
Southampton
SO40 7HT
United Kingdom
T +44 238 081 7500
https://uk.ramboll.com/environ
ment-and-health

1F

in August 2019 the method of assessing impacts on water quality remains
largely unchanged and at its core uses the same assessment tool: HEWRAT
(Highways England Water Research Assessment Tool) 3, 4. The whole DMRB
2F

3F

document set has been streamlined in the last year to focuses on requirements
and background information has been removed in favour of signposting it
instead. Unfortunately the background information on Runoff Specific
Thresholds (RSTs) that was given in HD45 no longer appears in LA113 (though
1

DMRB LA113 (2019) https://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/prod/attachments/d6388f5f-2694-4986-ac46b17b62c21727

2

DMRB HD45 (2009, withdrawn 2019) https://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/prod/attachments/2c552156-6a3447e5-83ff-2864fe92e7ac

3
4

HEWRAT is available to download from the downloads page of https://www.haddms.com/
HD45 refers to HAWRAT rather than HEWRAT as Highways England was then the Highways Agency.
Ramboll UK Limited
Registered in England & Wales
Company No: 03659970
Registered office:
240 Blackfriars Road
London
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SE1 8NW

HEWRAT still applies RSTs), hence my referring you back to HD45 for a summary of the research and
how this was used to construct the assessment tool HEWRAT. More information is provided on RSTs and
Environmental Quality Standards (EQSs) later in this letter.
Contaminants in Road Runoff
As you note, there are a number of contaminants which can be found in highway runoff and more than
simply copper and zinc. One of the research projects looked at this question in detail, the results of
which are summarised in HD45 as follows:
“Research into the concentrations of contaminants in road runoff shows a large variation in
concentrations of those contaminants detected.” “The Highways Agency (HA) has undertaken
collaborative research in England with the Environment Agency (EA) to significantly improve the
reliability and extent of existing data for pollutants and their concentrations found in road runoff from
non-urban trunk roads and motorways. The results were used to identify a list of significant pollutants
that are routinely found in road runoff and which pose a risk of short-term acute impacts (from soluble
pollutants) and/or long-term chronic impacts (from sediment-bound pollutants) on ecosystems. The
study also identified those site characteristics that influence pollutant concentrations. The ‘significant’
pollutants have been agreed with the EA and are listed in Table 3.1 [copied below]. The table
summarises the data from the monitoring programme for the significant pollutants showing the mean
(and median) runoff concentrations found, based on Event Mean Concentrations (EMCs) from the 340
rainfall events monitored at the 30 sites sampled. The results from this research have been integrated
into the assessment tools [HEWRAT]”.

While contaminants other than copper and zinc do occur in highway runoff, they are highly variable
and/or insignificant and cannot be used as the basis for an assessment tool. The contaminants in the
above table which HEWRAT does consider are therefore indicators of runoff quality and are used to
represent other contaminants.
Going further, the ‘significant’ soluble contaminants in the table above are dissolved copper and
dissolved zinc. The other significant contaminants in the table are sediment-bound and these are
discussed later in this letter.
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EQS and RSTs
You query why EQSs have not been used and RSTs have been used instead. In normal use, HEWRAT
makes an assessment against both RSTs and Annual Average (AA) EQSs for dissolved copper and
dissolved zinc (which as noted above are used as indicators for other pollutants). To do this it considers
the in-river dilution. AA-EQSs exist for both copper and zinc, but Maximum Allowable Concentrations
(MAC) EQSs do not exist for copper and zinc.
As highway runoff is intermittent, comparison of contaminant concentrations in receiving waters with
AA-EQSs rarely fails; the spikes in concentration are short-lived and if averaged over a year the
concentrations are almost always below the AA-EQS. In recognition of this, and as MAC-EQSs do not
exist for copper and zinc, the HE/EA funded research developed RSTs specifically for highway runoff.
These consider the toxicological impacts of high contaminant concentrations for a short period (6 hours
and 24 hours). The RSTs are therefore a far more conservative test than the AA-EQS in so far as
highway runoff is concerned. In the context of highway runoff, RST could be considered a form of MACEQS.
As noted above, in normal application to freshwater rivers, HEWRAT assess against the RSTs and the
AA-EQS using the in-river dilution. Given the RSTs are more conservative, a compliance failure will
occur against the RSTs before it occurs against the AA-EQSs. As such, when HEWRAT was adapted for
use in the coastal environment for the A55 Improvement Scheme only the comparison with RSTs was
made.
Sediment-bound contaminants & accumulation/dispersal
Another of the HE/EA funded research projects found that accumulated highway-derived sediments had
chronic (long-term) effects on aquatic organisms. As such, the impact assessment for these sedimentbound contaminants became dependent on whether the receiving water environment promotes their
accumulation or facilitates their dispersal. Given the contaminants are disproportionately bound to fine
sediment, the threshold water velocity for dispersal/accumulation was determined to be 0.1 m/s. Hence
the consideration in the ES of the dynamics of the coastal environment receiving the A55 discharges.
The existing A55 coastal outfalls are exposed at low tide and take runoff from land drainage as well as
the A55. Discharges from the A55 improvement scheme will use the same outfalls. Flow from the
outfalls has scoured shallow channels in the beach which can be seen at low tide. This demonstrates a
dispersive environment. No accumulations of sediment are present around the outfalls. The system,
having been present for a number of decades, appears to be in equilibrium with the incoming tide and
wave action reworking material.
Mitigation
At this stage of the scheme design, a detailed drainage strategy has not been finalised. The specifics of
the flow attenuation and water quality mitigation measures are therefore also not finalised. While the
impact assessments have not identified a specific need for mitigation measures there will be features in
the new/replacement drainage system which will serve to improve water quality. The runoff rate from
new and additional areas of paved surface will be attenuated through a combination of swales, oversize
pipes and attenuation basins. Filter drains will also be present in a number of locations. These drainage
features will allow the settlement of some highway-derived sediment and, in comparison with the
present A55 drainage, will thereby reduce the volume of sediment-bound contaminants which are
discharged.
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Although the spillage risk has been found to be acceptably low, some penstocks are proposed which can
be closed in the event of a spillage to prevent the spillage reaching the outfall. Traffic accident statistics
show that accidents, and therefore spillages, are more likely at at-grade roundabouts than junctions
which use slip-roads. By removing the roundabouts as part of the scheme, the likelihood of a spillage is
thereby reduced.
Routine runoff concentrations, rainfall, climate and changes to vehicles
Your letter (comment 9) queries why the runoff concentrations from the HEWRAT model are the same
for both Junction 15 and Junction 16. The input parameters to HEWRAT to obtain runoff concentrations
(Step 1) are traffic flow, climatic region and ‘rainfall site’. Such is the variability of highway runoff that
the HE/EA research found only these three factors could be used in the prediction of runoff
concentrations. Further background information is provided in the references cited by LA113. Traffic flow
is selected from one of three size bands with the smallest being less than 50,000 AADT (Annual Average
Daily Traffic). The AADT at both Junction 15 and 16 is within this category. For climatic region and
rainfall site, HEWRAT has a restricted number of options for both such that the climatic region ‘Colderwet’ and rainfall site ‘Colwyn Bay’ apply to both Junction 15 and 16. As all input parameters are the
same, the predicted runoff concentrations are also the same.
Note that the output at this stage is the contaminant concentration, not the contaminant mass. The
respective areas of the road (which do differ) are factored in during the dilution calculation described in
Appendix 7.3 clause 4.1.4 (for Junction 15) and clause 4.0.4 (for Junction 16).
Comments 10 and 11 in your letter queries the rainfall events. HEWRAT has a limited number of rainfall
sites to select from and this may seem a limitation. However, behind each rainfall site HEWRAT has ten
years’ worth of rainfall data which it uses to predict the runoff concentrations (mean, 90%ile, 95%ile
and 99%ile) and is in this sense sophisticated. Further details on the rainfall calculations within HEWRAT
are given in the HEWRAT Help Guide accessed through the HEWRAT tool itself. Colwyn Bay is selected
as it is the nearest rainfall site available in HEWRAT. As Colwyn Bay lies in something of a rain shadow
compared with A55 Junctions 15 and 16, it experiences less rainfall. Using a lower rainfall value is
conservative as less dilution is offered by the rainfall itself for the road runoff.
Comments 11 and 12 query what the impacts of changing climate might be and how the ban on new
petrol and diesel cars might affect runoff. As noted earlier, the HE/EA research, while extensive,
demonstrated that the nature of highway runoff is highly variable. Despite the spatial and temporal
extent of the research, it was possible to make only a small number of broad correlations with factors
such as traffic flow, climatic region and rainfall. Against this background, to try and say how gradual
changes in climate and the vehicle fleet might impact runoff in the future would be unsubstantiated.
Perhaps more important is to consider that the A55 scheme will introduce a number of mitigation
measures, as outline earlier, which will provided betterment over the existing situation.
Model selection and benefit of further modelling
Your letter and email queries why an adapted form of HEWRAT was used for the assessment rather than
initial dilution calculations or use of modelling software for coastal discharges. With regard to initial
dilution and the spreadsheet provided for this purpose, the outfalls at both Junction 15 and Junction 16
are exposed at low tide such that initial dilution cannot be applied.
It is also of relevance that the outfalls not only serve the A55 but also large areas of the wider
catchment on the landward side of the A55, including local roads and agricultural areas. For example,
runoff from land to the south of Junction 15 runs to surface water sewers in Penmaenmawr Road where
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it combines with drainage from local roads. The pipes then run under Shore Road East, where the flow
combines with drainage from the A55, and then pass under the sea wall to the outfall on the beach.
The approach taken in the ES was to determine the volume of seawater that would be required to dilute
the A55 discharge such that concentrations of the indicator pollutants (copper and zinc) would be below
the RSTs. RSTs (a form of MAC-EQSs) were used instead of AA-EQSs as the discharges are intermittent.
A more conservative calculation could be completed to determine the volume of seawater required to
dilute the discharge such that concentrations would be below the AA-EQSs. Given the AA-EQSs for
copper and zinc are lower than the RSTs the seawater volume required for dilution would be greater.
However, as noted in ES Appendices 7.3, the assessment is already conservative in that it is based upon
a large rainfall event (5 year storm) coinciding with runoff concentrations at their 99%ile value (from
the HE/EA research). The approach is again conservative in that it assumes no in-pipe dilution of the
A55 runoff with other land drainage prior to reaching the outfall.
We accept that the dilution calculations used are a simplification of the true extent of the mixing zones
and that more complex modelling would be required to give a detailed picture. Consideration has been
given to undertaking more complex modelling of mixing zones in response to the queries raised.
However, the A55 has been present for a number of decades, discharging through the same coastal
outfalls and there is no reason to believe that the proposed changes in road layout (replacing
roundabouts with slip roads) would generate discernible changes in terms of the water quality of routine
runoff. In determining the impact of highway runoff from the entire A55 (which drains to these outfalls),
the assessment has already gone further than is necessary to establish the impact of the junction
improvements.
It seems likely that a smooth flow of traffic, rather than the braking, acceleration and congestion
associated with the existing roundabouts, will reduce the contaminant load. However, such was the high
degree of variability in highway runoff measured during the HE/EA research, the evidence is not
available to support this and it remains a hypothesis. More importantly, the A55 at Junction 15 and
Junction 16 currently has no flow attenuation and little in the way of mitigation measures for improving
water quality. As outlined earlier, the scheme proposes to install mitigation which will improve the water
quality being discharged to Conwy Bay thereby providing betterment.
An improvement of water quality will be the outcome regardless of whether more detailed modelling is
carried out. Given the cost (ultimately to the taxpayer) of undertaking such modelling when it is known
that the mitigation provided by the scheme will improve water quality rather than cause detriment,
further modelling is not considered to be justified.
I trust that the above information provided sufficient detail to respond to your queries.
Yours sincerely
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From:
Sent: 16 June 2020 07:29
To:
Cc: Andrew Sumner <@rmlconsult.com>
Subject: RE: A55 J15 and J16 - Water Quality meeting
Good morning
Thank you for your email.
We have reviewed the clarification letter dated 08/06/2020 and are satisfied with the
information and reasoning provided. This should be included as part of your submission.
Kind regards,
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu / Advisor - Development Planning
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales

Ein cyf/Our ref: CAS-159702-P2D2
Eich cyf/Your ref: qA1376607
Maes Y Ffynnon,
Penrhosgarnedd,
Bangor,
Gwynedd
LL572DW
Llywodraeth Cymru
Parc Cathays
Caerdydd
CF10 3NQ

ebost/email:
northplanning@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk

09/08/2021
Annwyl / Dear James Healey,
The Chester to Bangor Trunk Road (A55) (Junctions 14 and 15 Improvement
Realignment and Slip Roads) Order 202Thank you for your letter dated 19/07/2021 in response to our later dated 10/05/2021 (ref:
CAS-142761-D5W2) on the Environmental Statement and Statement to Inform an
Appropriate Assessment.
We are satisfied with the approach taken and agree with the proposed updates to the
Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC). We also note that
supplementary reports/assessments will be produced, and we will review these upon receipt.
Please find our response to the specific points raised within the table in Appendix 1.
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you require further information or clarification on any
of the above.
Our comments above only relate specifically to matters that are listed in our ‘Consultation
Topics’ document (September 2018) which is published on our website:
(https://cdn.naturalresources.wales/media/686847/dpas-consultation-topics-august-2018eng.pdf?mode=pad&rnd=131819256840000000). We have not considered potential effects
on other matters and do not rule out the potential for the proposed development to affect
other interests.
The applicant should be advised that, in addition to planning permission, it is their
responsibility to ensure that they secure all other permits/consents relevant to their
development.
Yn gywir / Yours sincerely,
Siôn M. Williams
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu / Advisor - Development Planning
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales

Tŷ Cambria • 29 Heol Casnewydd • Caerdydd • CF24 0TP
Cambria House • 29 Newport Road • Cardiff • CF24 0TP
Croesewir gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg a’r Saesneg
Correspondence welcomed in Welsh and English

Appendix 1
NRW Point No.

Summary of Concern of NRW

Response/comments WG

Further comments NRW

What are the intentions for foul waste during the
construction phase?

These points would normally be addressed
during detailed design because the siting of
the compound would be left until the design
and build contractor is appointed.
A connection to the public sewer would be
negotiated to serve the compound for the
duration of the construction period. If
necessary, sewage would be pumped.
Surface water runoff and the rate of
discharge would be managed and
measures to
capture sediment included. The drainage
plan for the compound area would be
developed in detail by the successful
contractor appointed by Welsh Government
to
construct the scheme. We appreciate that
you wish to ensure that the contractor's
compound meets with your requirements
and so we will add an additional
commitment to the Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments
(REAC) to
address these points.
These would be agreed with the highway
authority by the contractor

Noted

Description of Scheme
1&2

Access and egress plans for the compound(s)?

Noted

Will the compound be constructed on hard
standing/stone to prevent run off?
Will the compound be connected to mains electricity
or generator?
3

A site-specific drainage plan will be required for the
compound area to detail the above and to ensure no
runoff from the compound.

4

We note that there is reference to the Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) in section
2.10.5 – 2.12.6. We welcome works being completed
under a CEMP and note Chapter 20 and appendix 2.2
Pre-CEMP.

Geology and Soils

Hard standing would be formed where
necessary to supplement existing hard
surfaces
and adequate drainage would be installed.
A mains electricity supply would be
installed.

Noted

The drainage plan for the temporary
compound area would be developed in
detail by the successful contractor
appointed by Welsh Government to
construct the scheme.
Discharges would be in accordance with the
requirements of a discharge consent.
Noted

Noted

Noted

-

5

We are broadly satisfied with the conclusions and
recommendations within the chapter; however, we
have the following comments

Noted

-

6

Section 6.2.8 should refer to The Contaminated Land
(Wales) Regulations 2006 and Welsh Government
Contaminated Land
Statutory Guidance 2021.

Noted

7

Section 6.3.1-6.3.2 refers to CLR11 this has now
been replaced by ‘Land Contamination: Risk
Management’

The Welsh Government Contaminated Land
Statutory Guidance 2021 had not been
published when the ES chapter was
prepared. We agree that reference to The
Contaminated Land (Wales) Regulations
2006 and Welsh Government Contaminated
Land Statutory Guidance 2021 should be
made. This will be set out in a clarification
statement and submitted to the Inspector at
the Public Local Inquiry (PLI)
Noted. In future documents we will make
reference to ‘Land Contamination: Risk
Management’

Noted.

8

A number of minor EQS exceedances for leachate
and groundwater samples were identified in section
6.8.65 to 6.8.77. These exceedances have not been
assessed further in terms of potential risks to
controlled waters. We would expect there should be
progression to the next tier of assessment within the
Remedial Targets Methodology (‘Remedial Targets
Methodology: Hydrogeological Risk Assessment for
Land Contamination’ Environment Agency, 2006
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/remedialtargets-worksheet-v22a-user-manual

9

There is no qualitative assessment/statement as to
whether these exceedances are posing a risk to
controlled waters.

As stated, a number of minor EQS
exceedances were identified. There were
also differences between contaminants
obtained from soil leachate and
groundwater testing. This does not indicate
soils within the scheme area are having a
significant impact on groundwater quality for
the existing (baseline) situation nor that the
slightly elevated concentrations obtained
from groundwater are present within the
wider area. As discussed during the
meeting on 10th June 2021, further deskbased information will be prepared which
will include additional historical research
along with qualitative assessment of the
risks from contamination for the existing
situation. This will also include consideration
of additional works to be undertaken as part
of the construction works stage (which may
include further investigation) to confirm risks
from contamination along with an outline
unexpected contamination protocol for the
construction works. The further desk-based
assessment and a commitment to
undertake additional work at construction
stage, if required, will be set out in a draft
report and the content agreed with NRW.
The final report would be submitted to the
PLI. Any further actions or commitments
would be added to the register to be
completed by the future contractor
Please refer to response to point 8, above,
on proposals for further desk-based
information.

We note the comments and agree with the
proposal to undertake further desk-based
assessment and the commitment to
undertake additional work at construction
stage, if required. It is understood the final
report would be submitted to the Inspector
at the Public Local Inquiry.

We note the comments and agree with the
proposal to undertake further desk-based
assessment and the commitment to
undertake additional work at construction
stage, if required. It is understood the final
report would be submitted to the Inspector
at the Public Local Inquiry.

10

The contaminated land risk assessment for the
Scheme only considered the risk in the construction
and operational phase and does not assess the
historical contamination.

Please refer to response to point 8, above,
on proposals for further desk-based
information.

We note the comments and agree with the
proposal to undertake further desk-based
assessment and the commitment to
undertake additional work at construction
stage, if required. It is understood the final
report would be submitted to the Inspector
at the Public Local Inquiry.

11

There is insufficient information to demonstrate that
residual contamination is not present.

Please refer to response to point 8 above,
on proposals for further desk-based
information.

We note the comments and agree with the
proposal to undertake further desk-based
assessment and the commitment to
undertake additional work at construction
stage, if required. It is understood the final
report would be submitted to the Inspector
at the Public Local Inquiry.

12 & 13

General comments on Flood Risk

Noted

-

14

We advise that reference to flood zones 3, 2 and 1 in
our mapping system has changed. We published
updated flood risk maps showing current day flood
risks last October with the Flood Risk Assessment
Wales maps. Section 3 may need to be updated
although the modelling work would seem acceptable
to show that the flood risk associated with the new
crossing of the Afon Gyrach is manageable

It is noted that the Flood Risk Assessment
Wales maps (available via
https://naturalresources.wales/evidenceand-data/maps/long-term-floodrisk/?lang=en) show a different extent of
flooding compared with that presented in
the report. This is as a result of NRW maps
having been updated after the work was
completed but prior to its publication. It is
not known how these new flood maps were
developed but it is assumed that their
development relied on generalised methods
similar to JFLOW. Ramboll completed a
detailed flood modelling exercise in support

Noted and accepted.

Road Drainage and Water Environment

15

16

17

The watercourse has been hydraulically modelled. It
is noted that the proposed structure to cross the river
Gyrach does increase water level upstream by 0.13m
on the extreme or 0.1% event. This increase (afflux)
in levels extend a maximum of 28m upstream of the
crossing and would usually result in concerns being
raised by NRW. However, it is noted and understood
that the current use of this land is pasture and would
become land purchased and retained by Welsh
Government. Should this be the case then this
increase would be acceptable.
However, the modelling has been based on an
assumption that the new structure should have an
opening size (shape, width and height) as the existing
A55 arch structure. This would be acceptable
although the modelling report does advise (para.
7.3.4) “…The impact of the structure on flow velocities
and scour should be examined in greater detail at the
detailed design stage and can be based on the
results of the HEC-RAS model as part of a robust
approach…”. Therefore, the dimensions used in the
model may need to be increased. We are aware, from
historic discussions and remedial works that the
downstream railway crossing is liable to scouring of
the bed. The increase shown in the hydraulic
modelling on velocities therefore needs to be
addressed so that the scheme will not accelerate
erosion downstream
The sizing, design (particularly retaining the natural
bed, and not using a culvert) and placement of the
new bridge structure will be key to ensuring a
continued and stable sediment regime through the
reach. Incorrect sizing, design, location and
installation could result in excessive scour, deposition
(and therefore increased maintenance) within the new
and existing A55 structures, increased flood risk and
a deterioration of habitats for species present. Please
note that any structure that is modelled to show a
afflux upstream during high flow events (such as this)
is likely to increase velocities and scour within the

of the proposals as acknowledged by NRW
and this supplants the assessment of
flooding based on the Flood Risk
Assessment Wales maps.
We confirm that the land upstream of the
Afon Gyrach crossing, beyond 28m, would
be purchased under the CPO and would be
retained by Welsh Government.

Noted.

Potential impacts on flow velocities and
scour would be subject to additional
assessment at the detailed design stage to
ensure that any changes would not
adversely impact the bridge crossing nor the
downstream reach of the watercourse. This
assessment would include input from a
geomorphologist. Where necessary, the
detailed design of the bridge may
incorporate changes to the current
proposed dimensions and/or scour
protection. This assessment will be added
as a commitment within the updated REAC.

Noted.

As noted above, potential impacts on flow
velocities and scour would be subject to
additional assessment at the detailed
design stage to ensure that any changes
would not adversely impact the bridge
crossing nor the downstream reach of the
watercourse. The proposal is to use an arch
structure to mimic the existing structure and
not to use a culvert. The structure will be
built around the existing bed and should not

Noted.

structure itself. As such we would recommend that a
Geomorphologist is employed in the design of the
final scheme to ensure these factors are duly
considered and addressed.

18

We appreciate that the existing A55 crossing has a
natural bed and would request that this should also be
the proposal for the new crossing (rather than a
culvert). If it can be agreed that a clear span bridge is
the preferred method of crossing, then the proposal
may not require a separate Flood Risk Activity Permit
(FRAP) from NRW under Environmental Permitting
Regulations 2016.

19

Access to allow for future maintenance with heavy
plant is to be provided (para 3.1.7) between the
existing A55 crossing and the proposed crossing.

20

As such we are generally satisfied with the proposal
but would suggest that the actual crossing design is
fully understood at the Order stage to determine the
need for a possible FRAP application.

21 & 22

The flood modelling is heavily influenced by the initial
flood estimates used in any hydraulic modelling. If the
hydrology used to obtain the flood estimates are
incorrect then the model results will also be incorrect
and may not give an accurate reflection of the flood
risk associated with the proposal. We therefore offer
the following comments which need to be addressed
as part of an updated FCA (and agreed with NRW)
prior to the Order being made.

disturb it. Therefore, the assessment would
not include input from a geomorphologist.
Where necessary, the detailed design of the
bridge may incorporate changes to the
currently proposed dimensions and/or scour
protection. This additional assessment will
be added as a commitment under the
updated REAC.
As noted above, the proposed bridge
crossing is an arch structure spanning the
existing, retained banks, rather than a
culvert. It is noted that a clear span bridge
may not require a separate FRAP.
Confirmation of whether a FRAP would be
required will be sought by the future
contractor during detailed design.
Access to allow for future maintenance with
heavy plant would be provided between the
existing A55 crossing and the proposed
crossing. This will be added as a
commitment under the updated REAC.
At this stage, before the designer for
detailed design and the contractor have
been appointed the full crossing design is
not finalised. As noted above we would
prefer not to commit to the type of structure
at this stage as the decision would need to
consider ease of construction and other
factors.
It is acknowledged that ReFH software was
updated in September 2020. Modelling was
undertaken in June 2020 so the most up-todate version (ReFH 2.2) was used at that
time with the FEH2013 rainfall model. In
view of the change in software since the
original modelling was done and NRW’s
requests in respect of using Urban rather
than Rural results from ReFH, Ramboll

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted, we will provide comments on the
submitted Hydrological Calculations
Record and Flood Risk Update report in
due course.

23

With regards to Appendix 7.4 (Hydrological
Calculations Record). The peak flow for the 1%
Annual exceedance probability event appears
reasonable, however, there are some points that need
clarifying in the report for future reference and the
response to them may change the final estimates
slightly. The points which need addressing are as
follows:
• Software used. The latest version has not been
used. We would expect the record to be updated to
use the version released September 2020. We are
unable to find in the report which version of ReFH2
has been used for this work. The report needs to
confirm which version was used. ReFH 2.2 or 2.3
should be used with the FEH2013 rainfall model. The
NRW guidance note GN008 (2017) states that we
may not accept ReFH1 or ReFH2.1 estimates that
use the FEH1999 model. Statistical. Urbanisation the Environment Agency Flood Estimation Guidelines
(June 2020) recommend that urbanisation adjustment
of QMED is applied in all cases for consistency in
WINFAP4. Section 4 should demonstrate that urban
adjustment has been addressed adequately. It is
accepted that this will only have limited changes in
values.
• Revitalised Flood Hydrograph (ReFH). It is unclear if
rural or urban results have been used in ReFH2
methodology. Table 5.2 appears to imply that rural
have been used. The rural estimate is for information
only and is as though the catchment is 100% rural.
The urban results should always be used as that will
include any urbanisation in the catchment, the
differences are likely to be minimal in this case, but
the calculation record should be updated, and revised
estimates used in the modelling if necessary. A storm
duration of 6.15 hours has been used. Further
clarification as to how this duration was derived is
required. Using ReFH2.3 may give a different duration
and hydrograph used in the hydraulic model.
We would therefore suggest that the Flood
Consequence Assessment (Appendix 7.2) and the
Hydrological Calculations Record (Appendix 7.4)
along with the Afon Gyrach Flood Modelling Report
(Appendix 7.5) be revisited and the above comments
be considered for any updates to ensure that all

proposes to undertake a supplementary
hydrological study to examine any potential
changes in peak flow and compare these
with the estimates used in the hydraulic
modelling. This would be used to ensure
that freeboard allowances in the design
assumptions on which risk assessments
have been based are sufficient to ensure
that those assessments remain valid. It is
further noted that these revised hydrological
estimates would be used for determining
detailed designs as per our responses to
Points 16 and 17. The supplementary
hydrological study will be set out in a draft
report and the content agreed with NRW.
The final report would be submitted to the
PLI. Any further actions or commitments
would be added to the register to be
completed by the future contractor.

As per our response to Point 22, Ramboll
proposes to undertake a supplementary
hydrological study to examine any potential
changes in peak flow and compare these
with the estimates used in the hydraulic

Noted, we will provide comments on the
submitted Hydrological Calculations
Record and Flood Risk Update report in
due course.

parties fully understand the flood risk associated with
the proposal.

24

With regards to section 7.4.5. we require clarification
on which WFD classifications were used here. Please
note this paragraph taken from ‘WFD Cycle 2 Interim
Classifications FAQs English’ from the Water Watch
Wales website when referring to the 2018 interim
WFD classification: “How robust was the quality
assurance of the estuarine and coastal classification
compared to previous years? Due to limited
resources, it was not possible to carry out a full quality
assurance of the estuarine and coastal classification
as undertaken in previous years. Where there is a
change in status, the interim classification result must
be used alongside the 2015 classification to provide
context. Any decisions based on the interim
classification will need to be carefully considered and
will need to be informed by any investigations into the
status change.”

25

We advise that the Conwy Transitional waterbody be
screened in as well. With regards to section 7.10.4. It
is stated that the conclusion of the WFD Assessment
is ‘no deterioration’ to the designated waterbodies.
However, the waterbodies have not been adequately
assessed. We therefore advise that this section be
updated once the assessment is complete.

modelling. This would be used to ensure
that freeboard allowances in the design
assumptions on which risk assessments
have been based are sufficient to ensure
that those assessments remain valid
making reference to the conclusions of the
FCA and Flood Modelling reports previously
submitted as applicable.
Baseline water quality characteristics are
discussed in section 7.4.1 and 7.4.3 of the
ES. The Water Framework Directive (WFD)
classifications quoted are sourced from the
Water Watch Wales online WFD webmapping portal. The portal provides a time
series of WFD waterbody classifications
ranging from Cycle 1, Cycle 2 (2015) to
Cycle 2 (2018). The classifications
presented on the portal for the 2018 interim
classifications are the same as those
presented for 2015, and the draft
consultation Cycle 3 data (Dec 2020) lists
there being a high certainty of the listed
objectives being met. All these three data
sources present a consistent message,
indicating a robustness to the classifications
quoted, regardless of the quoted note with
regards to QA.
The Conwy Transitional water body will be
screened in and assessed as necessary in
a supplementary report prior to the PLI. The
WFD assessment presented in Appendix
7.1, combined with a small amount of text
within ES chapter 7, together address all of
the requirements for a WFD compliance
assessment as set out in The Planning
Inspectorate Advice Note 18 and
accompanying appendix. If NRW consider
that the waterbodies have not been

Noted

Noted. We will provide further comments
on the submitted supplementary report on
surface water quality and water framework
directive in due course.

26

27

With regards to section 7.4.10 – 7.4.12 and 7.6.4 we
note that it states that run-off from the Scheme would
be discharged into Conwy Bay via existing outfalls to
sea and via discharges to the Afon Gyrach and an
unnamed watercourse which is culverted under the
A55 approximately 425m west of the Penmaen-bach
Tunnels and we concur with the potential for impacts.
We note section 7.7 and that detail scheme design
with regards to drainage will take place, we therefore,
advise that a specific drainage plan is required for the
scheme. The drainage plans should detail all drainage
both construction and operational. With regards to
surface water the location and management of
attenuation pools from road run off and detail any
installation of mitigation measures such as
interceptors. Any culverts installed as part of the
scheme must be oversized to allow fish passage,
gravel movement, and to prevent a drop in Water
Framework Directive classification.

adequately assessed, please could NRW
advise what level of additional assessment
is required. Once confirmation of what
additional assessment is required, further
work will be carried out and the results set
out in a draft report. The content will be
agreed with NRW. The final report would be
submitted to the PLI. Any further actions or
commitments would be added to the
register to be completed by the future
contractor.
The point is noted.

This is noted. The detailed drainage design
for the permanent drainage system will be
undertaken at detailed design stage and
presented in a drainage plan. The
requirement for this drainage plan will be
added as a commitment to the updated
REAC. Temporary drainage systems for the
construction phase will be developed by the
contractor once appointed. These
temporary systems will also be presented in
a drainage plan. The requirement for this
drainage plan will be added as a
commitment to the updated REAC. The
drainage plans (both permanent and
construction phase) will include details of
the location of attenuation ponds and other
mitigation measures. The requirement for
new culverts to be sized sufficiently to allow
fish passage and gravel movement will be a
commitment within the updated REAC.

-

Noted and agreed.

28

It should be noted that within this section there is
reference to creating attenuation pools, and drainage
in line with SuDS, however, there is also reference as
stated above to direct discharges of surface water to
the sea. We would advise betterment with regards to
the implementation of mitigation measures and these
should be detailed within the site-specific drainage
plan

29

With regards to ES Volume 3: Appendices 7-18 – 7.1.
WFD Assessment. We note that the Cycle 2
classifications have been used and advise that this
should be made clear in the ES (vol. 1 Chapters),
please see comments above (point 20)

30

With regards to Section 4.1.1 we agree that a WFD
Compliance Assessment is required.

The drainage system will be designed in
detail at the detailed design stage. This will
include attenuation of discharge rates that
would otherwise increase as a result of the
increased impermeable surface area.
Attenuation of runoff rates using SuDS,
including ponds, have associated benefits
for water quality not least through removal
of sediment. Dependent on the specific road
catchment, availability of land and ability to
re-use existing discharge pipes (noting that
a number of these pass under the railway),
SuDS will be incorporated to a greater or
lesser degree. Nonetheless, betterment in
terms of pollutant load reaching
watercourses and the sea, will be achieved.
The requirement for the drainage plan will
be added as a commitment to the updated
REAC.
This is noted. It will be made clear in a
statement that Cycle 2 classifications have
been used. The draft statement will be
agreed with NRW. The final statement
would be submitted to the PLI. Any further
actions or commitments would be added to
the register to be completed by the future
contractor.
Appendix 7.1 of the ES is the “Assessment
of Effects on Water Framework Directive
Water Bodies”. In Appendix 7.1, under the
sub-heading ‘Screening’, paragraph 4.1.1.
reads “The nature of the project is such that
it does not align with any of the screening
criteria listed in the EA guidance as these
are focussed on EA licensing requirements
rather than the planning process. However,
a WFD Assessment is required to support
the Environmental Impact Assessment for

Noted.

Noted. We will provide further comments
on the submitted supplementary report on
surface water quality and water framework
directive in due course.

Noted.

31

We note Table 4.1.a. We advise that the Conwy
Transitional waterbody should also be screened in.

32

We note Table 4.2.b. and advise that it is unclear
which waterbodies were scoped in this table. As only
one waterbody was screened in, it can be assumed
that this is the waterbody being scoped, but it should
be stated for clarity which waterbody is being scoped.
We advise that Conwy Transitional waterbody should
be screened in and may also need to be scoped
Water Quality Phytoplankton impact assessment is
not required. We have no further comments on the
water quality section of the scoping table and agree
with the scoping decisions.
With regards to section 4.7. Mitigation Measures. We
advise that the statement “the Scheme is unable to
have an impact on formal mitigation measures for the
Conwy Bay waterbody as there are none currently in
place” is inaccurate. Under the WFD, mitigations
measures for heavily modified water bodies (HMWBs)
that are ‘not in place’ and have not been identified as
technically feasible or disproportionately costly should
be considered active, and impacts caused by the
proposed project must be assessed. Please refer to
section 4.4 of the OGN72, this can be made available
upon request from NRW.

33

34

the Scheme so the need for a WFD
assessment has been screened in.” This
means that a WFD Assessment was
screened in as being required. The
remainder of appendix 7.1 then forms that
WFD Assessment.
Conwy Transitional water body will be
screened in and assessed as necessary in
the supplementary report to the ES to be
issued prior to the PLI.
Clarification will be provided in the
supplementary report to the ES to be issued
prior to the PLI.

Noted. We will provide further comments
on the submitted supplementary report on
surface water quality and water framework
directive in due course.
Noted.

Noted

-

Please could NRW provide copies of the
following documents as these could not
located via internet search/NRW website:
Natural Resources Wales (2017).
•
Operation Guidance Note (OGN) Guidance for Assessing Activities and
Projects for Compliance with the
Water Framework Directive (OGN72).
Ref 12.9 Natural Resources Wales
•
(2017). Operation Guidance Note
(OGN) - Water Framework Directive –
Deterioration in water body status
(OGN73).
Water Watch Wales WFD dataset does not
list any water body specific mitigation
measures for any of the WFD water bodies
assessed for this scheme. National
mitigation priorities that are relevant are

Noted. We will provide further comments
on the submitted supplementary report on
surface water quality and water framework
directive in due course. Copies of OGN72
and OGN73 are attached, it should be
noted that these are internal guidance
documents and are not to be shared
externally except by NRW.
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Appendix 7.6 was not present in the document
‘Volume 3C Appendices Chapters 7-18’. We request
to see a copy of this appendix.

focussed around the use of SuDS, which
have been incorporated into the scheme
design. The supplementary assessment to
support the existing WFD assessment is to
be undertaken prior to PLI and presented in
a supplementary report. Should the
assessment conclude that additional or
specific mitigation is required this will be
added to the REAC.
Our apologies that Appendix 7.6 was not
received in the set of published documents.
The appendix is titled “Correspondence with
Natural Resources Wales on Water
Quality”. This will be made available.
However, as the appendix is solely a
compilation of previous correspondence
between NRW and us (the design
consultants) there is nothing within the
appendix that has not previously been seen
by NRW.

Noted.

Nature Conservation
43

Otter 43. With regards to section 8.4.19 – 8.4.20,
8.4.52 and 8.5.63 – 8.5.67 we concur in general with
the assessment and conclusions in respect of otters.
Regarding section 8.7.64 we advise against
channelisation of bankside and more natural means
with regards to otter through routes should be
considered.

The design of the new bridge for the new
road was not known at the time of writing,
however, 8.8.62 of the ES states that the
new bridge span is 4.88 m and the rise is
2.21 m and would be of an arch
construction and as such would continue be
passable for otters currently utilising the
water course. The bankside habitat would
be retained, and otter ledges would be
installed within the new bridge either
constructed of solid concrete or as a bolt on
design. The ledge would be at least 500 mm
wide and accessible from the banks. The
ledge would be sited at least 150 mm above
highest water level and allow for 600 mm
headroom. Final designs would be

Noted and are in agreement.
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With regards to section 8.7.138 and, we note that the
existing road scheme and proposed scheme would
have light spill on the Afon Gyrach. We would advise
dark zones for the Afon Gyrach and there is an
opportunity for betterment in lighting at this location.

discussed and agreed with NRW and
NMWTRA. 8.8.63 states that otter fencing
would be installed as specified within
DMRB. Final designs would be discussed
and agreed with NRW and NMWTRA The
REAC (BIO 11) states: Installation of otter
exclusion fencing along the new bypass
road. Fencing would be as specified within
DMRB. The height of the fence would be a
1500mm, with an overhang of 300mm
angled at 45o at the top and 90o at the
bottom, underground. The fence would
continue underground for 500mm angled at
90° by 300mm. The fence would be
installed on both sides of the road for at
least 100 m from the watercourse and
SUDs pond. Designs would be carried out in
consultation with NRW and NMWTRA. The
REAC (BIO 12) States: An otter ledge would
be installed within the new bridge either
constructed of solid concrete or as a bolt on
design. The ledge would be at least 500mm
wide and accessible from the banks. The
ledge should be sited at least 150 mm
above highest water level and allow for 600
mm headroom. Final designs would be
discussed and agreed with NRW and
NMWTRA.
The submitted ES states that full lighting
proposals were unknown at the time of
writing. Light levels, which were measured
along the Afon Gyrach, are provided in the
Environmental Statement Chapter 8 Nature
Conservation 8-78 Report (Appendix 8.4).
The REAC includes a commitment (BIO 4)
addressing the need to leave a dark zone.
Sensitive design and siting of lights will
avoid lighting of the river channels and

Noted.

banks of the Afon Gyrach.
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With regards to sections 8.8.9 and 8.8.12, we do not
recognise SuDS as a recognised form of ecological
mitigation/enhancement, we require that the
ecological enhancement element is kept separate.
We appreciate the ecological benefit, however, during
a pollution incident that benefit is at risk.

Noted. No water bodies would be lost as a
result of the scheme and therefore we do
not propose that SuDs form part of
mitigation. However, whilst the SUDs is not
considered ecological mitigation, it does
provide added potential for biodiversity
enhancement. Section 8.8.12 states its
main function would be for drainage
however sensitive design elements
including planting could be incorporated, to
enhance the area for biodiversity in line with
Schedule 3 of the Flood and Water
Management Act 2010 (Standard S5).

Noted.

At the local level, the ability of the scheme to achieve
the best it can for townscape character and landscape
integration is heavily dependent on the materials,
finishes, details and colour of many of the road
structures, retaining walls and the overbridge

We note your responses with regard to
landscape matters under points 57-60. With
regards to point 61, concerning the ability of
the scheme to achieve the best it can for
townscape character and landscape
integration, we agree that this is heavily
dependent on the final appearance of the
materials, finishes and colour of the road
structures, retaining walls and overbridges.
In order to address these issues at the
detailed design stage, a commitment will be
added to the updated REAC that shall
require the future contractor to prepare
detailed proposals for the external
appearance of structures including
materials, colours textures as part of the
detailed design proposals including walls,
bridges, parapets and retaining walls to be
agreed with Welsh Government.

Noted.

Landscape
61

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Williams, Sion M. <
30 July 2021 07:39
Andrew Sumner; Donna Hall
Ellis, Matthew
FW: A55 J15 and J16 Improvements - Ghost License for Comment

Good morning Andrew/Donna,
Apologies, I thought the below email had already been sent direct to you. Please note for future reference
any queries relating to Ghost Licence should be directed to Matt Ellis or our Species Licencing Team.
Kind regards,

Siôn M. Williams
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu / Advisor - Development Planning
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales
In light of recent events, I am currently working from home and as such not contactable on the
phone. If you need to get in touch, please email me and I will respond as quickly as possible.
Yn sgil y datblygiadau diweddaraf rwy'n gweithio gartref ar hyn o bryd ac felly nid mewn cyswyllt
ar y ffôn. Os oes angen i chi gysylltu, anfonwch e-bost ataf os gwelwch yn dda a byddaf yn
ymateb cyn gynted â phosib.
From: Ellis, Matthew
Sent: 09 June 2021 10:05
To: Williams, Sion M.
Cc: Pozzi Evans, Laura Hughes, Iwan G
<; Species Licensing
<
Subject: RE: A55 J15 and J16 Improvements ‐ Ghost License for Comment

The submitted method statement is satisfactory for the purposes of demonstrating no likely detriment to the
maintenance of the favourable conservation status of the local population of common pipistrelle bats.
In our view, and without prejudice to the provisions of any subsequent formal application, we consider the
proposed road improvement scheme in principle:
(a) Accords with one of the derogation purposes listed under the provisions of Article 16 of the Habitats
Directive;
(b) Demonstrates no satisfactory alternative; and
(c) Demonstrates no likely detriment to the maintenance of the Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) of
identified local populations of bat.
Based on the information presented to inform our assessments we therefore consider the proposal accords with the
provisions of Article 16 of the Habitats Directive and associated licensing requirements under Regulation 55 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended).
Please note that in respect of any future formal applications, changes in current conservation status may require
alternative mitigation or compensation measures to be submitted for the purposes of evidencing no likely
1

detriment to the maintenance of the favourable conservation status of any local populations of European protected
species.
We trust the above will be of assistance to you
Best wishes
Matt

From: Williams, Sion M.
Sent: 09 June 2021 07:55
To: Ellis, Matthew
Subject: FW: A55 J15 and J16 Improvements ‐ Ghost License for Comment
Importance: High
Hi Matt,
Please see below email from Donna Hall. Does this need to come straight to you or through the Species
licencing? I think we’ve had a chat about the one for the A494 scheme previously that it would not come
through DPAS.
Diolch,

Siôn M. Williams
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu / Advisor - Development Planning
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales
In light of recent events, I am currently working from home and as such not contactable on the
phone. If you need to get in touch, please email me and I will respond as quickly as possible.
Yn sgil y datblygiadau diweddaraf rwy'n gweithio gartref ar hyn o bryd ac felly nid mewn cyswyllt
ar y ffôn. Os oes angen i chi gysylltu, anfonwch e-bost ataf os gwelwch yn dda a byddaf yn
ymateb cyn gynted â phosib.
From: Donna Hall
Sent: 02 June 2021 15:20
To: Williams, Sion M.
Cc: Andrew Sumner Jon Stoddard
Subject: FW: A55 J15 and J16 Improvements ‐ Ghost License for Comment
Importance: High
Hi Sion, hope you are well, I was just wondering, I don’t have any record of receiving comments back or a response
on this?
Can you advise as to whether you sent a response and I missed it.
Many thanks Donna

Donna Hall
Principal Ecologist
Richards Moorehead & Laing Ltd
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From: Donna Hall
Sent: 27 May 2020 16:40
To: Williams, Sion M.
Cc: Andrew Sumner Jon Stoddard ; Rob Griffiths
; Manon Pritchard
Subject: RE: A55 J15 and J16 Improvements ‐ Ghost License for Comment
Dear Sion, hope you are well, lovely weather we are having!
Many thanks for gathering comments on the SIAA.
I was wondering if it possible for NRW to comment on the attached ‘Ghost Licence’ for loss of a bat roost at J15.
Matt Ellis has assisted us previously, for another Scheme.
Any queries please do not hesitate in contacting me. If you can’t receive large attachments, let me know and I
will email you a link to access.
Many thanks
Donna
Donna Hall
Principal Ecologist
Richards Moorehead & Laing Ltd

From: Williams, Sion M.
Sent: 22 May 2020 14:48
To: Donna Hall
Subject: A55 J15 and J16 Improvements ‐ SIAA response
Good afternoon Donna,
Hope you are well.
Apologies for the delay in our response. Please find attached our comments on the SIAAs for both Junction
15 and 16.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any further queries.
Kind regards,
Siôn M. Williams
Cynghorydd - Cynllunio Datblygu / Advisor - Development Planning
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru / Natural Resources Wales
Swyddfa / Office: Maes y Ffynnon, Bangor, Gwynedd
Siaradwr Cymraeg

In light of recent events, I am currently working from home and as such not contactable on the phone.
If you need to get in touch, please email me and I will respond as quickly as possible.
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Yn sgil y datblygiadau diweddaraf rwy'n gweithio gartref ar hyn o bryd ac felly nid mewn cyswyllt ar y
ffôn. Os oes angen i chi gysylltu, anfonwch e-bost ataf os gwelwch yn dda a byddaf yn ymateb cyn
gynted â phosib.
cyfoethnaturiol.cymru / naturalresources.wales
Yn falch o arwain y ffordd at ddyfodol gwell i Gymru trwy reoli’r amgylchedd ac adnoddau naturiol yn
gynaliadwy.
Proud to be leading the way to a better future for Wales by managing the environment and natural resources
sustainably.
Twitter:
Facebook:
Flickr:
Youtube:

twitter.com/NatResWales
facebook.com/NatResWales
flickr.com/NatResWales
youtube.com/NatResWales

Croesewir gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg a’r Saesneg / Correspondence welcomed in both Welsh and English.
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