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Appendix G: Evidence of Deposit Locations 

Deposit location: Buckley Library, The Precinct, Brunswick Road, 
Buckley, CH7 2EF 
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Deposit location: Flint Library, Church Street, Flint, CH6 5AP 
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Deposit location: Neston Library, Parkgate Road, Neston, CH64 
6QE 
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Deposit location: Connah’s Quay Library, Wepre Drive, Connah’s 
Quay, CH5 4HA 
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Appendix J: Consultation Responses from Consultees 

Category Consultee Feedback received 

Member of 
public 

N/A I am writing to formally object to the proposed changes associated with 

the Connah’s Quay Low Carbon Power Project and to raise wider 

concerns regarding the overall development. 

My objection is based on economic, social, environmental and strategic 

grounds, particularly the negative impact on local people, long-term 

energy costs and the continued reliance on gas-fired generation. 

Firstly, the project appears to rely heavily on the use of non-local 

contractors and an imported workforce. There is no clear or binding 

commitment to prioritise local contractors, local labour or meaningful 

skills development for people in Flintshire, Ellesmere Port, Wirral and 

the surrounding areas. Instead, the proposal suggests that specialist 

contractors and workers will be brought in from elsewhere, with 

associated accommodation, logistics and infrastructure impacts borne 

locally. This approach offers limited long-term benefit to the community 

and actively undermines local employment, apprenticeships and skills 

transfer. 

Furthermore, the relocation and expansion of contractor facilities within 

the site boundary reinforces the concern that this development is 

structured around external workforces rather than investment in local 

capability. Any short-term construction activity that excludes local 

people cannot reasonably be presented as economic regeneration. 

Secondly, the reliance on combined-cycle gas turbine technology, even 

when paired with carbon capture, represents a continuation of outdated 
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energy strategy. Gas turbines are increasingly exposed to geopolitical 

risk. Following the reduction in Russian gas supply, the UK has become 

more dependent on imported liquefied natural gas, particularly from the 

United States. This gas is demonstrably more expensive, more carbon 

intensive when lifecycle emissions are considered and subject to global 

price volatility. So Carbon capture is just a green washing technic used 

by the company`s project. 

As a result, electricity generated from gas-fired plant will continue to 

drive up consumer energy bills and increase the cost per kWh paid by 

households and businesses. Carbon capture does not address fuel 

price risk, nor does it protect consumers from long-term exposure to 

international gas markets. The proposal therefore conflicts with the 

stated objective of delivering affordable and secure energy. 

Thirdly, while carbon capture is presented as a mitigation measure, it 

remains an energy-intensive, costly and operationally complex 

technology. It reduces net plant efficiency, increases auxiliary power 

consumption and introduces additional operational risk. Any 

underperformance, downtime or partial operation of the carbon capture 

system would result in higher emissions than claimed, while still locking 

the region into fossil fuel infrastructure for decades. 

In addition, the permanent loss of designated habitat areas, even if 

classified as low ecological value, represents a cumulative erosion of 

local green space within an already industrialised area. The justification 

for reclassification is driven by operational convenience rather than 

environmental stewardship and sets a concerning precedent. 

The proposed expansion of hardstanding at the North Jetty also raises 

concerns regarding increased industrialisation of the estuary, 

construction traffic and disruption during delivery of abnormal loads. 
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While water transport may reduce some road impacts, the scale and 

duration of construction activity remains significant and insufficiently 

offset by local benefit. 

In summary, this project prioritises corporate operational efficiency over 

local economic inclusion, locks consumers into higher long-term energy 

costs and extends dependence on gas generation at a time when 

investment should be focused on genuinely future-proofed, lower-risk 

alternatives. Carbon capture does not resolve these fundamental 

issues. 

For these reasons, I object to the proposed changes and urge the 

Planning Inspectorate and the Secretary of State to give significant 

weight to the cumulative social, economic and strategic harm this 

development would cause to local communities and should not be 

proceed without the concerns mentioned above is secured. 

Member of 

public 

N/A 1. How long will the gas supply last? 2. What will happen to the plant 

when the gas runs out? 3. Why is the County of Flintshire being ruined 

by this proposed Power Station? 4. Will the People of Flintshire be 

employed during the construction? 5. Will profit made when up and 

running be plowed back into Flintshire. 6. Will you fully protect the 

wildlife on the river and its banks? You are doing this purely for profit 

and I fear that all profit will be sent back to German owners. Wales as a 

Country has produced enough power to supply the country on 

3occasions and in the future with the advent of more friendly ways of 

producing electricity the need for gas powered power stations will 

dwindle. Since you first said about the proposal to build carbon Capture 

has been announced and the ruination of the land has started. Land 
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owners not being paid for allowing the pipeline on their land and 

alienating Flintshire. Looking forward to you reply. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I have received your change consultation card in the post and am 

writing to express some concern. I appreciate this is a large project and 

the grid requires new base load power stations and I agree that this is a 

requisite of all electricity customers. 

I am concerned about the height of the chimneys. I assume this height 

is required for treating the air prior to carbon capture? I dont believe it 

has been made very clear why such a height is required. I appreciate 

that aviation limits have been considered, thus reducing the height; 

however, I feel there is still a significant impact on the landscape and 

scenery, thus potentially de-valuing local homes. It would be good to 

see some kind of interactive map which shows who, in the local area, 

would be able to see the stacks from their property. 

Another major concern I have is the local traffic during construction. I 

live on a small lane which runs between the A55 and A548 (Coast 

Road) which is a popular ‘cut-through’. Similar infrastructure projects 

have caused issues. The recent “re-stringing” of the Connah’s Quay - 

St. Asaph power line increased traffic on our road, including large 

heavy plant movement along a road not designed for such and also at 

unsociable hours. I appreciate that some of the towers are accessed via 

this lane but other than that i think it would be considerate to use more 

suitable roads. 

Thanks for taking time to look over my email. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I am writing as a local resident to respond to the consultation on the 

proposed Connahs Quay Low Carbon Power project. While I 



 
55 

Category Consultee Feedback received 

understand that the project focuses on capturing carbon dioxide 

emissions, I would like further clarity on other pollutant emissions that 

will continue to arise from a gas-fired power station. In particular, I am 

concerned about emissions such as nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate 

matter, and any other pollutants that may affect air quality when the 

plant is operating, including during periods when carbon capture is 

offline for maintenance or other reasons. I would welcome clearer 

information on: 

• The expected levels of non-CO₂ emissions over the lifetime of the 

project - How these emissions compare with current and historical 

operations at the site. 

• The potential cumulative health impacts on the local population of 

Connah’s Quay and surrounding communities - How vulnerable 

groups, such as children, older people, and those with respiratory 

conditions, have been considered in the assessments. 

In addition, I would like to ask whether there will be any direct or indirect 

benefits for local residents in terms of energy costs. 

Given the scale of the development and its proximity to residential 

areas, it would be helpful to understand: 

• Whether the project is expected to reduce energy costs locally, or 

provide any form of compensation or tangible benefit to nearby 

communities 

If not, what consideration has been given to community benefit 

schemes or other measures to offset the local impacts of hosting 

nationally significant infrastructure I appreciate the opportunity to 

comment and would welcome these points being clearly addressed as 

part of the examination process. 
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Member of 

public 

N/A I have taken some time to look at the above project plans and during 

this consultation phase I have some feedback and questions to be 

considered please:- 

• I have noted that updated plans have resulted in the reduction of the 

height of the Power station stacks due to concerns raised by Airbus 

which I assume related to aircraft safety issues?. What risks in terms 

of general emissions(air quality etc) into the local area as I can see 

discoloration on the stacks at the current power station that have 

become evident over time? 

• A number of studies relating to climate change and increased sea 

levels indicate that shoreline area of the Dee estuary is projected to 

rise and take water levels over the land used by both the current 

Power station and also the new enlarged plan. Is this not a major long 

term risk in terms of the chosen location? 

• How safe is the long-term storage of carbon deep underground -what 

do the studies show and are there risks due to rising water levels. 

• You state that you will use the current inland pipeline infrastructure 

from Liverpool Bay via Point of Ayr. Will this involve additional 

pipeline being installed as this currently very close to my property in 

Flint? 

Member of 

public 

N/A I have no comments, except to say that I (we) can only really trust the 

professionals, including all the local and national government bodies 

which are charged with protecting the environment and so on. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I’m a burton resident and your new power station will be a eye sore 

from our beautiful village. 
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What are you doing to contribute to enhancing our village in return for 

taking the view? 

Let me know. 

Member of 

public 

N/A Seriously? The images are Monstrous. Surely someone can come up 

with something better than that. It’s truly awful! We need to be looking 

after our countryside whilst finding alternative energy. How many 

decades before you can offset the environmental cost of construction? 

I’m so sad - I’m lucky to have lived 70 years enjoying this beautiful land. 

I am devastated my grandchildren will have that blight on humanity as 

the vista from their bedrooms. Surely it needs a rethink. Soul 

destroying. Think of the wildlife. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I am writing to formally note my disapproval of the proposed plans for 

the CCGT Power Station. This will have a huge impact to the local area 

of natural beauty which has already been hugely impacted by the 

extension to the paper factory, which is unsightly and is also very loud 

even as far as Burton where I reside. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I am so upset and unhappy by the proposed new power station at 

Connahs Quay. I moved to Cheshire to escape the eyesores of 

Stockport and to get a better countryside lifestyle for us and our 

children, one of whom has respiratory conditions. I object strongly to 

these proposed plans- it should not be on this location and should be 

further offshore and away from us and not on place of the lovely 

landscape! 

Member of 

public 

N/A I would like to place my objection of the Uniper Connah Quay CCGT 

Powerstation as detailed in the DCO, please can this be noted on the 
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record. My objection is due to several factors but the main three points 

being. 

1. It will destroy all views from my property, my home will directly look at 

the new Powerstation and reduce the value of my property and even 

prevent future sale of my property. 

2. Furthermore it will destroy the rural environment of the Dee estuary, 

in my opinion this could be relocated to industrial area which would 

make less impact to the countryside and precious endangered animals 

that live and or frequent burton marshes and the location of the planned 

CCGT. 

3. Toxic, air pollution, water pollution, contamination risks that the 

CCGT may pose to the general public which live in the area, thus 

creating a health a safety issue which could cause long or short term 

health risks. 

I would like you to confirm receipt and confirmation my objection is 

placed on the record. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I appreciate the sins of the project but the location suggested is 

abhorrent. There is a significant proportion of people who visit the 

surrounding areas of burton for the view to the north wales countryside. 

The suggested vista would be a detractor for visitors and negatively 

effect the amount of visitors coming to the area along with the 

popularity of the properties there. 

There is an abundance of wildlife in this area in addition and the 

development would undoubtedly have a negative impact on retaining 

the flora and fauna in the area. 
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Overall I think there are far better places to site the suggested project 

and suggest new options are considered.  
 

Member of 

public 

N/A I am writing to express my views regarding the new proposals for the 

power station. The new proposal plans are an absolute monstrosity and 

should not be approved, what is currently there is bad enough and 

spoils the view from my village, with plumes of smoke in the air it's vile 

and disgusting to see, i am totally against this, its such a shame. Burton 

wetlands is a nature reserve with may people visiting with the factory's 

in the distance its a real eye sore damages the landscape and is 

harmful to the landscape and environment and spoils the Wirral this 

should not be approved. I am a Burton resident. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I am writing to object to the proposal to build a new Carbon Capture 

Plant at Connahs Quay. This is an even bigger blight on the landscape, 

which is already has significant over development, visible from as far as 

West Kirby and Prestatyn. This is an area of natural beauty, attracting 

nature watchers and tourists. The photos showing the impact of views 

from The Wirral peninsula are misleading and residents of the Burton 

area were not invited to any consultation meetings. The area has 

enough power to supply the immediate area and far beyond, so to my 

mind this should be considered being built nearer to the demand, thus 

being the more environmentally better option. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I am writing to object to the proposed combined-cycle gas turbine 

(CCGT) power station with carbon capture at Uniper’s Connah’s Quay 

site in Flintshire. 
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This development would continue reliance on fossil gas at a time when 

Wales should be accelerating investment in renewable energy and 

sustainable alternatives. Carbon capture does not eliminate emissions 

entirely, and there are ongoing concerns about its long-term 

effectiveness and safety. 

Most importantly, I am concerned about the impact on the local 

community. Additional development of this scale risks increased air 

pollution, noise, traffic, and visual impact, affecting quality of life and 

local health. The construction phase alone could cause prolonged 

disruption to nearby homes and businesses. 

Our community deserves investment in clean, future-proof energy 

solutions rather than further fossil fuel expansion. 

For these reasons, I respectfully urge the inspectorate to refuse this 

application. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I am yet to see a full risk assessment regarding this, its well 

documented that a smaller leak in Mississippi caused 45 people to be 

hospitalised. 

Your site basically white washes the risk and doesn’t show any 

indication that a full risk assessment has been carried out. 

Member of 

public 

N/A Yet again another proposal to build a blot on the landscape. While its 

out of sight to most North Walians we on the opposite coast line are left 

with what can only be described as a horrendous proposal to spoil a 

view, what most people in the country would give their right arm for. 

The Wirral coast line is a protected coast line and yet The Welsh 

assembly are allowing such eyesores in their back garden at the 
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detriment to all those around it. I’m sure that if this was to be built in the 

more industrialised area in South Wales then it wouldn’t be such an 

issue, but in an Area that has relatively unspoiled views and that is 

scientifically important along with RSPCB protected areas this type of 

monstrosity would clearly have a lasting impact on the things that we 

should be protecting and not destroying. 

We are very blessed to have such wonderful views across the Dee 

Estuary from Neston and its surrounding villages but we are ignored 

when planning permissions are submitted as we are not in Wales, yet 

we are the ones that ultimately must look at it. 

So as a proud Nestonian and a 10th generation one at that I am 

objecting to the proposed power station. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I received a card from Uniper requesting comments on the proposed 

Power Station. As I have already put forward my objections several 

times I am sending you an updated version of the email I sent to 

Flintshire County Council. The meetings were very interesting and 

certain revealed facts were disturbing, especially the estimated number 

of lorries using the Kelsterton Roundabout on the Coast Road – at least 

200 per day. 

The impact on the flora and fauna of the area and the river Dee would 

be even more devastating. It would be far better to knock down the 

present Power Station in stages and rebuild the new one on the same 

site. All the Uniper so-called concern about the environment is pie in the 

sky, rather like the proposed height of the towers. We local residents do 

our very best to recycle, pick up litter dropped by passing vehicles and 

thoughtless people and generally look after our area. Uniper has little 

interest, neither in us in us nor in our immediate environment. 
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Member of 

public 

N/A No to power station. 

Member of 

public 

N/A It’'s not wanted here build it elsewhere ie outside the Houses of 

Parliament. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I am a resident of Burton (on the Wirral peninsula) and am writing to 

voice my concerns over the visual impact of the proposed Connah’s 

Quay power station. The proposed structure is out of scale and 

character with the surrounding area. Insufficient consideration has been 

paid to design but with more thought, the visual impact could certainly 

be reduced substantially. 

Member of 

public 

N/A Firstly, apologies; I don’t know much about the project as my first 

knowledge of it was learned via a Facebook post that I saw this 

afternoon , directing us to your consultation. However, given that the 

deadline for feedback is today, please excuse my hastily written email. 

I always support projects that promote ways to sustain our energy 

needs; I use power in my home, therefore I’d be a hypocrite if I 

objected. Finding ways to meet our increasing energy needs without 

relying on fossil fuels, is also incredibly important to me. 

However, my objection is based on the permanent loss of land, the 

damage to biodiversity, and the visual industrialisation of what is 

currently a beautiful and largely natural landscape, already blotted by 

one power plant. 

This proposal would fundamentally change the character of the area. 

Large areas of open and semi-natural land would be taken over by 

heavy industrial infrastructure, turning a landscape that currently 
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supports wildlife, openness, and natural views into something 

dominated by buildings, hard surfaces, lighting, and security fencing. 

Once this happens, that land is effectively lost for good. 

I am particularly concerned about biodiversity. The surrounding area 

supports wildlife that depends on connected, undisturbed habitats. The 

scale of construction, noise, lighting, and ongoing activity will inevitably 

disrupt this, fragmenting habitats and pushing wildlife out. The 

proposed mitigation and compensation measures feel theoretical and 

uncertain, relying on future delivery rather than protecting what already 

exists on the ground. In my view, this does not provide confidence that 

real ecological harm will be avoided. 

The visual impact of the development is also deeply troubling. The 

proposed towers and stacks are enormous in scale and would dominate 

the landscape. These are not subtle or discreet structures — they are 

vast, industrial forms that would be visible for miles, permanently 

altering views and horizons. Introducing such ginormous vertical 

structures into this setting would industrialise a landscape that is 

currently valued for its openness, natural character, and sense of calm. 

This is not just a change in appearance; it is a change in identity. Once 

these structures are built, the area will no longer feel like a natural or 

semi-rural place, but an industrial one — and that change would be 

irreversible. 

I would urge you to please reconsider the scale of the buildings and the 

position in the local area. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I am writing to formally object to the proposed Connah’s Quay Low 

Carbon Power project at Connah’s Quay power station. As a resident of 

Burton, with direct views across the River Dee towards Moel Famau, I 
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have serious concerns regarding the impact this development would 

have on my local environment, health, and quality of life. 

One of my primary objections is the visual impact of the project. The 

proposed development would significantly alter the skyline and would 

be highly visible from the Wirral coastline. My current outlook across the 

Dee Estuary towards Moel Famau is an important part of the natural 

character and amenity value of where I live. The introduction of 

additional large-scale industrial infrastructure, stacks, and associated 

buildings would irreversibly damage this view and the sense of 

openness that residents and visitors currently enjoy. 

I am also deeply concerned about the environmental and health 

implications of the project. Although described as “low carbon,” gas-

fired power generation still involves the combustion of fossil fuels and 

the release of emissions, including nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon 

dioxide (CO₂), and potentially other harmful pollutants. These 

emissions can contribute to air quality deterioration, climate change, 

and respiratory health problems. Given the proximity to residential 

areas on both sides of the estuary, I believe there is a real risk that local 

communities could be adversely affected. 

In addition, I am concerned about: 

• Increased industrialisation of the estuary and cumulative 

environmental impacts alongside existing energy infrastructure. 

• Noise pollution during both construction and operation. 

• Increased traffic, particularly heavy goods vehicles during the 

construction phase, affecting local roads and safety. 

• Light pollution, particularly at night, which would further erode the 

natural character of the estuary. 
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• Potential impacts on wildlife and protected habitats within and around 

the Dee Estuary, which is an ecologically sensitive area. 

• The long-term sustainability of investing in new gas infrastructure at a 

time when national policy aims to move toward genuinely renewable 

energy sources. 

The Dee Estuary and its surrounding landscapes are highly valued for 

their natural beauty, biodiversity, and recreational importance. Any 

development of this scale should be assessed not only in terms of 

energy need but also in terms of long-term environmental cost and 

community wellbeing. 

For these reasons, I respectfully urge the decision-makers to reconsider 

this proposal and to prioritise cleaner, genuinely renewable energy 

solutions that do not compromise the health, landscape, and amenity of 

local communities. 

I request that this letter be formally recorded as an objection to the 

application. 

Member of 

public 

N/A I have read and viewed the proposed plans and would like to begin by 

saying I believe that this has been very poorly thought through. For 

starters the concrete that will be used will be extremely carbon heavy, 

which is rather ironic as it’s being designed to lower the carbon going 

into the atmosphere. Thus dramatically increasing its time to pay off its 

carbon output. Secondly it is going to massively disrupt, disturb and 

unsettle the beautiful wildlife on the marshes. Thirdly and lastly this is 

going to be a massive eye sore, disrupting businesses around the area 

who rely on the surrounding pleasant views to bring in customers. I 

understand that these things have got to go somewhere. However I 

refuse to believe that the technology doesn’t exist that can make these 
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humungous towers and buildings, smaller, more subtle and not as 

blaring or gopping to look at. 

This therefore gets me to believe this has been designed with zero 

appreciation for the local occupants. Which does not sit well with me. If 

the plans were to be reviewed and the size of the buildings were to be 

minimised, such as putting them lower to the ground or even 

underground then I would be far more open to the idea. Despite that 

also having its setbacks for things like wildlife. I would appreciate a 

reply to know this has been received and read. Thank you for your time. 

Member of 

public 

N/A The Welsh Government has allow major industry to build and operate 

factories which continually pollute this area which also includes 

excessive LIGHT Pollution across the River Dee. 

The existing Paper factories and Power station spew out plumes of 

steam which forms a permanent cloud bank over the area. 

The proposal to build a new Carbon catching facility will further create 

another steel framed eyesore to this coastline and once again increase 

Light pollution ever further. 

The proposed height and size of this facility is totally out of proportion 

even to the massive existing factories adjacent to this proposal. 

It is of course right in line with the flight path of aircraft taking off and 

landing at John Lennon and Broughton airports. 

Taking into account of the above my considered view and opinion 
would be to STRONGLY OPPOSE the construction of this facility in this 
location. 
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Member of 

public 

N/A Oh my goodness that is a massive plant and blot on the landscape. 

How safe is the CO2 traveling through the Wirral via a pipeline and how 

safe is the storage of CO2? 

Member of 

public 

N/A I am writing to formally object to the proposed development of the 

additional building and associated structures at the existing power 

station site. 

Our property faces directly toward the existing power station, and the 

site is visible from every rear-facing room in our home as well as from 

our garden. The proposed development would therefore have a 

constant and unavoidable presence within our daily living environment. 

The scale, height, and industrial character of the new structure would 

significantly intensify the visual impact of the existing facility. For many 

years, we have valued the open outlook toward Moel Famau and, on 

clear days, the Welsh coastline. This long-established vista is an 

important part of our residential environment and overall quality of life. 

The proposed development would dominate and substantially diminish 

this view, resulting in a significant loss of residential amenity. 

The continuous visual intrusion from all main living areas would 

negatively affect our wellbeing and enjoyment of our home. The 

cumulative expansion of an already substantial industrial site also 

raises concerns regarding increased noise, light, emissions, and 

disturbance to local wildlife, including birds and bats that rely on the 

surrounding landscape. 

In addition, the scale and prominence of this development is likely to 

lead to the devaluation and marketability issues (blight) affecting our 

property and neighbouring homes. The increased industrial presence, 
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loss of outlook, and perceived environmental and health concerns 

would reduce the desirability of the area, impacting both current 

homeowners and the long-term stability of the local residential 

community. 

This is not an isolated concern. There is significant local opposition, 

with many residents expressing serious worries about the visual, 

environmental, and quality-of-life impacts of this proposal. 

Given the extent to which this development would affect residential 

amenity, landscape character, local wildlife, and the wider community, I 

respectfully ask that the planning authority gives full and careful 

consideration to these cumulative impacts. 

I would be grateful if this objection could be formally recorded and taken 

into account as part of the planning decision process. 

Statutory 

body 

Health and Safety Executive Thank you for your email below. 

HSE have reviewed the proposed changes as described/detailed in the 

document [EN010166-000669-CQLCP Change Notification – 

Appendices, found in https://national-infrastructure-

consenting.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/EN010166/documents] 

and can confirm the proposed changes do not require an update to 

HSE’s previous consultation responses. 

Statutory 

body 

Historic England Thank you for your letter of 21 January 2026, seeking the views of 

Historic England on proposed changes to the Connah’s Quay 

Development Consent Order application. 

From the information set out in the Change Notification Document and 

its appendices, it does not appear that the proposed six changes to the 
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application would result in any alteration to the very limited impacts 

previously identified on the settings of designated heritage assets 

situated in England, or in any identifiable impact on marine heritage 

sited in English waters. Historic England, therefore, does not wish to 

add to the comments which we have previously made upon the 

application. 

Statutory 

body 

Turley (on behalf of Tata Steel) On behalf of our client, Tata Steel UK Limited (Tata Steel), we write in 

relation to your application for an order granting development consent 

for the Connah’s Quay Low Carbon Power Project. 

Tata Steel is the freehold owner of Shotton Steelworks (the “Works”). 

We note that you are currently seeking a Development Consent Order 

relating to a low carbon capture project (“the DCO”) in the vicinity of the 

Works. 

We understand that the DCO (and an associated proposed change to 

such DCO) includes part of the Works, in respect of which temporary 

possession is potentially sought for the re-establishment and use of 

waterborne transport offloading facilities at Connah’s Quay North and 

temporary accommodation works to facilitate a haulage route on 

existing roads. 

We further understand that direct discussions have taken place 

between you and our client. To date, no agreement has been reached 

with our client regarding the proposed use of the jetty at Connah’s Quay 

North or routing onward vehicles through its operational Shotton Works. 

We would like to reiterate our client’s position communicated to you in 

those discussions, namely: 
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• Whilst (at this stage) our client is not minded to raise a formal 
objection to the use of part of the Works and the DCO generally, 
ongoing dialogue between the parties will be required to facilitate the 
safe use of such part if required; 

• The part of the Works currently identified for temporary possession is 

part of a secure operational steelworks, in respect of which our client 

is under stringent statutory and other legal obligations to ensure the 

safety of all persons at the site; 

• Our client has not seen any firm proposals for the use of its land. 

Given the access and security requirements for the operational 

steelworks, our client is unable to confirm if this is acceptable until 

surveys have been undertaken and the necessary legal and 

commercial agreements are reached. 

• If access is agreed in principle between you and our client, prior to 

any such access being granted, our client will require the proposed 

developer to enter into a formal written agreement to ensure the safe 

use of any part of the Works on terms reasonably acceptable to our 

client (including as to the carrying out of pre-commencement 

surveys); 

• Our client invites you to make proposals as to their requirements for 

access to facilitate such licence (if required); and 

• Otherwise, our client’s position remains reserved in all respects. 

In conclusion, whilst Tata Steel is not currently raising objections to the 

proposed development itself (based on the information known to-date), 

no agreement has been reached regarding the acceptability of using 

the Tata Steel jetty or onward routing of 3rd party vehicles through Tata 

Steel’s operational Works site. Continued discussions on these matters 
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and on your detailed plans are essential if use of the Tata Steel jetty 

and its operational Works site are to be considered further. 

Statutory 

body 

Flintshire County Council (as the Local 

Highways Authority) 

I refer to your letter dated 21 January 2026 regarding the above. 

Thank you for the opportunity to give comment on the proposed 

changes to this proposal. I can confirm that the listed changes do not 

have an effect in terms of the traffic and transport associated with this 

project and for that reason I do not have any further comment to make. 

Statutory 

body 

Northop and Sychdyn Community 

Council 

I am emailing on behalf of Northop and Sychdyn Community Council to 

confirm that members have no objections to the Connah’s Quay Low 

Carbon project Changes Consultation (21st January 2026). 

Statutory 

body 

Canal and River Trust Thank you for your consultation. Having reviewed the change 

consultation details, the Canal & River Trust has no comments to make. 

Statutory 

body 

NRW Thank you for consulting Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru/Natural Resources 

Wales (NRW) on the above proposal, which we received on 21/01/26. 

We have reviewed the following information and refer you to our 

detailed comments in Annex I: 

• Change Notification document (January 2026) 

• Change Notification – Appendices (January 2026) 

• Change Consultation Newsletter (January 2026) 

• Uniper’s covering letter, dated 21/01/26. 

Please note that the comments provided herein are made without 

prejudice to any further advice we may need to give, or decisions we 

may need to take, in a project specific context should different 
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circumstances or new information emerge that we will need to take into 

account. 

We acknowledge that further supporting information will be submitted at 

Deadline 3, including updated Habitats Regulations and Air Quality 

Assessments. We will therefore provide our full comments on the 

proposed changes once these documents have been made available. 

Annex I provides our detailed comments that include all those matters 

relating to the proposed design changes that we consider will need to 

be taken into account and addressed in the Environmental Statement 

(ES) and supporting information. 

For any environmental topics unaffected by the proposed changes, our 

previous representations, and any subsequent engagement regarding 

this are considered to remain valid. 

Please be advised that, in addition to development consent, it is your 

responsibility to ensure that you secure all other 

permits/consents/licences relevant to your development. Please refer to 

our website for further details. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you require further information or 

clarification on any of the above. 

ANNEX I 

NRW ADVICE AND COMMENTS ON THE CHANGE NOTIFICATION 

DOCUMENT AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

We acknowledge that further information will be submitted at Deadline 

3, including updated Habitats Regulations and Air Quality Assessments. 

We will therefore provide our full comments on the proposed changes, 
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including those on impacts to air quality and designated sites for nature 

conservation once these documents have been made available. 

Based on the submitted information, we have the following comments 

regarding marine receptors, flood risk, and landscape and visual 

amenity. 

Marine receptors 

Regarding marine water quality, benthic ecology and marine fish 

receptors, we agree with the conclusion of the Change Notification 

document that, based on the current information, no new or different 

likely significant environmental effects are likely to occur beyond those 

described in the ES [APP-046 to APP-062] and previously commented 

on by NRW in its written representations. 

Flood risk 

Only Proposed Change 6 would appear to require any advice from 

NRW regarding fluvial and tidal flood risk. The proposed expansion to 

the hardstanding area as shown on Figure 4, Appendix A of the Change 

Notification Appendices is within Flood Zones 2 and 3 (Sea) as per the 

Flood Map for Planning (FMfP) accompanying TAN15: development, 

flooding and coastal erosion. 

The FMfP shows estimated flood extents over the next 100 years when 

considering the impacts of climate change (sea level rise). Current day 

flood maps i.e. not accounting for the impact of climate change, do not 

show the expanded hardstanding area to be at risk from flooding from 

the sea (based on the Flood Risk Assessment Wales map). 

We note that the proposed lifetime of the development is 30 years from 

a construction date in the 2030’s, and on that basis, it was agreed that 
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the 2074 climate change epoch would cover the lifetime of the 

Proposed Development. It was also agreed that the 2100 epoch would 

be analysed as a conservative approach to flood risk, as the normal 

lifetime considered for Highly Vulnerable Development is 100 years. 

Proposed Change 6 would not impact flood risk elsewhere when 

considering tidal flood risk. Therefore, whilst the Change Consultation 

documents do not refer to flood risk, we advise that due to the 

development lifetime being less than 100 years, we are satisfied that no 

further assessments are required in support of Proposed Change 6 in 

terms of fluvial and tidal flood risk. 

Based on the available information, we do not have any comments to 

make regarding flood risk impacts for the other proposed changes. 

Landscape and visual amenity 

We note that Proposed Change 4 would result in a reduction in the 

heights of the following structures: 

• HRSG Stacks (reduced from 150m to 130m) 

• CCP Absorbers (reduced from 150m to 92m) 

• CCP Absorber Stacks (reduced from 150m to 145m) 

We understand from the Change Notification document that the 

Applicant considers Proposed Change 4 is not anticipated to give rise 

to any new or different likely significant effects and therefore is not 

expected to materially alter the landscape and visual impact 

assessment conclusions in ES Chapter 15 [APP-053]. 

As far as it concerned the Clwydian Range and Dee Valley National 

Landscape (CRDVNL), our previous advice agreed with the conclusion 

of ES Chapter 15. We noted that, although there would be adverse 
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visual effects within the CRDVNL, e.g. at Moel Famau, the effect on the 

visual amenity of people at this location would not be significant. We 

also agreed there would be no significant adverse effects on the special 

qualities of the CRDVNL. As Proposed Change 4 proposes to reduce 

the heights of the tallest elements within the proposed development, 

this conclusion would remain valid, and therefore we do not have 

concerns with the proposed change. 

Based on the available information, we do not have any comments to 

make regarding landscape and visual impacts for the other proposed 

changes. 

Statutory 

body 

The Coal Authority Thank you for your notification of the 21st January 2026 seeking the 

views of the Coal Authority on the above. 

The Coal Authority (trading as the Mining Remediation Authority) is a 

non-departmental public body sponsored by the Department for Energy 

Security and Net Zero. As a statutory consultee, the Coal Authority has 

a duty to respond to planning applications and development plans in 

order to protect the public and the environment in mining areas. 

We last commented on this project in a response sent back to PINS on 

27th October 2025. We raised no objections subject to the 

recommendations in the Geo-Environmental Desk Based Assessment 

being undertaken (site investigations and preparation of CMRA 

informed by findings of these works). 

You indicate that changes have now been made to the project 

including: 

• Changes to stack heights, 

• Retained habitat land designation adjustment, 
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• Relocation of existing contractors facilities, 

• Hardstanding expansion at north jetty. 

I can confirm that the Planning team at the Coal Authority have no 

detailed comments to make on the changes noted above. We would 

however expect the site investigations, and recommended CMRA, to 

take account of these changes to the project and the potential risks 

posed by coal mining legacy. 

If you would like to discuss this matter further, please contact me on the 

above number. 

Statutory 

body 

Trinity House (Maritime and Coastguard 

Agency) 

I can confirm that Trinity House has no comments to make concerning 

these proposed changes. 

Statutory 

body 

Network Rail We have reviewed the documentation provided by the Applicant, Uniper 

UK Limited, in relation to the proposed changes to the Development 

Consent Order (DCO) Application for the Connah’s Quay Low Carbon 

Power Project (“the Project”). 

Proposed Change 5 involves the relocation of existing contractors’ 

facilities within main development area to an alternative location, a 

review of the documentation indicates that these facilities will be moved 

from one area within Plot 8/10 to another area within Plot 8/10. 

Plot 8/10 is subject to permanent land acquisition powers in the DCO, 

and Network Rail has a Category 1 interest in respect of rights of rights 

of access, maintenance, light, air and support and restrictive covenants. 

Plot 8/10 is also affected by Proposed Change 3, minor changes to 

areas of retained habitats, and Proposed Change 4, Reduction in Stock 
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and CCP Absorber Heights because Plot 8/10 is within the Main 

Development Area. 

Proposed Change 6 involves the permanent extension to the existing 

area of hardstanding at Connah’s Quay North Jetty. This change 

impacts upon Plot 9/28 in which Network Rail have a Category 1 

interest in mines and minerals and a Category 2 interest in respect of 

rights relating to access and maintenance. Plot 9/28 is subject to 

temporary possession powers in the DCO. 

Network Rail are aware of the proposed DCO powers over these plots 

because it is an Interested Party in the DCO Examination for the 

Project. Network Rail are in the process of agreeing Protective 

Provisions with the Applicant in order to safeguard Network Rail’s 

position in addition to any associated agreements that may be required. 

As set out in Network Rail’s relevant and written representations in the 

DCO Examination for the Project, Network Rail does not object in 

principle to the Connah Quay DCO nor does it object to the proposed 

changes. As an affected landowner, however, Network Rail cannot 

agree to the Applicant being granted unfettered ability to exercise 

compulsory acquisition powers over its land and apparatus and 

therefore protection from compulsory acquisition of Network Rail’s land 

and interests must therefore explicitly be included in the Protective 

Provisions and good progress is being made to agree these. Any 

acquisition of rights over the operational railway must be subject to 

Network Rail’s land clearance process and any temporary possession 

of or acquisition of rights over Network Rail’s operational land can only 

be granted with Network Rail’s consent. 

Summary 
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The Proposed Changes to the DCO Application for the Project do not 

appear to materially alter Network Rail’s position compared with the 

existing DCO application. However, because Network Rail’s land 

remains within the scope of the Project, Network Rail reiterates its 

position. Network Rail continues to require that the Protective 

Provisions within the Order are amended appropriately, and that the 

Applicant enters into all necessary easements, licences, asset 

protection agreements, or any other agreements needed to address the 

compulsory acquisition and temporary possession powers sought. 

Network Rail also emphasises that all land clearance approvals must 

be obtained through the established Network Rail processes. These 

requirements apply regardless of whether the Examining Authority 

approves the Proposed Changes, as they are fundamental to ensuring 

the safe and efficient operation of the railway network. Network Rail 

reserves its right to make further comments. 

Statutory 

body 

Ministry of Defence (MoD) The Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) was notified that the 

applicant has identified a need for change to the DCO application and 

has informed that work has identified six changes that the applicant 

proposes to make to the DCO application. 

The Proposed Development comprises the demolition of an existing 

gas treatment plant and above-ground installation, store buildings, and 

contractors’ facilities associated with the existing Connah’s Quay Power 

Station and the construction, operation and decommissioning of a 

proposed low carbon Combined Cycle Gas Turbine Generating Plant 

fitted with Carbon Capture Plant. 

The Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) Safeguarding Team 

represents the Ministry of Defence (MOD) as a consultee in UK 

planning and energy consenting systems to ensure that development 
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does not compromise or degrade the operation of defence sites such as 

aerodromes, explosives storage sites, air weapon ranges, and technical 

sites or training resources such as the Military Low Flying System. 

The MOD responded on 30th October 2024 following a consultation 

under section 48 (duty to publicise) preapplication and again on the 

25th October 2025 following consultation under section 56 of the 

planning act 2008 regarding the construction, operation (including 

maintenance) and decommissioning of a proposed low carbon 

Combined Cycle Gas Turbine (CCGT) Generating Station fitted with 

Carbon Capture Plant (CCP) (the CQLCP Abated Generating Station) 

and supporting infrastructure on land at, and in the vicinity of, the 

Connah’s Quay Power Station Site, Kelsterton Road, Connah’s Quay, 

Deeside. 

Having reviewed the Connah’s Quay Low Carbon Power Change 

Consultation documentation provided, we have identified that the MOD 

does not object to this application subject to the extant conditional 

requirements for chimneys, flue stacks and structures exceeding 50m 

Above Ground Level (agl) in height to be charted on aviation maps. 

This remains extant as follows: 

Low flying 

In this case the development falls within an area within which military 

aircraft may conduct low level flight training. The addition of a 

development featuring tall or narrow profile structures such as 

chimneys or flue stacks in this locality has the potential to introduce a 

physical obstruction to low flying aircraft operating in the area. We note 

that the amended plans include slightly lowering the height of some of 
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these structures, but our previous assessment and conditional 

requirements remain extant. 

In summary the MOD has no objection to this application subject to 

chimneys, flue stacks and structures exceeding 50m agl in height being 

charted on aviation maps. Suggested condition wordings are set out in 

Appendix A. 

Appendix A: 

Condition - Aviation Charting and Safety Management 

The undertaker must notify the Ministry of Defence, at least 14 days 

prior to the commencement of the works, in writing of the following 

information: 

a) the date of the commencement of the erection of chimneys, flue 

stacks and any other structures exceeding 50m agl in height. 

b) the maximum height of any construction equipment to be used in the 

erection of the chimneys, flue stacks and structures exceeding 50m agl 

in height. 

c) the date any chimneys, flue stacks and structures exceeding 50m agl 

in height are brought into use; 

d) the latitude and longitude and maximum heights of each chimneys, 

flue stacks and structures exceeding 50m agl in height. 

This information would also need to be sent by e-mail or post. 

The Ministry of Defence must be notified of any changes to the 

information supplied in accordance with these requirements and of the 

completion of the construction of the development. 
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Reason for condition 

To maintain aviation safety. 

Statutory 

body 

Welsh Water I refer to your recent correspondence regarding the above. 

We have reviewed the six ‘proposed changes’ to the current DCO 

application, as descried in your letter of the 21st January 2026, 

referencing the relevant Work Numbers areas in the Works Plans, as 

set out in Schedule 1 of the draft DCO. Given the descriptions attributed 

to each of the ‘proposed change’ numbers involved and based on the 

current details, we believe that our statutory role and interests are 

limited in this case towards the following; 

Proposed Change No Relevant DCO work No DCO Schedule 1 

description 

2 7 Construction of an underground carbon dioxide pipeline 

422 metres in length and with an external diameter of 24 inches (609.6 

millimetres) between Work No. 8 and the existing pipeline and this 

includes specific items (a)–(g) inclusive. 

Item (g) includes ‘drainage works including creation of connections to 

existing drainage and creation of new sustainable drainage systems 

including attenuation ponds’. 

5 Site wide works: In connection with and in addition to Works Nos 

1 to 13, further associated development comprising such other works or 

operations as may be necessary or expedient for the purposes of or in 

connection with the authorised development which are not likely to give 

rise to any materially new or materially different environmental effects to 

those assessed in the environmental statement, including items (a) to 

(bb) (ii). Item (a) relates to ‘surface water drainage systems, storm 
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water attenuation systems including storage basins, oil water 

separators, including channelling and culverting and works to existing 

drainage systems.’ 

We have the following comments in relation to: 

Works No 7 - The works area includes a 110mm watermains crossing 

the site. 

Site wide works – our current foul and water public records indicate 

several foul and watermain sewers exist along the proposed pipeline 

route. Please contact us, as advised, should you wish for further copies 

of these to be provided to you. 

In accordance with the Water Industry Act 1991, Dwr Cymru Welsh 

Water requires access to its apparatus at all times in order to carry out 

maintenance and repairs. Having regard to proposed plans, it appears 

the proposed development is situated within the related ‘protection 

zones’ of several public assets. Please note, distances specific for the 

protection zoned of any public sewers are indicative and based on 

industry standard guidelines. However, the depth of these assets will 

need to be verified on site which may infer greater protection zones. For 

completeness, we recommend the developer refer to their title deeds to 

confirm if there are any covenants or restrictions associated with the 

assets crossing the proposed development site. 

We would request further descriptions in relation to the relationship 

between the proposed development including any associated 

temporary works, cabling, landscaping and our assets in order for us to 

assess and advise further. Such information should include a plan 

showing the proximity the proposed development to our assets and 
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cross-sections showing the interfaces between the proposal and our 

assets. 

It is also recommended that the developer contact our Plan and Protect 

team to carry out a survey to verify the location of the assets and 

establish their relationship to the proposed development. 

We welcome the opportunity of further discussions with you to agree 

with an approach and to progress the proposal with you. 

I trust the above information is helpful and will assist you in forming 

water and drainage strategies that should accompany any future 

planning application. I also attach copies of our water and sewer extract 

plans for the area, and a copy of our Planning Guidance Note which 

provides further information on our approach to the planning process, 

making connections to our systems and ensuring any existing public 

assets or infrastructure located within new development sites are 

protected. 

Please note that our response is based on the information provided in 

your enquiry and should the information change we reserve the right to 

make a new representation. Should you have any queries or wish to 

discuss any aspect of our response please do not hesitate to contact 

our dedicated team of planning officers. 
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