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1. Introduction

This scoping opinion is issued on behalf of the Scottish Ministers to Coire Glas Hydro Pumped
Storage Ltd& $cZNK 3VVROIGTZd% who submitted a request for a scoping opinion to Scottish Ministers in
relation to the proposed revised Coire Glas Pumped Storage Scheme on 12 May 2017.

In preparing this scoping opinion, the Scottish Ministers have consulted with the applicant; Highland
Council, who are the planning authority for the area in which the proposed development would be
situated; Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH); the Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) and
other bodies whom the Scottish Ministers consider are likely to have an interest in the proposed
application.

The Scottish Ministers are satisfied that the requirements for consultation set out in The Electricity
Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2000 and regulation 40 of The
Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017, have been met
and have considered all representations received by them pursuant to that consultation.

In providing this scoping opinion, the Scottish Ministers have had regard to current knowledge and
methods of assessment; have taken into account the specific characteristics of the proposed
development, the specific characteristics of that type of development and the environmental features
likely to be affected.

2. Site specific issues of interest to the Scottish Ministers

This scoping opinion is a written statement of opinion of the Scottish Ministers as to the information to
be provided in the EIA report that will accompany the application for the proposed Hydro Pumped
Storage Scheme. Subject to specific comments below the Scottish Ministers expect the EIA report to
include detail on all matters raised by consultees in the correspondence appended to this opinion.

AM Geomorphology advise that for the proposed Coire Glas Scheme, while peat is localised, it is
]OZNOT GXKGY VXUVUYKJ LUX OTLXGYZX[IZ[XK( 9O\KT ZNK VXU^OSOZ_ UL ZNK 3RRZ Gd 5NUOXK 9RRGOY GTJ ZNK
connectivity of the watercourse to Loch Lochy the risks associated with peat instability should be
assessed. The assessment should be in the form of a Peat Landslide Hazard and Risk Assessment
as detailed in the recently revised Scottish Government Best Practice Guidance (2017).

Highland Council has no significant concerns over the amended project. The main issues is the
uncertainty in respect of rock removal and rock disposal. These raise concerns in respect of
construction noise and potential of dust pollutions. Any future application will need to recognise the
potential increased issues to be managed and the importance of baseline information being available
in respect of current noise levels etc. The Highland Council have also identified key changes to the
Development Plan policies and other planning policies and guidance, these are detailed in their
response at appendix 1.

Historic Environment Scotland are content with the approach set out in the scoping report in
respect to their remit. The refer the applicant to the national policy set out in the Managing Change in
the Historic Environment guidance.

Marine Scotland Science request the applicant to pay particular attention to section 6.8 of the
scoping report and to refer to previous correspondence exchanged regarding the presence of Arctic
Char in Loch Lochy and matters relating to ferox brown trout and to underwater noise during
construction.

RSPB advise that since previous survey work conducted in 2010 highlighted the presence of Golden
Eagles, it has been confirmed that breeding occurred in 2015. RSPB advise the potential impacts on
this species should be adequately covered in the EIA report. Further details on suggested mitigation
is contained in their response appended to this scoping opinion at appendix 1
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Scottish Canals has been in positive dialogue with SSE and have been developing a Collaboration
Agreement to formalise the relationship. With regard to the revised scheme, Scottish Canals, as the
statutory operator of the Caledonian Canal would welcome the consideration of several environmental
issues in relation the their interests as part of the EIA process. West Highland Sailing have concerns
regarding moving water levels and Scottish Canals will represent their business interests at
discussions. All of these issues are set out in detail in the response at appendix 1.

Scottish Water request the EIA report should include an assessment of the potential impacts on
water abstraction at Camisky Wellfield including hydrological modelling results. Scottish Water
requirements for inclusion in the EIA report are set out in detail in their response to the scoping
consultation which is appended at Annex 1 of this scoping Opinion. Some of the information required
is of a confidential nature and should be included in the EIA report as a separate confidential Annex
which is not for publication.

Scotways are pleased that Figure 2 of the scoping report indicates that routes promoted in the
aCIUZZOYN ;ORR DXGIQYb HUUQ GXK HKOTM IUTYOJKXKJ( DNK_ suggest the addition of the Great Glen Canoe
Trail ZU ZNOY 7T\OXUTSKTZGR 5UTZK^Z GY OZ OY GTUZNKX UL ZNK CIUZRGTJdY 9XKGZ DXGORY TKZ]UXQ GY
designated by SNH.

SEPA have highlighted key issues that must be addressed in the EIA process. SEPA advise that in
order to avoid delay and potential objection the information outlined in the response letter and in the
attached annex to their response must be submitted in support of the application.

SNH have highlighted that in addition to the issues and interests which were covered by the previous
Environmental Impact Assessment, new policies have been adopted in relation to impacts on carbon
rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitats and impacts on wild land areas. To guide the
applicant, SNH have provided detailed comments on what should be considered during the EIA
process in annex A of their response letter attached at appendix 1

Transport Scotland consider the inclusion of an updated construction noise assessment and a
revised assessment of the potential effects on traffic and transport from the construction and
operation of the new proposal to be included in the EIA report to be acceptable.

Visit Scotland strongly recommend that a tourism impact assessment be carried out as part of the
EIA process.

This scoping opinion is based on OTLUXSGZOUT IUTZGOTKJ OT ZNK GVVROIGTZdY ]XOZZKT XKW[KYZ LUX G YIUVOTM
UVOTOUT GTJ OTLUXSGZOUT G\GORGHRK GZ ZUJG_dY JGZK( ?UZNOTM OT ZNOY ]XOZZKT YIUVOTM UVOTOUT ]ORR VXK\KTZ
the Scottish Ministers from seeking additional information at application stage, for example to include
cumulative impacts of additional developments which enter the planning process after the date of this
opinion.

3. Duration of Scoping Opinion

Without prejudice to that generality, it is recommended that an additional scoping opinion be sought
from Scottish Ministers in the event that no application has been submitted within twelve months of
the date of this opinion.
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4. Process Going Forward

It is acknowledged that the environmental impact assessment process is iterative and should inform
the final layout and design of proposed developments. All applicants are encouraged to engage with
officials at the Energy Consents Unit before proposals reach design freeze. This will afford an
opportunity for additional comments to be provided on the final proposals at pre-application stage.

Applicants are reminded that there will be limited opportunity to materially vary the form and content
of proposed development post submission.

When finalising the environmental impact assessment report, applicants are asked to provide a
summary in tabular form of where within the EIA report each of the specific matters raised in this
scoping opinion has been addressed.

5. Consultation Responses

All consultation responses received should be addressed in full and Scottish Ministers expect the
information outlined in this scoping opinion and in the annex of consultation responses appended to
this scoping opinion to be included in the EIA report to support the application. Copies of the
responses received from the consultees are attached at Appendix 1

Theresa McInnes
Energy Consents Unit

Authorised by the Scottish Ministers to sign in that behalf.
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Appendix 1
Consultation Responses
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From: dale.aitkenhead@openreach.co.uk [mailto:dale.aitkenhead@openreach.co.uk] On Behalf Of
radionetworkprotection@bt.com
Sent: 22 May 2017 09:41
To: McInnes T (Theresa); Econsents Admin
Subject: RE: Revised Coire Glas Hydro Pumped Storage II

Dear Sir/Madam"

Thank you for your email."

We have studied this proposal with respect to EMC and related problems to BT point-to-point
microwave radio links."

The conclusion is that the project should not cause interference to BT’s current and presently
planned radio networks."

Regards"

Dale Aitkenhead
Radio Frequency Allocation & Network Protection"

Openreach
Tel: 0191 2696372 Mobile 07540897558 Web: www.openreach.co.uk"
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Dear theresa,

A Windfarms Team member has replied to your coordination request, reference WF920734 with the
following response:

Dear Sir/Madam,

Site Name: Coire Glas Pumped Storage Scheme, Invergarry, Highland

Turbine at NGR: n/a

Hub Height: n/a Rotor Radius: n/a

Scope: Increase capacity of consented scheme to 1500MW

Location: Approximate site centre at ngr 224580 794320

This proposal *cleared* with respect to radio link infrastructure operated by:

The local electricity utility and Scotia Gas Networks

JRC analyses proposals for wind farms on behalf of the UK Fuel & Power Industry. This is to assess their
potential to interfere with radio systems operated by utility companies in support of their regulatory
operational requirements.

In the case of this proposed wind energy development, JRC does not foresee any potential problems based
on known interference scenarios and the data you have provided. However, if any details of the wind farm
change, particularly the disposition or scale of any turbine(s), it will be necessary to re-evaluate the
proposal. Please note that due to the large number of adjacent radio links in this vicinity, which have been
taken into account, clearance is given specifically for a location within the declared grid reference (quoted
above).

In making this judgement, JRC has used its best endeavours with the available data, although we recognise
that there may be effects which are as yet unknown or inadequately predicted. JRC cannot therefore be held
liable if subsequently problems arise that we have not predicted.

It should be noted that this clearance pertains only to the date of its issue. As the use of the spectrum is
dynamic, the use of the band is changing on an ongoing basis and consequently, you are advised to seek re-

RY



coordination prior to submitting a planning application, as this will negate the possibility of an objection
being raised at that time as a consequence of any links assigned between your enquiry and the finalisation
of your project.

JRC offers a range of radio planning and analysis services. If you require any assistance, please contact us
by phone or email.

Regards

Wind Farm Team

The Joint Radio Company Limited
Dean Bradley House,
52 Horseferry Road,
LONDON SW1P 2AF
United Kingdom

TEL: +44 20 7706 5199

JRC Ltd. is a Joint Venture between the Energy Networks Association (on behalf of the UK Energy
Industries) and National Grid.
Registered in England & Wales: 2990041
http://www.jrc.co.uk/about-us

We hope this response has sufficiently answered your query.
If not, please do not send another email as you will go back to the end of the mail queue, which is not
what you or we need. Instead, reply to this email keeping the subject line intact or login to your account
for access to your coordination requests and responses.

https://breeze.jrc.co.uk/tickets/view.php?auth=o1xyacqaaebemaaaqQM%2BvQCb6zX%2FRA%3D%3D
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Dear Sir/Madam,

Revised Coire Glas Pumped Storage Scheme – Response to Environmental Scoping Report

Thank you for forwarding the Scoping Report for the above revised proposal. We responded fully to the
previous application for this scheme and our comments throughout that former process still apply under this
revised proposal.

The primary difference we note with this revised proposal is the increased generating capacity which
will result in an increase in the rate of fluctuation in Loch Lochy levels.

The Lochaber DSFB is the statutory body for the protection of salmon and sea trout in the Lochaber region.
It will be incumbent upon us to make sure that this new proposal does not significantly affect these species.
The former proposal had this negative potential (and many of our concerns remained unaddressed
throughout that process) and the fact that this new proposal could increase the hydrological downstream risk
to these species due to the more rapid fluctuations of the loch is of great concern. For reference, I have
attached the responses we gave through the process of the original proposal which should be referred to as
the fundamental issues have not changed.

For the avoidance of doubt – any environmental assessment prior to a formal application being made for this
scheme should address the following –

1. Specific details on how flow management will be managed at Mucomir Barrage so as to deliver an
assimilated natural run off to the Rivers Spean and Lochy downstream. The delivery of water downstream
of Loch Lochy has at times created serious environmental problems in the River Lochy (see documented
evidence in previous responses relating to fish kills) and the increase in loch fluctuation could make this

SQ



situation much more acute. How will this be properly addressed in the pre-application environmental
assessments?

2. What structure and mechanism will be left in place at Mucomir Barrage to manage flow, and will this
be part of the overall planning application and CAR Licence?

3. What fish passage arrangements will be put in place at Mucomir Barrage?

4. How will the potential impacts downstream on the business interests of the salmon rod fishery on the
River Lochy (owned and managed by the River Lochy Association) be assessed in the pre-application
assessments? Unnatural fluctuations in river levels can be highly detrimental to the success of the rod
fishery (see previous application comments) and this fishery, as the largest salmon fishery on the West
Coast of Scotland, is a major contributor to the local Fort William economy.

5. How are the risks of rapid water level fluctuation on the large salmon farm on Loch Lochy run by
Marine Harvest Scotland being assessed, and have they been consulted at an early stage about these
proposals and how they may affect the management and bio-security of their cages?

6. How will the rapid fluctuations be managed with regards the delicate water level management of the
Caledonian Canal and the traffic using it, and have British Waterways been consulted at an early stage?

7. How are the changes in fish habitat and food availability within the loch margins being assessed under
these new proposals? (The DSFB has a role in protecting salmon and sea trout but the Lochaber Fishery
Trust will no doubt respond with regards to all other freshwater species.) Any loss in productivity to the
local trout population could have a negative impact on the local migratory sea trout population.

We look forward to the above matters (and those addressed in the attached former responses) being
addressed fully in any pre-application assessments. For the avoidance of doubt and to fulfil our statutory
role, we would need to be satisfied that these matters are fully addressed before any planning or CAR
application is made. Notably, this did not appear to be the case during the previous application process.

Yours faithfully,

SR



Jon Gibb, Clerk.

Lochaber District Salmon Fishery Board

Fuaim Na Mara

Morar

Invernesshire

PH40 4PD

Tel 07786 493048
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THE LOCHBER DISTRICT SALMON
FISHERY BOARD

Clerk to the Board: Jon Gibb.

5 Lochy Crescent, Inverlochy, Fort William, PH33 6ND
Tel 07786 493 048

email: ldsfb@btconnect.com

24th February 2012.

Dear Sir/Madam,

SECTION 36 APPLICATION FOR THE PROPOSED COIRE GLAS PUMPED
STORAGE SCHEME NW OF LOCH LOCHY.

Thank you for the invitation to respond to the above application. We are doing so
having considered the Environmental Statement forwarded to us by the developers
Scottish and Southern Energy.

The Lochaber DSFB recognises the importance of this development, particularly in
the future efficient delivery of electricity requirements. We have also been involved in
meetings prior to the publication of the Environmental Statement with both SSE and
their agents ASH Design and Assessment.

During one of these meetings - December 15th 2010, Fort William where the
following were present Jon Gibb Lochaber DSFB (JG), Alastair Stevens SSE (AS)
Neil Lannen ASH (NL), Andrew Curds ASH (AC), Jon Watt Waterside Ecology
(JW), Diane Baum Lochaber Trust (DB) - it is minuted :

8. JG queried impact on wider hydrology / water management issues and how this
would be addressed in ES. NL advised that it is currently envisaged that the Coire
Glas scheme would operate within the existing loch level ranges. Therefore no
change to the existing loch levels are anticipated, but the frequency of fluctuations
would increase. Water management as a whole (including cumulative issues) is an
issue under consideration with SSE at present and will be explored fully within the
ES. Included within this consideration will be the viability of the operational Mucomir
hydroelectric plant should consent for the Coire Glas scheme be granted.

9. JG queried whether a hydrological model to demonstrate the potential impacts of
the scheme on hydrology had been produced. SSE to discuss this with SEPA and
EIA team. JW suggested a useful exercise would be for JW / AS / JG / DB to
compile a briefing note detailing the key issues and potential mitigation measures
associated with the proposed scheme in relation to fish / fisheries interests within
Loch Lochy and the wider catchment.

Following on from bullet point 9, Alastair Stevens of SSE compiled a list of the
potential impacts of the proposed pumped storage scheme in relation to fish/fisheries
interests. It included the following (my highlighting):

ST



' 4G H<<9LBHGL MA> HI>K9MBHG 9M 3N<HFBK A9L <9NL>= ?EN<MN9MBHG BG KBO>K E>O>EL LN<A

MA9M @K9O>E ;9KL 9G= ;9<DP9M>K L><MBHGL H? MA> F9BGLM>F H? MA> KBO>K A9O> ;>>G

12E.B2@21 @2AC9B6<4 6< B52 9=AA =3 7CD2<692 A.9;=< .<1 B@=CBK -56A 12A>6B2 ,,$LA /2AB

>??HKML BG F9G9@BG@ MA> <A9G@>L BG ?EHP 9M 3N<HFBK& 8A> E9M>LM BG<B=>GM MA9M

H<<NKK>= BG 9NMNFG *((+ #PAB<A K>LNEM>= BG MA> =>9MA H? MAHNL9G=L H? L9EFHG ?KR

9G= I9KK$ P9L ?NEER BGO>LMB@9M>= ;R 77/ ' 7/5- '0BLA>KB>L 9G= MA> <HG<ENLBHG P9L MA9M

77/ P9L HI>K9MBG@ PBMABG BML .-6 EB<>G<>& 1G 9==BMBHG% MA> P9R MA> ?EHH=@9M>L P>K>

NL>= 9G= MA> MBFBG@L H? HI>K9MBHG P>K> IK><BL>ER BG 9<<HK=9G<> PBMA MA> 9@K>>=

IKH<>=NK>& 8A> BLLN> BL LMBEE EBO>&

' &9 08 65880)2, 9/(9 +,=(9,704. 675)2,3 30./9 ), ,>(*,7)(9,+ )? ( 6;36,+ 8957(.,

-(*0209? 04 9/, *(9*/3,49 ;6897,(3# $ 1,? (7,( -57 9/, %&$ 08 95 2551 (9 35+,2204.

9/, -25=8 ;4+,7 +0--,7,49 7;45-- *54+090548 =09/ 9/, 6;36,+ 8957(., -(*0209?

56,7(904., PABELM ?NEER BG<HKIHK9MBG@ MA> <HGLMK9BGML HG P9M>K ?EHP F9G9@>F>GM 9M

3N<HFBK 9M MA> FHF>GM, <9I9;BEBMB>L H? MA> F9BG F9<ABG>% MA> <9I9<BMR H? MA> <HFI

L>M 9G= AHP 9G= PA>G MABL BL NL>= BG K>E9MBHG MH MA> F9BG F9<ABG> 9G= MA> <9I9<BMR

9G= <NKK>GM HI>K9MBG@ <9I9;BEBMB>L H? MA> ?EHH=@9M>L% ?HK GHM HGER =>9EBG@ PBMA ?EHH=L

;NM F9BGM9BGBG@ KBO>K ?EHPL 9M MA> HMA>K >G= H? MA> AR=KH@K9IA&

The picture below illustrates what can happen when the River Lochy downstream of
this proposed development becomes rapidly dewatered c thousands of young salmon
and trout are killed. As the above confirms, the particular incident S\ \]SUU dUS_Oe(

Pictures Y October 2009 fish kill on the River Lochy.

We do not believe that sufficient attention has been paid in the Environmental
Statement to the main impact of this proposed scheme c the alteration of the
downstream hydrological profile in the River Lochy. Further, we do not believe that a
proper assessment of the true environmental impact of the scheme can be assessed
until proper hydrological modelling has been undertaken under differing run off
scenarios. This of course will require SSE to decide the design of any facility that is to
be installed at the location of the current Mucomir Power Station. The operation of
the pumped storage scheme and the operation of the Mucomir facility are intrinsically
linked and must be considered together when assessing what the true impact of the
Pumped Storage Scheme will be.

The above mentioned document produced by Alastair Stevens of SSE goes on to say
(my highlights):
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We can see no specific mention of this critical issue in the Environmental Statement,
in spite of the SSE fisheries biologist highlighting it, and for that reason we do not
believe that the issue has been given any heed at all in spite of this being one of our
key concerns at pre-consultation meetings.

Section 4.3.6 in the ES alarms us further. It states c

Although the present maximum and minimum loch levels would not change,
variations in Loch Lochy level between these limits could be expected to be more
frequent. It is not possible to construct accurate Loch Lochy level duration information
at this stage as the operation of the Development would be in response to future
electricity markets.

It would, in our opinion, be entirely wrong to grant consent for the operation of this
scheme without some degree of appraisal of the future likely downstream
hydrological profiles and durations etc., even if there are some limiting factors to
entire accuracy due to unknown future power requirements. We urge the Scottish
Government to request this of the developers prior to consent being considered.

We are more encouraged by Secion 4.3.4 in the ES which states c

Improvements to Mucomir barrage would generally comprise measures to allow
steady and controlled flow release to the River Lochy over long periods. When
changes in flow were required these would be implemented gradually at rates to be
agreed. The flow released from Mucomir power station would be determined on the
=<MDM IA NIN<F Q<N@L C@F? DH =INC 3I>C 3I>CS <H? NC@ H@Q MNIL<B@ L@M@LPIDL <N 3I>C <[
Choire Ghlais and would not vary with Loch Lochy level oscillations due to the
operation of the pumped storage plant. It is anticipated that the addition of a
significant extra water storage capacity to the Loch Lochy system would also provide
benefits to downstream flow during prolonged dry periods.

However this statement is scant of any detail at all and we contend that any
Environmental Statement should consider this. As stated above we understood from
the December 15th

VOO]SWQ ]RK] ]RO d`K]O[ VKWKQOVOW] K\ K `RXUO `SUU LO OaYUX[ON SW
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Finally, at the same aforementioned meeting it is minuted-

11. JG asked whether the fish farm on Loch Lochy had been consulted yet. AC
advised not but confirmed this will be undertaken.

We note from the ES that the level in Loch Lochy may fluctuate very regularly 1.57m
every 50 ho^[\( IRSUO ]RS\ VKb WX] LO R^QOUb X^]`S]R ]RO LKWN\ XP ]RO UXMRe\ WX[VKU
fluctuations, the time duration and regularity would be entirely unnatural. There is a
very large salmon farm operated by Marine Harvest (NOT a rainbow trout farm as
stated in the ES) at the southern end of the loch. We would be concerned about both
the welfare of the fish and the extra strain put on mooring ropes etc. as a result of
these rapid fluctuations. Stress on farmed fish can result in elevated disease outbreaks
and foreign genetic introgression can occur when worn equipment results in fish farm
escapes.

We would urge that firstly the fish farm company is consulted (it is unclear whether
ASH did so following the 2010 meeting) and secondly the matter is addressed fully
prior to consent being considered by the Scottish Government.

We trust that the above issues will now be addressed as part of this application
process.

Yours sincerely,

JON GIBB
Clerk to the Board.
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Lochaber Fisheries Trust Ltd
Registered Office: Torlundy Training Centre, Fort William, Inverness-shire PH33 6SW
Biologists - Dr Diane Baum, Lucy Ballantyne
Telephone: 01397 703728 E-mail: lochaberfisheriestrust@gmail.com
Scottish Registered Charity No. SC 024 490
A Company Limited by Guarantee. Company Registration Number: 261 988

Energy Consents Unit
4th Floor, 5 Atlantic Quay
150 Broomielaw
Glasgow
G2 8LU

31
st

May 2017

Dear Sir or Madam,

Revised Coire Glas Scoping Report

Scottish and Southern Energy (SSE) invited the Lochaber Fisheries Trust (LFT) to comment on their Revised
Coire Glas Scoping Report. We are grateful for this opportunity to identify potential issues relating to fish
populations and freshwater habitats that could arise from the proposed scheme.

Our two main concerns are:

1. The effect of fluctuating water levels in Loch Lochy on fish spawning and foraging activity
2. The impact of the scheme's operation on water flows in the River Lochy.

In addition, the scheme will have a significant and permanent effect on Loch a' Choire Ghlais and the Kilfinnan
Burn, which we feel has been well assessed in the previous EIA. The construction phase of the project also has
the potential to affect water quality, but we would expect best-practice measures to be put in place to minimise
this risk.

1. Fluctuating water levels in Loch Lochy
Loch Lochy supports populations of trout (both sea and brown trout), Arctic charr and Atlantic salmon. As in
most large, oligotrophic lochs, the most productive fish foraging habitat is found in a relatively narrow area
around the loch margin where light is able to penetrate and drive primary production. The loch margins are
also likely to be used by spawning fish, and both trout and salmon are known to spawn in the burns running
into Loch Lochy. Rapid fluctuations in the height of lochs caused by the operation of large hydro schemes
degrade the quality of habitat along the loch margin and can prevent fish gaining access to spawning tributaries.
There is no drawn-down zone currently visible along the shore of Loch Lochy, probably due to the relatively
small and slow changes in water height relative to other dammed lochs.

The report states that the new operating regime would result in loch levels that remained within the 1.68m
range currently licensed by SEPA. However, the speed as well as the amplitude of change is important in
determining the impact and no information is provided about the frequency at which water levels will fluctuate
within the stated range under the proposed new operating procedure. We would ask that the EIA includes
detailed modelling of changes in loch levels and assesses the impact this will have on loch margin habitats.
The area of fish spawning and foraging habitat lost or degraded due to water height fluctuations should be
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estimated and the effect of water level changes on the accessibility of the River Arkaig and tributary burns for
migrating fish should be assessed.

2. Water flows in the River Lochy
The River Lochy is the most important salmon river in Lochaber and one of only a few rivers on the west coast
capable of supporting a commercial salmon fishery. Water flows in the River Lochy are currently affected by
hydro schemes operated by SSE and Liberty Aluminium, and by Scottish Water's abstraction at Camisky Flats.
Rapid falls in river level caused by the hydros have resulted in fish kills on the River Lochy in recent years and,
though such dramatic effects are infrequent, there is probably an ongoing reduction in the availability and
quality of salmon spawning and juvenile habitat in the catchment.

We would ask that SSE put forward a proposal on how water flows into the River Lochy are to be managed
when the Coire Glas scheme is in operation. Such information was not included in the previous EIA and we
feel that this issue does need to be addressed before the scheme is approved and not dealt with through
conditions since the potential impact is so great and any solution may need to be integrated within the wider
scheme.

If I can provide any further information about the points raised above, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours Faithfully,

Diane Baum
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Theresa McInnes
Energy Consents Unit
5 Atlantic Quay
150 Broomielaw
Glasgow
G2 8LU

Your Reference: Coire Glas Hydro Scheme
Our reference: 10040110

Dear Theresa

MOD Safeguarding I SITE OUTSIDE SAFEGUARDING AREA (SOSA)

Proposal: To increase the generating/pumping capacity of the project from the
consented 600 Megawatts (MW) up to around 1500MW to maximise the
potential of the site.

Location: Loch a' Choire Ghlais

Grid Ref: 233156, 803843

Thank you for consulting Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) on the above proposed
development. This application relates to a site outside of Ministry of Defence safeguarding areas.
I can therefore confirm that the Ministry of Defence has no safeguarding objections to this
proposal.

I trust this adequately explains our position on this matter.

Yours sincerely

Debbie Baker

Safeguarding Department
Statutory & Offshore

Defence Infrastructure Organisation
Kingston Road
Sutton Coldfield
West Midlands
B75 7RL

Tel: +44 (0)121 311 3818 Tel (MOD): 94421 3818
Fax: +44 (0)121 311 2218
E-mail: DIO safeguarding statutory@mod.uk

www.mod.uk/DIO

31 May 2017

+44 (0)121 311 2218
safeguarding statutory@mod.uk
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From: Gardiner R (Ross) (MARLAB)
Sent: 06 June 2017 23:52
To: McInnes T (Theresa); Econsents Admin
Subject: RE: Revised Coire Glas Hydro Pumped Storage II

Dear Theresa

REVISED COIRE GLAS HYDRO PUMPED STORAGE: ENVIRONMENTAL SCOPING REPORT - MAY 2017

Thank you for seeking comment from Marine Scotland Science.

Section 6.8 relies solely on what is in the ES (2012). Unfortunately this did not document the presence in Loch Lochy
of a population of Arctic charr, which is a species of high conservation interest, although there was mention of
potential spawning habitat for Arctic charr. This omission was discussed in correspondence subsequent to the ES,
along with matters related to ferox brown trout and to underwater noise during construction. MSS requests that SSE
should look at this material and revise Section 6.8 as appropriate.

Please come back to me for any clarification.

Best wishes.

Ross

Ross Gardiner Tel: +44 (0) 1224 294447 (direct dial)
Marine Renewables Diadromous Fish Advisor +44 (0) 1796 472060 (Freshwater Fisheries Laboratory reception)
Marine Scotland Science +44 (0) 1796 473523 (fax)
Freshwater Laboratory Email: ross.gardiner@gov.scot
Pitlochry http://www.gov.scot/Topics/marine
Perthshire
PH16 5LB
UK
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North Scotland Tel 01463 715000
Office Fax 01408 715315
Etive House
Beechwood Park
Inverness
IV2 3BW rspb.org.uk

Patron: Her Majesty the Queen Chairman of Council: Professor Steve Ormerod, FIEEM President: Miranda Krestovnikoff
Chairman, Committee for Scotland: Professor Colin Galbraith Director, RSPB Scotland: Stuart Housden OBE Regional Director: George Campbell

The RSPB is a registered charity in England and Wales 207076, in Scotland SCO37654

RSPB Scotland

Theresa McInnes Senior Case Officer

Energy Consents Unit

The Scottish Government

By Email: Theresa.McInnes@gov.scot

Dear Theresa

17/02403/SCOP Revised Coire Glas pumped storage scheme Land At Coire Glas North
Laggan

Thank you for consulting RSPB Scotland on the above request for a scoping opinion. Having
considered the bird information and proposed mitigation in the submitted Environmental Scoping
Report (ESR) we wish to make the following comment.

We note that the survey work conducted in 2010 highlighted the presence of golden eagle but it
was presumed that the individual constituted a foraging bird that used the area infrequently. We
can confirm that proven breeding occurred in 2015 when the area was surveyed as part of the
2015 golden eagle national survey. The proposed development is located less than 1 km away
from, and in sight of, the eyrie. This breeding pair is not subject to regular annual monitoring , so it
is not clear whether the eyrie is occupied every year.

Golden eagles are listed under Annex 1 of the Birds Directive (2009/147/EC) and Schedule 1 of
the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) and this important conservation status must be recognised
when considering these development proposals.The potential impacts on this species should be
adequately covered in the environmental statement.

This is a particularly remote and undeveloped area and therefore the golden eagle pair holding
this territory has a high chance of breeding successfully here. It would not be acceptable to
disturb the birds during the breeding season as a result of construction operations. Appropriate
mitigation should be proposed in order to minimise disturbance issues during the construction and
during operational phases (including as a result of maintenance work). It is important that
mitigation is presented in enough detail to adequately assess the proposals before the application
is determined.
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North Scotland Tel 01463 715000
Office Fax 01408 715315
Etive House
Beechwood Park
Inverness
IV2 3BW rspb.org.uk

Patron: Her Majesty the Queen Chairman of Council: Professor Steve Ormerod, FIEEM President: Miranda Krestovnikoff
Chairman, Committee for Scotland: Professor Colin Galbraith Director, RSPB Scotland: Stuart Housden OBE Regional Director: George Campbell

The RSPB is a registered charity in England and Wales 207076, in Scotland SCO37654

RSPB Scotland

The information and records for the golden eagle, along with other records of raptor species
present in the area, can be obtained from Highland Raptor Study Group.
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and the potential impacts on nesting golden eagle.

If you require any further clarification on the above please do not hesitate to contact us.

Darrell Stevens

Conservation Officer
South Highland
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5 June 2017

Dear Ms McInnes,

Revised Coire Glas Pumped Storage Scheme Y EIA Scoping Opinion

Thank you for consulting with Scottish Water regarding the above.

Drinking Water Protected Areas

Scottish Water responded to a consultation for this development in 2013. As noted in our previous response, there
are Scottish Water abstraction sources, the Camisky Boreholes, which are designated as a Drinking Water Protected
Area (DWPA) under the Water Framework Directive, that may be affected by the proposed development.

The Camisky Wellfield abstracts from an alluvial aquifer on the banks of the River Lochy, downstream from Loch
Lochy. The boreholes are drilled into the alluvial and glacial gravels within 100m east of the River Lochy. The
groundwater has a strong hydraulic connection with the River Lochy and there is also a large surface water
contribution from the River Spean, as it joins the River Lochy upstream of the site. Therefore any changes in flow to
the River Lochy or the River Spean, near its confluence with the Lochy, could impact on the groundwater levels in
the aquifer. Any water quality incidents arising from activity within the proposed development area which could
impact Loch Lochy and, notwithstanding the impact of the dilution effect of the loch, the River Lochy downstream,
could have an impact on the water quality of the boreholes.

We note the following statements from the Scoping Report submitted:

TThe flow rate of water being transferred will be greater, but the maximum and minimum level limits of Loch Lochy
will r# * � '+�4 '1& '+�1& # �!2//# +1�)'* '107 
9�	-� % # �� 


TThe operation of The Proposed Development would require the modification of Mucomir barrage and
hydroelectric power station at Gairlochy. Control of Loch Lochy water levels is currently determined by the operation
of Mucomir Power Station but the operation of a pumped storage scheme on the loch would take priority over
Mucomir. As such, Mucomir Power Station would be modified and a new operating regime determined with the aim
to provide improved fish passage and flow management of the River Lochy downstreamU (pages 7-8)8)

8�1� '0�-/,-,0# " �1,�!� //6�,21�" # 1� ')# " �& 6" /,),% '!� )�* ," # ))'+% � � 0� -� /1�,$�1& # � � � �1,�" # * ,+01/� 1# �� +" � � 00#00�-,1# +1'� )�
water management and wider hydrological i* -� !10�,$�� & # �� /,-,0# " �� # 3 # ),-* # +1
9(page 15)

It would appear that as a result of the revised scheme, the variations in water levels of Loch Lochy are expected to
be more frequent and that the potential effects could be a change in outflow conditions from Loch Lochy.
Accordingly, there may be an impact on the abstraction at Camisky Wellfield. The EIA should include an
assessment of the potential impacts on this abstraction (including hydrological modelling results). As there is a
strong link between flow/level in the river and groundwater levels at the Wellfield, Scottish Water would be
concerned if there was a significant change to flows in the River Lochy, particularly under low flow conditions. We
note that detailed hydrological modelling will be undertaken to assess the potential impacts of the proposed
development on the Loch Lochy catchment. We ask that this assessment includes an impact on the Q95 flow and
range of flows in the River Lochy upstream of the Camisky Wellfield at approximate NGR 216600, 782500. Please
note that upon review of the modelling results, Scottish Water may request a further assessment of potential
groundwater impacts.
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Scottish Water has a duty to protect the security of its sources, particularly borehole locations which are not located
on publicly available maps. We would therefore request that locational information with regard to the Camisky
Boreholes is stated as confidential in the EIA and is not included in any documentation for publication. We would
also ask that the detail of the hydrological assessment (with respect to the boreholes) is excluded from the published
EIA and for the results of this assessment to be sent to Scottish Water only for review.

As noted in our previous response, it is essential that water quality and water quantity in the development area are
protected. Annex 1 details a list of precautions and protection measures to be taken within DWPAs and the wider
drinking water catchments.

Scottish Water Assets

The location of SW assets (including water supply and sewer pipes, water and waste treatment works, reservoirs
etc.) should be confirmed by obtaining detailed plans from our Asset Plan Providers. Details of our Asset Plan
Providers are included in Annex 1. If necessary, local Scottish Water personnel may be able to visit the site to offer
ORdWQS( 6ZZ ]T IQ]bbWaV MObS`ka ^`]QSaaSa& abO\RO`Ra O\R ^]ZWQWSa W\ `SZObW]\ b] RSOZW\U eWbV OaaSb Q]\TZWQba [cab PS
complied with.

In the event that asset conflicts are identified then early contact should be made with the Scottish Water Asset
Impact Team (AIT) at service.relocation@scottishwater.co.uk. All detailed design proposals relating to the
^`]bSQbW]\ ]T IQ]bbWaV MObS`ka OaaSba aV]cZR PS acP[WbbSR b] bVS 6?J T]` `SdWSe O\R e`WbbS\ OQQS^bO\QS( M]`Ya
should not take place on site without prior written acceptance by Scottish Water.

In addition to the precautions and protection measures to be undertaken when works are to take place within a
DWPA or drinking water catchment, Annex 1 also includes a list of precautions to be taken when working within the
vicinity of Scottish Water assets. This list of precautions is not exhaustive but should be taken into account as the
development progresses through the planning and development process.

It should be noted that the development will be required to comply with Sewers for Scotland and Water for Scotland
3rd Editions 2015, including provision of appropriate clearance distances from Scottish Water assets.

If you have any questions relating to the above, or in relation to the information presented in Annex 1, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Rebecca Williams
Strategic Planner i Environmental Impact Assessment

TX



Scottish Water V3 15/03/2016

Annex 1: Precautions to protect drinking water and Scottish Water
assets during hydro development construction and operational
activities

General requirements

1. The proposed timing of the works, including planned start and completion dates, should be submitted to
Scottish Water in advance of any activities taking place on-site. This information should be submitted to
EIA@scottishwater.co.uk.

2. If a connection to the water or waste water network is required, a separate application must be made to the
Scottish Water Development Operations Team for permission to connect. It is important to note that the
granting of planning consent does not guarantee a connection to Scottish Water assets. The Development
Operations Team can be contacted by telephone on 0800 389 0379 or via email at
developmentoperations@scottishwater.co.uk.

In the event of an incident occurring that could affect Scottish Water we should be notified without delay using3.
the Customer Helpline number 0800 0778 778 and the local contact if known.

Protecting drinking water quality

Regulatory requirements

4. Scottish Water is required to ensure that any activity within a drinking water catchment does not affect the
meetability of Scottish Water to its regulatory requirements.

5. Water Treatment Works are designed to treat the specific parameters of the raw water source they receive
(i.e. the specific chemical, biological and other characteristics of natural, untreated water). If the
characteristics of the raw water change or deteriorate, it can affect the ability of the works to supply drinking
water to customers at the required standards.

6. The regulations relating to the quality of drinking water supplied by Scottish Water are the Water Supply
(Water Quality) (Scotland) Regulations 2001. Quality Standards are derived from the European Drinking
Water Directive 98/83/EC.

7. Drinking water catchments feed Scottish Water abstractions which supply water to water treatment works.
Under Article 7 of the Water Framework Directive, waters used for the abstraction of drinking water are
designated as Drinking Water Protected Areas (DWPA). The objective of the Water Framework Directive is
to ensure that no activity results in the deterioration of waters within the DWPA. If an activity falls within a
DWPA or drinking water catchment, it is essential that water quality and quantity are protected.

Specific precautions for drinking water protection during hydro scheme activities

A detailed, site specific Construction Method Statement including e.g. Construction Environmental8.
Management Plan, Risk Assessment, Pollution Prevention and Contingency Plan must be submitted to
Scottish Water at least three months prior to the works commencing. This should be agreed with Scottish
Water prior to any operations taking place. Any other associated documents (e.g. Drainage Plan, Peat
Management Plan etc.) should also be submitted and agreed with Scottish Water at least three months prior
to works commencing. In the first instance, this information should be supplied to EIA@scottishwater.co.uk.

Where possible, infrastructure and activities should be located outside of the catchment area, with the9.
exception of the intake, impoundment, tail race and sections of road and pipeline accessing the facilities. If
this can be demonstrated to be impracticable then all infrastructure and activities should be located 100m
from any watercourse where possible, and a minimum of 50m distant where 100m can be demonstrated to be
undeliverable. This includes, access tracks, electricity connection and temporary construction related
activities such as borrow pits, plant stockpiled materials, cement batching, wheel washing and construction
compound areas

Any potential effect on the hydrology of the area resulting from the construction and operation of the10.
proposed development should be assessed and the findings presented in the Environmental
Statement/environmental appraisal accompanying the planning application. This should include an
assessment of effects on natural drainage patterns, base flows/volume, retention/run off rates and potential
changes to water quantity. Any required mitigation measures and proposed monitoring should also be
detailed in the Environmental Statement or environmental appraisal accompanying the planning application.

When constructing roads, drainage ditches and trenches, drainage should not be directed into adjacent11.
catchments but retained within the existing catchment.

Any potential pollution risk which could affect water quality should be considered and mitigation measures12.
implemented to prevent deterioration in water quality and pollution incidents. This includes sediment run-off,
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soil or peat erosion, management of chemicals and oils, etc. (see also point 18 below). This should be
considered for operations at all stages of development including pre- and post-construction.

Mitigation measures to prevent pollution to watercourses should be outlined in the Environmental Statement13.
or environmental appraisal accompanying the planning application and adopted in the Construction Method
Statement/Construction Environmental Management Plan prior to work starting onsite. Any measures
implemented should be regularly checked, maintained and improved if pollution occurs.

Consideration should be given to the use of food grade oils within turbines in close proximity to watercourses.14.
The use of food grade oils within other plant and vehicles should also be considered depending on the risk to
the drinking water catchment.

Watercourses that feed into any watercourses or reservoirs that Scottish Water abstracts from should be15.
considered when developing new road or access infrastructure. Any crossing of these watercourses should
be kept to a minimum. Pollution prevention measures should be put in place at each crossing point and silt
traps, or equivalent, should be installed at regular intervals to minimise the risk from pollution.

Once constructed, site roads should be regularly maintained to ensure minimal erosion and hence run-off and16.
pollution, from the road surface. Site roads should be constructed from inert, non-metalliferrous material, with
low erodibility and low sulphide content.

No refuelling or storage of fuel or hazardous materials should take place within the drinking water catchment17.
area. If this can be demonstrated to be impracticable, then the appropriate Scottish Environment Protection
Agency (SEPA) Pollution Prevention Guidelines (PPG 2: Above ground oil storage, PPG 6: Working and
Construction and Demolition Sites, PPG 8: Safe storage and disposal of fuel oils, PPG 21: Pollution incident
response planning and PPG 22: Incident response i dealing with spills) should be followed. 50m buffers
should be applied to all surface watercourses, groundwater borehole abstraction points and springs. Oil
storage should be in accordance with The Water Environment (Oil Storage) Regulations (Scotland) 2006.
There should be dedicated oil storage areas created. Spill kits should be located within all vehicles, plant and
high risk areas.

Waste storage, concrete preparation and all washout areas should not be within the drinking water catchment18.
area. If this can be demonstrated to be impracticable then this should be in dedicated areas 50m from a
watercourse and designed to be contained and to prevent escape of materials/runoff to the environment.

Welfare/waste water facilities should preferably be located outside the drinking water catchment. If not19.
practicable, then portable toilets should be used and waste disposed of off-site. Alternatively secondary
treatment and soakaways should be used and, if required, a sampling chamber installed and sampling
programme agreed. The proposed method of managing welfare and waste water facilities should be detailed
in the Environmental Statement or environmental appraisal accompanying the planning application. If
sampling is required, Scottish Water should be contacted via EIA@scottishwater.co.uk in the first instance.

Any proposed abstractions for activities such as welfare facilities or cement batching plants should be20.
detailed in the Environmental Statement or environmental appraisal accompanying the planning application.

Induction training should be given to all personnel on-site and should include Scottish Water site sensitivities21.
in relation to drinking water catchments and assets (see below), as well as spill response as outlined in PPG
22: Dealing with spills.

Construction and Environmental Management Plans, Pollution Prevention and Contingency Plan and22.
associated documents should include the Scottish Water Customer Helpline Number 0800 0778 778 and the
local contact details.

Protecting drinking water in peatland areas

When peat is present within the proposed area of activity the Environmental Statement or environmental23.
appraisal accompanying the planning application should include an assessment on the potential release of
colour, dissolved organic carbon and total organic carbon as a result of changes to hydrology and/or physical
disturbance. This should cover the construction and post-construction phases.

Excavations and ground disturbance in areas of deep peat should be avoided. Deep peat is considered to be24.
peat greater than 0.5m deep.

The natural hydrology within peat should be maintained and/or restored. This should be taken into account25.
when designing the access tracks, pipelines, power house, etc. Any necessary measures to maintain natural
drainage of peat and sub-surface hydrology, such as tailored drain spacing on access tracks, should be
implemented as part of the design of the development.

Scottish Water requests that, where possible, access tracks in the drinking water catchment are constructed26.
as floating tracks with adequate provision for maintaining existing drainage patterns.

Exposed soils and peat can release sediment, colour and dissolved organic carbon. The use of geotextiles,27.
turf replacement and/or reseeding, should be undertaken as soon as possible.

Restoration of any degraded peat should be considered for areas within the drinking water catchment.28.
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Protecting drinking water due to forestry activity

An assessment of any forestry activity, including felling, planting or other activity, likely to affect the drinking29.
water catchment should be included in the Environmental Statement or environmental appraisal
accompanying the planning application. Any specific mitigation measures should be identified and
incorporated into the Construction Environmental Management Plan for the site prior to works commencing.

The Environmental Statement or environmental appraisal accompanying the planning application should30.
include details on the harvesting/clearance process for any felling/woodland removal. The least disturbing
method/s should be selected where possible.

Any historic drains or ditches within the site boundary that discharge directly to a watercourse in the drinking31.
water catchment should be blocked and slowly discharged to a buffer area in line with current Forestry
Commission Forest and Water Guidelines. Where possible, this should be undertaken in advance of any
work being carried out on-site, to provide protection for watercourses during site activities.

Monitoring requirements to protect drinking water quality

During construction, a programme of daily visual inspection of the watercourses, flow conditions (i.e. high,32.
medium, low, or no flow), prevailing weather and any other pertinent observations, will be required to be
implemented. The results should be recorded and the information submitted to Scottish Water (i.e. in a
monthly progress report). This should be undertaken when water quality samples are taken. In the first
instance, reporting should be provided to EIA@scottishwater.co.uk.

Depending on the vulnerability of the public water supply, Scottish Water may request that a water sampling33.
programme shall be established and agreed with Scottish Water. This should assess the baseline water
quality for a minimum of one year prior to any activities commencing on-site where possible, including ground
investigations and any felling activities, to allow an accurate understanding of baseline conditions at the site.
Water sampling should continue during construction and then post-construction for a minimum of one year.
Following completion of one year of sampling post-construction, this should be reviewed to determine
whether this should continue for a further agreed period. The parameters, frequency and sampling locations
will also need to be agreed with Scottish Water. This monitoring will establish if any decline in water quality
can be attributed to the development. It may also be necessary to establish trigger levels to determine when
any potential issues should be reported to Scottish Water.

The appointed Contractor/Site Foreman or Ecological or Environmental Clerk of Works should have relevant34.
knowledge and experience to provide advice and monitor compliance with measures for the protection of
water quality in relation to abstractions for water supply.

Depending on the vulnerability of the public water supply, Scottish Water may request that a dedicated35.
Environmental Manager be appointed and present on-site to assess and monitor any effects caused by the
development.

Guidance documents

Please ensure the appropriate Guidance Documents are followed, including36.

' Guide to Hydropower Best Practice. SEPA, Version 2 (January 2015).

' Floating Roads on Peat. Forestry Civil Engineering and SNH. (August 2010).

' Constructed tracks in the Scottish Uplands, 2nd edition. SNH (June 2013).

' Forests and water UK Forestry Standard Guidelines, 5
th

Edition. Forestry Commission (2011).

' General Binding Rules under the Controlled Activities Regulations (see The Water Environment
(Controlled Activities) Scotland Regulations (as amended) A Practical Guide, Version 7.2, SEPA (March
2015)).

' SEPA Pollution Prevention Guidance (visit http://www.sepa.org.uk/regulations/water/guidance/).

Protecting Scottish Water assets

If an activity associated with a development proposal is located within close proximity to Scottish Water37.
assets, including water and waste water pipe infrastructure, treatment works and reservoirs etc., it is essential
that these assets are protected from damage. To this end, the developer will be required to comply with
Scottish MObS`ka Qc``S\b ^`]QSaa& UcWRO\QS& abO\RO`Ra O\R ^]ZWQWSa W\ `SZObW]\ b] acQV [ObbS`a(

8]^WSa ]T IQ]bbWaV MObS`ka `SZSdO\b `SQ]`R R`OeW\Ua QO\ PS ]PbOW\SR T`][ bVS c\RS`\]bSR 6aaSb38.
Plan Providers. This is distinct from the right to seek access to and inspect apparatus plans at Scottish
Waters area offices, for which no charge is applied.

Site Investigation Services (UK) Ltd
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Tel: 0333 123 1223
Email: sw@sisplan.co.uk
www.sisplan.co.uk

National One-Call
Tel: 0844 800 9957
Email: swplans@national-one-call.co.uk
www.national-one-call.co.uk/swplans

It should be noted that the site plans obtained via the Asset Plan providers are indicative and their accuracy39.
cannot be relied upon. It is therefore recommended that the developer contacts the Scottish Water Asset
Impact Team at service.relocation@scottishwater.co.uk for further advice if assets are shown to be
located in the vicinity of the proposed development, and where the exact location and the nature of the
infrastructure shown could be a key consideration for the proposed development. An appropriate site
investigation may be required to confirm the actual position of assets in the ground. Scottish Water will not
be liable for any loss, damage or costs caused by relying upon plans or from carrying out any such site
investigation.

Prior to any activity commencing, all known Scottish Water assets should be identified, located and marked-40.
out.

Scottish Water expects method statements, safe systems of work and risk assessments to be prepared and41.
submitted in advance to Scottish Water for formal review and acceptance. These documents shall consider
and outline in detail how existing Scottish Water assets are to be protected and/or managed for the duration
of any construction works and during operation of the development if relevant. These documents must be
acP[WbbSR b] IQ]bbWaV MObS`ka 6aaSb ?[^OQb bSO[ T]` T]`[OZ ^`W]` e`WbbS\ OQQS^bO\QS(

JVS RSdSZ]^S` aVOZZ ]PbOW\ e`WbbS\ OQQS^bO\QS T`][ IQ]bbWaV MObS`ka 6aaSb ?[^OQb JSO[ eVS`S O\g aWbS42.
activities are inbS\RSR b] bOYS ^ZOQS W\ bVS dWQW\Wbg ]T IQ]bbWaV MObS`ka OaaSba( The Asset Impact Team can
advise on any potential risk mitigation measures that may be required.

Scottish Water and its representatives shall be allowed access to Scottish Water assets at all times for43.
inspection, maintenance and repair. This will also ensure that the Scottish Water assets are protected and
that any Scottish Water requirements are being observed.

Any obstruction or hindrance of access to Scottish Water assets should be avoided. The prompt and efficient44.
use and manipulation of valves, hydrants, meters or other apparatus is required at all times. There should
also be no interference with the free discharge from water main scours or sewer overflows.

In the event of an incident occurring that could affect Scottish Water, including any damage to assets,45.
Scottish Water should be notified without delay, using the Customer Helpline number 0800 0778 778, and the
local contact if known. Scottish Water apparatus should not be interfered with or operated by anyone other
than Scottish Water personnel.

JVS j]TTaSb RWabO\QSk Wa bVS RWabO\QS PSbeSS\ O\g IQ]bbWaV MObS` OaaSb O\R ORXOQS\b ^`]^S`bWSa O\R46.
structures. Scottish Water reserves the right to ask for an offset distance in accordance with its own current
policy and standards and to suit specific circumstances. The details of this requirement should be confirmed
with Scottish Water as an early part of the design process.

Stationary plant, equipment, scaffolding, construction or excavated material, etc. should not be placed over,47.
or close to, any Scottish Water assets without the prior written consent of Scottish Water which may be
withheld depending on circumstances on-site.

Special care should be taken to avoid the burying of Scottish Water assets or the obstruction of sewers or48.
manholes with fill or other material. Arrangements for altering the level of any chambers should be agreed in
advance with Scottish Water and these should be constructed in accordance with Scottish Water
requirements. The cost of any work to Scottish Water assets will be met by the project developer.

Excavation works (e.g. of wind turbine foundations) should not be carried out in the proximity of a water or49.
waste water main without due notice having been given to Scottish Water and prior written acceptance
obtained. The developer will comply fully with any Scottish Water specific site requirements.

Any tree planting associated with the development (e.g. compensatory planting or screening etc.) should be50.
undertaken in line with Water for Scotland 3

rd
Edition (April 2015) to ensure that Scottish Water assets are not

put at risk by future growth of tree roots.

Vibration in close proximity to Scottish Water pipelines or ancillary apparatus should be managed in51.
accordance with British Standard 5228-1:2009 (Code of practice for noise and vibration control on
construction and open sites). The predicted levels of vibration should be agreed in advance with Scottish
Water as part of the risk assessment and method statement and agreed vibration monitoring arrangements
will be required.

The developer will consider the possibility of increased loading on Scottish Water apparatus and measures52.
will be taken to eliminate or mitigate increased loading on assets. Care should be taken to identify any assets
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which may be crossed by vehicles on the access route to the site and crossing points will be engineered to
the requirements of Scottish Water. Any pipe crossing proposals are subject to prior written acceptance by
Scottish Water.

Scottish Water will not accept liability for any costs incurred in fulfilling any of the above requirements during53.
bVS RSdSZ]^[S\b ^ZO\\W\U& Q]\ab`cQbW]\ ]` ]^S`ObW]\OZ ^VOaSa& SWbVS` Pg bVS RSdSZ]^S`& bVS RSdSZ]^S`ka
associates, contractors or any other person or organisation involved in the project.

If the developer damages any Scottish Water asset they will be held liable for any costs resulting from this.54.

Scottish Water may require costs associated with the development to be reimbursed by the developer or the55.
RSdSZ]^S`ka OUS\ba.
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Our ref: PCS/153358
Your ref: None

Theresa McInnes
Energy Consents Unit
Scottish Government

By email only to: Econsents_Admin@gov.scot

If telephoning ask for:
Susan Haslam

20 June 2017

Dear Ms McInnes

The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations
2011
Revised Coire Glas Pumped Storage Scheme - increase of generation from 600 MW
to 1500 MW

Thank you for consulting SEPA on the scoping opinion for the above development proposal by
your email received on 16 May 2017.

We provided you with our initial scoping advice on 2 June 2017, however following a meeting with
SSE on 13 June we would like to provide this very slightly revised advice. To explain, in section 1.3
of our previous response we referred to the Cavern Power Station, when we should have referred
to the Surge Shaft. In addition, also in section 1.3 we queried the potential impact the pipelines
could have on overlying watercourses; we are now content that this is not an issue. All other
aspects of this letter are identical to that we sent on 2 June 2017.

Advice to the determining authority

We consider that the following key issues must be addressed in the Environmental Impact
Assessment process. To avoid delay and potential objection, the information outlined below and
in the attached appendix must be submitted in support of the application.

a) Map showing assessment of all engineering works within and near the water environment
including buffers, details of any flood risk assessment and details of any related CAR
applications.

b) Map showing assessment of all impacts upon Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial
Ecosystems (GWDTE) and buffers.

c) Peat depth survey map and table detailing re-use proposals.

d) Map and table detailing forest removal.
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e) Map and site layout of significant excavation, borrow areas and re-use proposals.

f) Schedule of mitigation including pollution prevention measures.

Further details on these information requirements and the form in which they must be submitted
can be found in the attached appendix. We also provide site specific comments in the following
section which can help the developer focus the scope of the assessment. Whilst we appreciate the
detailed discussions undertaken during the previous application determination, current best
practice and guidance have moved on since the pervious scheme received consent and we would
expect the new application to demonstrate how this has been applied. This may result in, for
example, amendments to the layout to avoid or reduce environmental impacts.

1. Site specific comments

1.1 In relation to section 1 of the appendix (site layout information) then for a development of
this scale it is especially important to ensure that detailed layout plans are provided for all
elements of the development. The plans must detail all the temporary or ancillary works
such as laydown areas, rock and peat storage areas and site compounds, which we
presume will be extensive for a development of this size. For example we note that the plan
in the scoping report shows the workers camps but we presume there will be a significant
number of other additional support areas required at the dam area itself and elsewhere.

1.2 In relation to section 2 of the appendix (CAR), as the developer is aware they will need to
apply to vary their existing CAR authorisation. The Environmental Statement (ES) should
provide information on the change in abstraction volume and regime proposed and any
related changes in infrastructure. We encourage the developer to continue liaison with our
local Regulatory Services team in Fort William regarding this issue.

1.3 In relation to section 3 of the Appendix (other water impacts) we provide the following site
specific advice:

' We note that the existing access track from White Bridge through the forest requires
upgrading. The ES should provide information on the extent of the works required here
and elsewhere. We note that much of the track is on steep ground and runs close to a
watercourse; the risk of pollution during works in this area would be especially high.
Widening works to existing tracks should be shown on a plan to be carried out on the
opposite side of the track to any watercourses. New alternative routes may be required
in any specifically sensitive areas such as where existing tracks are within 10 m of the
watercourse and significant engineering works would be required if the same line was
kept.

' We note the new proposed track to the new Surge Shaft. We can confirm at this stage
that due to the excessive impact on watercourses this has we do not consider the route
shown at this stage to be acceptable. An alternative access should be proposed in the
application.

' We are content that the previous baseline information provided on watercourse
crossing points is acceptable. Additional survey work will however be required for any
new access to the Surge Shaft. Clear information should be provided on the type of
watercourse crossing proposed. The previous proposal for box culverts is not current
good practice; bridges/bottomless or arched culverts sized to accommodate the 1 in
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200 year flood event including mammal passages will be required.

' Clear detailed plans and drawings of the proposed jetty at the outfall structure on Loch
Lochy should be provided; these will require separate CAR authorisation.

' We note that some of the temporary site accommodation areas are adjacent to small
watercourses and as a result could be at risk of flooding. It must be ensured that any
temporary accommodation (and any other proposed buildings) is sited on elevated
ground and located outwith the flood plain of any neighbouring watercourses. Small
watercourses are often poorly understood with respect to the severity of the flood
hazard that can be generated on a catchment of this scale.

1.4 In relation to section 4 (peat) we provide the following site specific advice:

' We can confirm that a Peat Management Plan should be included with the submission.

' All excavated peat must be re-used on site with no permanent storage or disposal
allowed. In addition floating track should be used to reduce the volume of excavated
peat.

' We can confirm that we consider that the peat survey work carried out for the original
application is still relevant to the new proposal. However in areas where deep peat has
been found on the new access track further probing is required to see if the route can
be amended to avoid impacts on deep peat. In addition probing information should also
be provided for other areas where peat will be impacted, such as all temporary facilities
such as laydown areas and construction compounds, to demonstrate that they are
located appropriately.

' The Plan should consider proposals for peatland restoration works on the site,
including for example, restoration of any redundant tracks or historic peat cuttings.
Such works could also help compensate for loss of GWDTE.

1.5 In relation to section 5 (GWDTE) we provide the following site specific advice:

' We welcome the proposal to undertake a new NVC survey for the site. We will be
especially interested in the mapping of potentially highly groundwater dependant
habitats such as M16, which should wherever possible be avoided. Moderately
groundwater dependant habitats should also be avoided wherever possible and where
demonstrated that impacts are unavoidable, suitable mitigation measures outlined.

' Unless there have been significant changes in vegetation (which can be determined
from a site walk over) then we are content that new Phase 1 survey is not required.

1.6 In relation to section 6 (existing groundwater abstractions) then it is our understanding that
there are no existing groundwater abstractions within 250 m of any proposed infrastructure.
If this is the case the ES can simply state this fact.

1.7 In relation to section 8 (borrow pits) and rock generation generally we provide the following
comments:

' We understand that rock will be won from the upper reservoir area and construction of
the tunnels and that a greater quantity of rock than is required to build the
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development. We also note that there is an existing borrow pit near the entrance to the
site. As a result we do not expect the application to include any proposals for any
further separate borrow pits and are unlikely to accept any such proposals.

' We expect the application to be supported by an assessment of the amount of
overburden and rock that will be generated, which should be demonstrated to be
minimised as much as possible. This should be accompanied by detailed proposals
either for justifiable re-use on site or use or disposal elsewhere. In view of the even
greater quantity of rock that will be generated above that estimated for the previous
proposal then we can confirm that generic information on options will not be
acceptable; there needs to be a clear idea of how and where the material will be used.
Our clear preference is for the materials to be put to local beneficial use. The
submission will need to include a detailed map of where and how rock will be re-used
including volumes and depths. Any waste materials will need to be removed from the
site and disposed of to a suitably licenced facility or made use of via a suitable waste
management exemption. We understand that there may be significant transportation
issues with removal of any of the material from the site so, although not an issue
directly within our remit, we recommend that the assessment includes information on
transport implications.

1.8 In relation to section 9 (pollution) we can confirm that from our perspective an outline
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) need not be provided with the
application. Instead, we expect the detailed site plans we have requested in this letter to
demonstrate how impacts on the environment have been minimised through design and all
mitigation should be detailed within a suitably robust schedule of mitigation..

1.9 Please see our website for further information above the Reservoirs Act 2011.

Regulatory advice for the applicant

2. Regulatory requirements

2.1 Proposed engineering works within the water environment will require authorisation under
The Water Environment (Controlled Activities) (Scotland) Regulations 2011 (as amended).
Management of surplus peat or soils may require an exemption under The Waste
Management Licensing (Scotland) Regulations 2011. Proposed crushing or screening will
require a permit under The Pollution Prevention and Control (Scotland) Regulations 2012.
Consider if other environmental llicences may be required for any installations or processes.

2.2 Details of regulatory requirements and good practice advice for the applicant can be found
on the Regulations section of our website. If you are unable to find the advice you need for
a specific regulatory matter, please contact Margaret Conaghan of the regulations team in
your local SEPA office at: Carr's Corner Industrial Estate, Lochybridge, Fort William, PH33
6TL - Tel: 01397 704426

Should you wish to discuss this letter please do not hesitate to contact me on 01349 860359 or
planning.dingwall@sepa.org.uk.

Yours sincerely

Susan Haslam
Senior Planning Officer
Planning Service
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ECopy to: Jamie.Watt@sse.com; Theresa.McInnes@gov.scot; Liz.McLachlan@SNH.gov.uk

Disclaimer
This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by us, as
such a decision may take into account factors not considered at this time. We prefer all the technical
information required for any SEPA consents to be submitted at the same time as the planning or similar
application. However, we consider it to be at the applicant's commercial risk if any significant changes
required during the regulatory stage necessitate a further planning application or similar application and/or
neighbour notification or advertising. We have relied on the accuracy and completeness of the information
supplied to us in providing the above advice and can take no responsibility for incorrect data or
interpretation, or omissions, in such information. If we have not referred to a particular issue in our response,
it should not be assumed that there is no impact associated with that issue. Further information on our
consultation arrangements generally can be found on our website planning pages.
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Appendix 1: Detailed scoping requirements

This appendix sets out our scoping information requirements. There may be opportunities to scope
out some of the issues below depending on the site. Evidence must be provided in the submission
to support why an issue is not relevant for this site in order to avoid delay and potential
objection.

If there is a delay between scoping and the submission of the application then please refer to our
website for our latest information requirements as they are regularly updated; current best practice
must be followed.

We would welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft submission. As we can process files of
a maximum size of only 25MB the submission must be divided into appropriately named sections
of less than 25MB each.

1. Site layout

1.1 All maps must be based on the Ordnance Survey 1: 10 000 scale or greater base mapping
to provide an adequate scale with which to assess the information. Each of the maps below
must detail all proposed upgraded, temporary and permanent site infrastructure. This
includes all tracks, excavations, buildings, borrow pits, pipelines, cabling, site compounds,
laydown areas, storage areas and any other built elements. Existing built infrastructure
must be re-used or upgraded wherever possible to minimise the extent of new works on
previously undisturbed ground. Cabling must be laid in ground already disturbed such as
verges.

2. Water Environment (Controlled Activities) (Scotland) Regulations 2011 (as
amended) (CAR)

2.1 The proposed hydro scheme will require an authorisation from us under CAR. It is likely
that the CAR application will be subject to a derogation (exemption under the Water
Framework Directive) assessment and third party consultation which could result in
amendments to the scheme. We therefore encourage applicants to twin-track applications
for consent under planning and CAR to ensure that CAR requirements can be
accommodated more easily when proposals are at their most fluid.

2.2 Should the applicant choose not to twin-track their applications then the following details
must be included in the planning submission to allow us to provide an indication of the
potential consentability of the proposal under CAR:

a) The location and design of the intakes and outfalls and their impact upon the
morphology of the water environment.

b) Compensation flow.

c) Fish passages.

d) Other relevant CAR or planning applications or consents for abstractions/hydro
schemes.

e) Sensitive water uses, water dependent species (including bryophytes) and
ecosystems.
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2.3 See Planning guidance on hydropower developments to assist in meeting these information
requirements. More detailed guidance on CAR can be found on our hydropower web page.

3. Other impacts on the water environment

3.1 Other elements of the scheme must be designed to avoid impacts upon the water
environment. Where activities such as watercourse crossings, watercourse diversions or
other engineering activities in the water environment cannot be avoided then the
submission must include a map showing:

a) All proposed temporary or permanent infrastructure overlain with all lochs and
watercourses.

b) A buffer of at least 10 m drawn around each loch or watercourse. If this minimum buffer
cannot be achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated
photograph of the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse, drawings of what is
proposed in terms of engineering works.

c) Detailed layout of all proposed mitigation including all cut off drains, location, number
and size of settlement ponds.

3.2 If water abstractions or dewatering are proposed, a table of volumes and timings of
groundwater abstractions and related mitigation measures must be provided.

3.3 Further advice and our best practice guidance are available within the water engineering
section of our website. Guidance on the design of water crossings can be found in our
Construction of River Crossings Good Practice Guide.

3.4 Refer to Appendix 2 of our Standing Advice for advice on flood risk. Watercourse crossings
must be designed to accommodate the 0.5% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) flows,
or information provided to justify smaller structures. If it is thought that the development
could result in an increased risk of flooding to a nearby receptor then a Flood Risk
Assessment must be submitted in support of the planning application. Our Technical flood
risk guidance for stakeholders outlines the information we require to be submitted as part of
a Flood Risk Assessment.

4. Disturbance and re-use of excavated peat and other carbon rich soils

4.1 Scottish Planning Policy states (Paragraph 205) that "Where peat and other carbon rich
soils are present, applicants should assess the likely effects of development on carbon
dioxide (CO2) emissions. Where peatland is drained or otherwise disturbed, there is liable
to be a release of CO2 to the atmosphere. Developments should aim to minimise this
release."

4.2 The planning submission must a) demonstrate how the layout has been designed to
minimise disturbance of peat and consequential release of CO2 and b) outline the
preventative/mitigation measures to avoid significant drying or oxidation of peat through, for
example, the construction of access tracks, drainage channels, cable trenches, or the
storage and re-use of excavated peat.

4.3 The submission must include:
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a) A detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey
requirement of the Scottish Governmentns Developments on peatland: Site surveys and
best practice) with all the built elements (including peat storage areas) overlain to
demonstrate how the development avoids areas of deep peat and other sensitive
receptors such as Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems.

b) A table which details the quantities of acrotelmic, catotelmic and amorphous peat
which will be excavated for each element and where it will be re-used during
reinstatement. Details of the proposed widths and depths of peat to be re-used and
how it will be kept wet permanently must be included.

4.4 To avoid delay and potential objection proposals must be in accordance with Guidance on
the Assessment of Peat Volumes, Reuse of Excavated Peat and Minimisation of Waste and
our Regulatory Position Statement k Developments on Peat.

4.5 Dependent upon the volumes of peat likely to be encountered and the scale of the
development, applicants must consider whether a full Peat Management Plan (as detailed
in the above guidance) is required or whether the above information would be best
submitted as part of the schedule of mitigation.

4.6 Please note we do not validate carbon balance assessments except where requested to by
Scottish Government in exceptional circumstances. Our advice on the minimisation of peat
disturbance and peatland restoration may need to be taken into account when you consider
such assessments.

5. Disruption to Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE)

5.1 GWDTE are protected under the Water Framework Directive and therefore the layout and
design of the development must avoid impact on such areas. The following information
must be included in the submission:

a) A map demonstrating that all GWDTE are outwith a 100m radius of all excavations
shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations deeper than 1m and proposed
groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be considered as a mitigation measure
the distance of survey needs to be extended by the proposed maximum extent of
micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the site boundary where the
distances require it.

b) If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions
securing appropriate mitigation for all GWDTE affected.

5.2 Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on
Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further
advice and the minimum information we require to be submitted.

6. Existing groundwater abstractions

6.1 Excavations and other construction works can disrupt groundwater flow and impact on
existing groundwater abstractions. The submission must include:

a) A map demonstrating that all existing groundwater abstractions are outwith a 100m
radius of all excavations shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations

VR



deeper than 1m and proposed groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be
considered as a mitigation measure the distance of survey needs to be extended by
the proposed maximum extent of micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the
site boundary where the distances require it.

b) If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions
securing appropriate mitigation for all existing groundwater abstractions affected.

6.2 Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on
Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further
advice on the minimum information we require to be submitted.

7. Forest removal and forest waste

7.1 If forestry is present on the site, we prefer a site layout which avoids large scale felling as
this can result in large amounts of waste material and a peak in release of nutrients which
can affect local water quality.

7.2 The submission must include a map with the boundaries of where felling will take place and
a description of what is proposed for this timber in accordance with Use of Trees Cleared to
Facilitate Development on Afforested Land k Joint Guidance from SEPA, SNH and FCS.

8. Borrow pits

8.1 JS_ddYcX H\Q^^Y^W H_\YSi cdQdUc &HQbQWbQ`X .0/' dXQd l;_bb_g `Ydc cX_e\T _^\i RU `Ub]YddUT
if there are significant environmental or economic benefits compared to obtaining material
from local quarries, they are time-limited; tied to a particular project and appropriate
reclamation measures are in place.m The submission must provide sufficient information to
address this policy statement.

8.2 The following information should also be submitted:

a) A map showing the location, size, depths and dimensions of each borrow pit.

b) A map showing in relation to each proposed excavation, stocks of rock, overburden,
soils and temporary and permanent infrastructure including tracks, buildings, oil
storage, pipes and drainage, overlain with all lochs and watercourses to a distance of
250 metres from working areas.

c) A site-specific buffer drawn around each loch or watercourse proportionate to the
depth of excavations and at least 10 m from access tracks. If this minimum buffer
cannot be achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated
photograph of the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse, drawings of what is
proposed in terms of engineering works.

d) A ground investigation report giving existing seasonally highest water table including
sections showing the maximum area, depth and profile of working in relation to the
water table.

e) A site map showing cut-off drains, silt management devices and settlement lagoons to
manage surface water and dewatering discharge. Cut-off drains must be installed to
maximise diversion of water from entering quarry works.
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f) A site map showing proposed water abstractions with details of the volumes and
timings of abstractions.

g) A site map showing the location of pollution prevention measures such as spill kits, oil
interceptors, drainage associated with welfare facilities, recycling and bin storage and
vehicle washing areas. The drawing notes should include a commitment to check these
daily.

h) A site map showing where soils and overburden will be stored including details of the
heights and dimensions of each store, how long the material will be stored for and how
soils will be kept fit for restoration purposes. Where the development will result in the
disturbance of peat or other carbon rich soils then the submission must also include a
detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey
requirement of the JS_ddYcX @_fUb^]U^dnc Developments on peatland: Site surveys and
best practice) with all the built elements and excavation areas overlain so it can clearly
be seen how the development minimises disturbance of peat and the consequential
release of CO2.

i) Sections and plans detailing how restoration will be progressed including the phasing,
profiles, depths and types of material to be used.

j) Details of how the rock will be processed in order to produce a grade of rock that will
not cause siltation problems during its end use on tracks, trenches and other
hardstanding.

9. Pollution prevention and environmental management

9.1 One of our key interests in relation to developments is pollution prevention measures during
the periods of construction, operation, maintenance, demolition and restoration.

9.2 A schedule of mitigation supported by the above site specific maps and plans must be
submitted. These must include reference to best practice pollution prevention and
construction techniques, regulatory requirements, the daily responsibilities of ECOWs, how
site inspections will be recorded and acted upon and proposals for a planning monitoring
enforcement officer. Please refer to the Pollution prevention guidelines.

10. Decommissioning / Repowering

10.1 Proposals to discard materials that are likely to be classed as waste would be unacceptable
under current waste management licensing and under waste management licensing at time
of decommissioning if a similar regulatory framework exists at that time. Further guidance
on this may be found in the document Is it waste - Understanding the definition of waste.

10.2 The layout and the general principles for decommissioning must demonstrate waste
minimisation and compliance with the above waste regulatory position.
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Our ref: PCS/153059
Your ref: None

Theresa McInnes
Energy Consents Unit
Scottish Government

By email only to: Econsents_Admin@gov.scot

If telephoning ask for:
Susan Haslam

2 June 2017

Dear Ms McInnes

The Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations
2011
Revised Coire Glas Pumped Storage Scheme - increase of generation from 600 MW
to 1500 MW

Thank you for consulting SEPA on the scoping opinion for the above development proposal by
your email received on 16 May 2017. We received the scoping report direct from SSE on 15 May
2017 and are meeting with them on 13 June to discuss the project.

Advice to the determining authority

We consider that the following key issues must be addressed in the Environmental Impact
Assessment process. To avoid delay and potential objection, the information outlined below and
in the attached appendix must be submitted in support of the application.

a) Map showing assessment of all engineering works within and near the water environment
including buffers, details of any flood risk assessment and details of any related CAR
applications.

b) Map showing assessment of all impacts upon Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial
Ecosystems (GWDTE) and buffers.

c) Peat depth survey map and table detailing re-use proposals.

d) Map and table detailing forest removal.

e) Map and site layout of significant excavation, borrow areas and re-use proposals.

f) Schedule of mitigation including pollution prevention measures.
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Further details on these information requirements and the form in which they must be submitted
can be found in the attached appendix. We also provide site specific comments in the following
section which can help the developer focus the scope of the assessment. Whilst we appreciate the
detailed discussions undertaken during the previous application determination, current best
practice and guidance have moved on since the pervious scheme received consent and we would
expect the new application to demonstrate how this has been applied. This may result in, for
example, amendments to the layout to avoid or reduce environmental impacts.

1. Site specific comments

1.1 In relation to section 1 of the appendix (site layout information) then for a development of
this scale it is especially important to ensure that detailed layout plans are provided for all
elements of the development. The plans must detail all the temporary or ancillary works
such as laydown areas, rock and peat storage areas and site compounds, which we
presume will be extensive for a development of this size. For example we note that the plan
in the scoping report shows the workers camps but we presume there will be a significant
number of other additional support areas required at the dam area itself and elsewhere.

1.2 In relation to section 2 of the appendix (CAR), as the developer is aware they will need to
apply to vary their existing CAR authorisation. The Environmental Statement (ES) should
provide information on the change in abstraction volume and regime proposed and any
related changes in infrastructure. We encourage the developer to continue liaison with our
local Regulatory Services team in Fort William regarding this issue.

1.3 In relation to section 3 of the Appendix (other water impacts) we provide the following site
specific advice:

' We note that the existing access track from White Bridge through the forest requires
upgrading. The ES should provide information on the extent of the works required here
and elsewhere. We note that much of the track is on steep ground and runs close to a
watercourse; the risk of pollution during works in this area would be especially high.
Widening works to existing tracks should be shown on a plan to be carried out on the
opposite side of the track to any watercourses. New alternative routes may be required
in any specifically sensitive areas such as where existing tracks are within 10 m of the
watercourse and significant engineering works would be required if the same line was
kept.

' We note the new proposed track to the Cavern Power Station. We can confirm at this
stage that due to the excessive impact on watercourses this has we do not consider
the route shown at this stage to be acceptable. An alternative access should be
proposed in the application.

' We presume that the tunnels will be dug using directional digging of some sort and will
be completely underground and not directly impact the surface of the land above them.
This should however be clarified in the submission. We are interested in ensuring that
watercourses above the tunnel route do not become under-drained and this should be
considered in the assessment. If under-draining is likely the routes in these areas
should be reconsidered.

' We are content that the previous baseline information provided on watercourse
crossing points is acceptable. Additional survey work will however be required for any
new access to the Cavern Power Station. Clear information should be provided on the

VV



type of watercourse crossing proposed. The previous proposal for box culverts is not
current good practice; bridges/bottomless or arched culverts sized to accommodate the
1 in 200 year flood event including mammal passages will be required.

' Clear detailed plans and drawings of the proposed jetty at the outfall structure on Loch
Lochy should be provided; these will require separate CAR authorisation.

' We note that some of the temporary site accommodation areas are adjacent to small
watercourses and as a result could be at risk of flooding. It must be ensured that any
temporary accommodation (and any other proposed buildings) is sited on elevated
ground and located outwith the flood plain of any neighbouring watercourses. Small
watercourses are often poorly understood with respect to the severity of the flood
hazard that can be generated on a catchment of this scale.

1.4 In relation to section 4 (peat) we provide the following site specific advice:

' We can confirm that a Peat Management Plan should be included with the submission.

' All excavated peat must be re-used on site with no permanent storage or disposal
allowed. In addition floating track should be used to reduce the volume of excavated
peat.

' We can confirm that we consider that the peat survey work carried out for the original
application is still relevant to the new proposal. However in areas where deep peat has
been found on the new access track further probing is required to see if the route can
be amended to avoid impacts on deep peat. In addition probing information should also
be provided for other areas where peat will be impacted, such as all temporary facilities
such as laydown areas and construction compounds, to demonstrate that they are
located appropriately.

' The Plan should consider proposals for peatland restoration works on the site,
including for example, restoration of any redundant tracks or historic peat cuttings.
Such works could also help compensate for loss of GWDTE.

1.5 In relation to section 5 (GWDTE) we provide the following site specific advice:

' We welcome the proposal to undertake a new NVC survey for the site. We will be
especially interested in the mapping of potentially highly groundwater dependant
habitats such as M16, which should wherever possible be avoided. Moderately
groundwater dependant habitats should also be avoided wherever possible and where
demonstrated that impacts are unavoidable, suitable mitigation measures outlined.

' Unless there have been significant changes in vegetation (which can be determined
from a site walk over) then we are content that new Phase 1 survey is not required.

1.6 In relation to section 6 (existing groundwater abstractions) then it is our understanding that
there are no existing groundwater abstractions within 250 m of any proposed infrastructure.
If this is the case the ES can simply state this fact.

1.7 In relation to section 8 (borrow pits) and rock generation generally we provide the following
comments:
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' We understand that rock will be won from the upper reservoir area and construction of
the tunnels and that a greater quantity of rock than is required to build the
development. We also note that there is an existing borrow pit near the entrance to the
site. As a result we do not expect the application to include any proposals for any
further separate borrow pits and are unlikely to accept any such proposals.

' We expect the application to be supported by an assessment of the amount of
overburden and rock that will be generated, which should be demonstrated to be
minimised as much as possible. This should be accompanied by detailed proposals
either for justifiable re-use on site or use or disposal elsewhere. In view of the even
greater quantity of rock that will be generated above that estimated for the previous
proposal then we can confirm that generic information on options will not be
acceptable; there needs to be a clear idea of how and where the material will be used.
Our clear preference is for the materials to be put to local beneficial use. The
submission will need to include a detailed map of where and how rock will be re-used
including volumes and depths. Any waste materials will need to be removed from the
site and disposed of to a suitably licenced facility or made use of via a suitable waste
management exemption. We understand that there may be significant transportation
issues with removal of any of the material from the site so, although not an issue
directly within our remit, we recommend that the assessment includes information on
transport implications.

1.8 In relation to section 9 (pollution) we can confirm that from our perspective an outline
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) need not be provided with the
application. Instead, we expect the detailed site plans we have requested in this letter to
demonstrate how impacts on the environment have been minimised through design and all
mitigation should be detailed within a suitably robust schedule of mitigation..

1.9 Please see our website for further information above the Reservoirs Act 2011.

Regulatory advice for the applicant

2. Regulatory requirements

2.1 Proposed engineering works within the water environment will require authorisation under
The Water Environment (Controlled Activities) (Scotland) Regulations 2011 (as amended).
Management of surplus peat or soils may require an exemption under The Waste
Management Licensing (Scotland) Regulations 2011. Proposed crushing or screening will
require a permit under The Pollution Prevention and Control (Scotland) Regulations 2012.
Consider if other environmental licences may be required for any installations or processes.

2.2 Details of regulatory requirements and good practice advice for the applicant can be found
on the Regulations section of our website. If you are unable to find the advice you need for
a specific regulatory matter, please contact Margaret Conaghan of the regulations team in
your local SEPA office at: Carr's Corner Industrial Estate, Lochybridge, Fort William, PH33
6TL - Tel: 01397 704426

Should you wish to discuss this letter please do not hesitate to contact me on 01349 860359 or
planning.dingwall@sepa.org.uk.
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Yours sincerely

Susan Haslam
Senior Planning Officer
Planning Service

ECopy to: Jamie.Watt@sse.com; Theresa.McInnes@gov.scot

Disclaimer
This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by us, as
such a decision may take into account factors not considered at this time. We prefer all the technical
information required for any SEPA consents to be submitted at the same time as the planning or similar
application. However, we consider it to be at the applicant's commercial risk if any significant changes
required during the regulatory stage necessitate a further planning application or similar application and/or
neighbour notification or advertising. We have relied on the accuracy and completeness of the information
supplied to us in providing the above advice and can take no responsibility for incorrect data or
interpretation, or omissions, in such information. If we have not referred to a particular issue in our response,
it should not be assumed that there is no impact associated with that issue. Further information on our
consultation arrangements generally can be found on our website planning pages.
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Appendix 1: Detailed scoping requirements

This appendix sets out our scoping information requirements. There may be opportunities to scope
out some of the issues below depending on the site. Evidence must be provided in the submission
to support why an issue is not relevant for this site in order to avoid delay and potential
objection.

If there is a delay between scoping and the submission of the application then please refer to our
website for our latest information requirements as they are regularly updated; current best practice
must be followed.

We would welcome the opportunity to comment on the draft submission. As we can process files of
a maximum size of only 25MB the submission must be divided into appropriately named sections
of less than 25MB each.

1. Site layout

1.1 All maps must be based on the Ordnance Survey 1: 10 000 scale or greater base mapping
to provide an adequate scale with which to assess the information. Each of the maps below
must detail all proposed upgraded, temporary and permanent site infrastructure. This
includes all tracks, excavations, buildings, borrow pits, pipelines, cabling, site compounds,
laydown areas, storage areas and any other built elements. Existing built infrastructure
must be re-used or upgraded wherever possible to minimise the extent of new works on
previously undisturbed ground. Cabling must be laid in ground already disturbed such as
verges.

2. Water Environment (Controlled Activities) (Scotland) Regulations 2011 (as
amended) (CAR)

2.1 The proposed hydro scheme will require an authorisation from us under CAR. It is likely
that the CAR application will be subject to a derogation (exemption under the Water
Framework Directive) assessment and third party consultation which could result in
amendments to the scheme. We therefore encourage applicants to twin-track applications
for consent under planning and CAR to ensure that CAR requirements can be
accommodated more easily when proposals are at their most fluid.

2.2 Should the applicant choose not to twin-track their applications then the following details
must be included in the planning submission to allow us to provide an indication of the
potential consentability of the proposal under CAR:

a) The location and design of the intakes and outfalls and their impact upon the
morphology of the water environment.

b) Compensation flow.

c) Fish passages.

d) Other relevant CAR or planning applications or consents for abstractions/hydro
schemes.

e) Sensitive water uses, water dependent species (including bryophytes) and
ecosystems.
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2.3 See Planning guidance on hydropower developments to assist in meeting these information
requirements. More detailed guidance on CAR can be found on our hydropower web page.

3. Other impacts on the water environment

3.1 Other elements of the scheme must be designed to avoid impacts upon the water
environment. Where activities such as watercourse crossings, watercourse diversions or
other engineering activities in the water environment cannot be avoided then the
submission must include a map showing:

a) All proposed temporary or permanent infrastructure overlain with all lochs and
watercourses.

b) A buffer of at least 10 m drawn around each loch or watercourse. If this minimum buffer
cannot be achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated
photograph of the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse, drawings of what is
proposed in terms of engineering works.

c) Detailed layout of all proposed mitigation including all cut off drains, location, number
and size of settlement ponds.

3.2 If water abstractions or dewatering are proposed, a table of volumes and timings of
groundwater abstractions and related mitigation measures must be provided.

3.3 Further advice and our best practice guidance are available within the water engineering
section of our website. Guidance on the design of water crossings can be found in our
Construction of River Crossings Good Practice Guide.

3.4 Refer to Appendix 2 of our Standing Advice for advice on flood risk. Watercourse crossings
must be designed to accommodate the 0.5% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) flows,
or information provided to justify smaller structures. If it is thought that the development
could result in an increased risk of flooding to a nearby receptor then a Flood Risk
Assessment must be submitted in support of the planning application. Our Technical flood
risk guidance for stakeholders outlines the information we require to be submitted as part of
a Flood Risk Assessment.

4. Disturbance and re-use of excavated peat and other carbon rich soils

4.1 Scottish Planning Policy states (Paragraph 205) that "Where peat and other carbon rich
soils are present, applicants should assess the likely effects of development on carbon
dioxide (CO2) emissions. Where peatland is drained or otherwise disturbed, there is liable
to be a release of CO2 to the atmosphere. Developments should aim to minimise this
release."

4.2 The planning submission must a) demonstrate how the layout has been designed to
minimise disturbance of peat and consequential release of CO2 and b) outline the
preventative/mitigation measures to avoid significant drying or oxidation of peat through, for
example, the construction of access tracks, drainage channels, cable trenches, or the
storage and re-use of excavated peat.

4.3 The submission must include:
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a) A detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey
requirement of the Scottish Governmentns Developments on peatland: Site surveys and
best practice) with all the built elements (including peat storage areas) overlain to
demonstrate how the development avoids areas of deep peat and other sensitive
receptors such as Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems.

b) A table which details the quantities of acrotelmic, catotelmic and amorphous peat
which will be excavated for each element and where it will be re-used during
reinstatement. Details of the proposed widths and depths of peat to be re-used and
how it will be kept wet permanently must be included.

4.4 To avoid delay and potential objection proposals must be in accordance with Guidance on
the Assessment of Peat Volumes, Reuse of Excavated Peat and Minimisation of Waste and
our Regulatory Position Statement k Developments on Peat.

4.5 Dependent upon the volumes of peat likely to be encountered and the scale of the
development, applicants must consider whether a full Peat Management Plan (as detailed
in the above guidance) is required or whether the above information would be best
submitted as part of the schedule of mitigation.

4.6 Please note we do not validate carbon balance assessments except where requested to by
Scottish Government in exceptional circumstances. Our advice on the minimisation of peat
disturbance and peatland restoration may need to be taken into account when you consider
such assessments.

5. Disruption to Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE)

5.1 GWDTE are protected under the Water Framework Directive and therefore the layout and
design of the development must avoid impact on such areas. The following information
must be included in the submission:

a) A map demonstrating that all GWDTE are outwith a 100m radius of all excavations
shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations deeper than 1m and proposed
groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be considered as a mitigation measure
the distance of survey needs to be extended by the proposed maximum extent of
micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the site boundary where the
distances require it.

b) If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions
securing appropriate mitigation for all GWDTE affected.

5.2 Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on
Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further
advice and the minimum information we require to be submitted.

6. Existing groundwater abstractions

6.1 Excavations and other construction works can disrupt groundwater flow and impact on
existing groundwater abstractions. The submission must include:

a) A map demonstrating that all existing groundwater abstractions are outwith a 100m
radius of all excavations shallower than 1m and outwith 250m of all excavations
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deeper than 1m and proposed groundwater abstractions. If micro-siting is to be
considered as a mitigation measure the distance of survey needs to be extended by
the proposed maximum extent of micro-siting. The survey needs to extend beyond the
site boundary where the distances require it.

b) If the minimum buffers above cannot be achieved, a detailed site specific qualitative
and/or quantitative risk assessment will be required. We are likely to seek conditions
securing appropriate mitigation for all existing groundwater abstractions affected.

6.2 Please refer to Guidance on Assessing the Impacts of Development Proposals on
Groundwater Abstractions and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems for further
advice on the minimum information we require to be submitted.

7. Forest removal and forest waste

7.1 If forestry is present on the site, we prefer a site layout which avoids large scale felling as
this can result in large amounts of waste material and a peak in release of nutrients which
can affect local water quality.

7.2 The submission must include a map with the boundaries of where felling will take place and
a description of what is proposed for this timber in accordance with Use of Trees Cleared to
Facilitate Development on Afforested Land k Joint Guidance from SEPA, SNH and FCS.

8. Borrow pits

8.1 Scottish Planning PolYSi cdQdUc &HQbQWbQ`X .0/' dXQd l;_bb_g `Ydc cX_e\T _^\i RU `Ub]YddUT
if there are significant environmental or economic benefits compared to obtaining material
from local quarries, they are time-limited; tied to a particular project and appropriate
reclamation measures are in place.m The submission must provide sufficient information to
address this policy statement.

8.2 The following information should also be submitted:

a) A map showing the location, size, depths and dimensions of each borrow pit.

b) A map showing in relation to each proposed excavation, stocks of rock, overburden,
soils and temporary and permanent infrastructure including tracks, buildings, oil
storage, pipes and drainage, overlain with all lochs and watercourses to a distance of
250 metres from working areas.

c) A site-specific buffer drawn around each loch or watercourse proportionate to the
depth of excavations and at least 10 m from access tracks. If this minimum buffer
cannot be achieved each breach must be numbered on a plan with an associated
photograph of the location, dimensions of the loch or watercourse, drawings of what is
proposed in terms of engineering works.

d) A ground investigation report giving existing seasonally highest water table including
sections showing the maximum area, depth and profile of working in relation to the
water table.

e) A site map showing cut-off drains, silt management devices and settlement lagoons to
manage surface water and dewatering discharge. Cut-off drains must be installed to
maximise diversion of water from entering quarry works.
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f) A site map showing proposed water abstractions with details of the volumes and
timings of abstractions.

g) A site map showing the location of pollution prevention measures such as spill kits, oil
interceptors, drainage associated with welfare facilities, recycling and bin storage and
vehicle washing areas. The drawing notes should include a commitment to check these
daily.

h) A site map showing where soils and overburden will be stored including details of the
heights and dimensions of each store, how long the material will be stored for and how
soils will be kept fit for restoration purposes. Where the development will result in the
disturbance of peat or other carbon rich soils then the submission must also include a
detailed map of peat depths (this must be to full depth and follow the survey
requirement of the JS_ddYcX @_fUb^]U^dnc Developments on peatland: Site surveys and
best practice) with all the built elements and excavation areas overlain so it can clearly
be seen how the development minimises disturbance of peat and the consequential
release of CO2.

i) Sections and plans detailing how restoration will be progressed including the phasing,
profiles, depths and types of material to be used.

j) Details of how the rock will be processed in order to produce a grade of rock that will
not cause siltation problems during its end use on tracks, trenches and other
hardstanding.

9. Pollution prevention and environmental management

9.1 One of our key interests in relation to developments is pollution prevention measures during
the periods of construction, operation, maintenance, demolition and restoration.

9.2 A schedule of mitigation supported by the above site specific maps and plans must be
submitted. These must include reference to best practice pollution prevention and
construction techniques, regulatory requirements, the daily responsibilities of ECOWs, how
site inspections will be recorded and acted upon and proposals for a planning monitoring
enforcement officer. Please refer to the Pollution prevention guidelines.

10. Decommissioning / Repowering

10.1 Proposals to discard materials that are likely to be classed as waste would be unacceptable
under current waste management licensing and under waste management licensing at time
of decommissioning if a similar regulatory framework exists at that time. Further guidance
on this may be found in the document Is it waste - Understanding the definition of waste.

10.2 The layout and the general principles for decommissioning must demonstrate waste
minimisation and compliance with the above waste regulatory position.
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Scottish Natural Heritage, East Highland Area, Fodderty Way, Dingwall Business Park, Dingwall,
Ross-shire. IV15 9XB
Tel: 01349 865333 Fax: 01349 865609 Website: www.snh.org.uk

Dualchas Nàdair na h-Alba, Sgire Taobh Sear Na Gaidhealtachd, Slighe Fodhraitidh, Páirce Gnìomhachas
Inbhir Pheofharain, Inbhir Pheofharain. IV15 9XB
Fòn: 01349 865333 Facs: 01349 865609 Làrach-Linn: www.snh.org.uk

Theresa McInnes
Energy Consents Unit
The Scottish Government

6 June 2017

Our ref: CNS/REN/HYD/Coire Glas

Dear Theresa

Regulation 7 of the Electricity works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland)
(EIA) Regulations 2000, for the revised Coire Glas Hydro Pumped Storage Scheme.
Scoping Request.

Thank you for your e-mail, dated 16 May 2017, requesting our scoping advice on the above
proposal. We received a copy of the Scoping Report direct from the developers.

1. Background
We have provided advice on the previous iteration of this proposal and on the request for an
extension of the previous consent. We note from the scoping report that the dam, upper
reservoir, construction access, jetty and administration buildings will be of a similar size to
those currently consented.

Our consideration of the scoping report is limited to the following sections within our remit,
namely:

Section 3. The proposed Development
Section 6. Environmental issues

2. Key issues
The applicants will need to examine the history of the currently consented scheme,
particularly the evolution of their design, associated mitigation and the discussions leading
towards consents. The Environmental Statement should clearly illustrate whether or not this
proposal would undermine the mitigation and design thinking that was built in to the
consented scheme.

In addition to the issues and interests which were covered by the 2012 Environmental Impact
Assessment (EIA), new policies have been adopted in SPP and NPF3 in relation to the
following natural heritage interests:

' Impacts on carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitats
' Impacts on wild land areas

To guide the applicant, we have provided detailed comments on what should be considered
during the EIA process in Annex A of this letter.
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3. Our comments on the Scoping Report
The scoping report includes all the topics that we wish to be covered in the EIA process.

We request that each chapter of the ES is saved to a separate pdf file with a maximum size of
10MB in order to make the file sizes manageable.

Should you have any queries about this letter please contact me at the address below.

Yours sincerely

Liz McLachlan
Area Officer
South Highland
liz.mclachlan@snh.gov.uk
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Annex A i Further details to assist with the EIA for Coire Glas 1500MW scheme

1 Guidance for assessing impacts on the natural heritage
There are a variety of guidance and advice notes for developments available on our website,
covering topics such as landscape, birds and protected species. We would expect the
applicant to follow the latest guidance as published on our website via
http://www.snh.gov.uk/planning-and-development/ .

2 Service Level Statement (SLS)
We refer the applicant to our Service Level Statement (SLS), which sets out the level of
engagement they may expect from us during the planning process. The SLS is available on
our website via http://www.snh.gov.uk/planning-and-development/renewable-energy/our-
approach-to-renewables/managing-applications/ .

3 Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA)
We support the proposal to include an updated LVIA in the EIA. We recommend that the ES
explains the design process used to select the final layout assessed within the ES, any
alternatives considered and how landscape and visual mitigation has been incorporated.

3.1 Wild Land Areas (WLA)
We agree with the view presented in the Scoping report that impacts on the Wild Land Areas
are unlikely to be significant and therefore this issue can be scoped out.

3.3 Cumulative Assessment
There is the potential that this proposal in combination with other renewable energy projects in
the area will create adverse landscape and visual impacts therefore we recommend a
cumulative assessment is required. We suggest in the analysis of alternatives consideration
is given to the design compatibility with the adjacent schemes, to mitigate cumulative
landscape and visual impacts.

4 Peat
Carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat has been identified in Scottish
Planning Policy as a nationally important mapped resource.

The area of this development is mapped (http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A2009248.pdf ) as
Class 2 for carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat, i.e.

' Most of the vegetation cover indicates priority peatland habitats
' All soils are carbon-rich soil and deep peat

We therefore advise that an assessment should be made of the impacts of the proposal on
carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat (not just a review of peat depth data
as suggested on p31). The assessment should describe the overall size and scale of
resource including the type of peatland likely to be effected, quantify the loss of any of that
resource as well as any loss of function of the habitat, whereby the peat, or peatland habitat,
is likely to be lost or significantly degraded as a result of the development. It should also
describe the frequency of drains and peat cutting, the presence of plant species indicating
peat formation capability and/or lack of disturbance, any areas of natural surface pattern, and
whether or not there is any invasion by woodland or scrub. It should also detail whether the
development footprint contains any of the following:

' an abundance of Sphagnum-rich ridges,
' ridges of Sphagnum h Betula nana,
' hummocks of S.fuscum or S. austinii
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' Peat mounds
' Hollows of Sphagnum or bare peat

The overall effect of the above Scottish Government policies and initiatives is an expectation
that developments will be no less than neutral in their impacts on peat and areas of peatland
habitat. Mitigation and compensation measures to achieve that should be integral to any
planning application affecting the peatland resource and should be presented as a Peatland
Management Plan.

5 Designated Sites
There are no designated sites in the vicinity of this proposal or likely to be affected by this
proposal.

6. Protected Species i birds and mammals
We support the proposal to resurvey all protected birds and mammal species as described in
the Scoping Report. However for clarification fox, dog, red and roe deer, inverts and
amphibians do not require survey. Due to the mobile nature of mammals survey work should
be undertaken within 12 months of the submission date of any application which comes
forward and should extended to include any off site work that may impact on protected
species. For example bat surveys should be completed for any bridges that are to be
upgraded or re-pointed as a result of this development, and appropriate licenses obtained
where applicable.

All surveys should follow the latest agreed methodologies. Results and any possible mitigation
measure should be provided in the ES and if necessary in a confidential annex.

7. Habitats
We support the proposal to undertake a new Phase 1 and NVC Survey of the site. However,
it should be noted that it is not just the land directly affected by works which may be impacted
upon, but also a buffer zone which may be indirectly affected by, for example, alterations to
hydrology, vehicle movement compaction or land to be managed as part of compensation or
mitigation of the proposal.

We would expect surveys to extend to the proposed access route and new tracks. The ES
should also fully consider the potential natural heritage impacts of vehicle movements, track
creation and modification along the full length of the proposed routes, including those outwith
the development area) IUR N]]YVPN[a ZNf SV[Q aUR i9\[`a_bPaRQ I_NPX` V[ aUR HP\aaV`U
J]YN[Q`j %NcNVYNOYR S_\Z our website publications pages, via
http://www.snh.org.uk/pdfs/publications/heritagemanagement/constructedtracks.pdf) provides
useful advice on track creation and maintenance V[ b]YN[Q N_RN) IUR =\_R`a_f 9\ZZV``V\[k`
i=\_R`a` N[Q LNaR_ >bVQRYV[R`j %/th edition) (available from
http://www.forestry.gov.uk/PDF/fcgl002.pdf/$FILE/fcgl002.pdf) also provides useful advice on
water crossings and working in forests.

The importance of habitat types should be analysed, and that the amount of habitat lost will be
quantified, we recommend that habitat mitigation measures, including any areas of restoration
are described in a dedicated Habitat Management Plan. Further guidance on what to include
in Habitat Management Plans can be found on our website (http://www.snh.gov.uk/planning-
and-development/renewable-energy/onshore-wind/general-advice-and-information/ )

Advice on peatland habitats is given above.

8. Access and Recreation
With reference to the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003, the applicant should pay due regard
to the potential use of the area for recreation by the general public when designing and
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planning the proposed development. Regard should be given not only to the proposed
development site but also the proposed access routes and additional tracks, which may
increase the perceived recreational value of the area. Access should not be restricted unless
necessary for health and safety or other overriding reasons. Where access needs to be
restricted at any time, clear signage following the Scottish Outdoor Access Code branding
guidelines is recommended (http://www.outdooraccessscotland.com/branding/).
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Development Management and Strategic Road Safety
Trunk Road and Bus Operations

Buchanan House, 58 Port Dundas Road, Glasgow G4 0HF
Direct Line: 0141 272 7387, Fax: 0141 272 7350
ken.aitken@transport.gov.scot "#
Theresa McInnes
Energy Consents Unit
The Scottish Government
5 Atlantic Quay
150 Broomielaw
Glasgow
G2 8LU

Econsents_Admin@gov.scot

Your ref:

Our ref:
TS00538

Date:
05/06/2017

Dear Sirs,

REGULATION 7 OF THE ELECTRICITY WORKS (ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

ASSESSMENT) (SCOTLAND) (EIA) REGULATIONS 2000 P SCOPING REPORT FOR THE

REVISED COIRE GLAS HYDRO PUMPED STORAGE SCHEME

With reference to your recent correspondence on the above development, we acknowledge

receipt of the Coire Glas Scoping Report (SR) prepared by SSE Renewables in support of the

above development.

This information has been passed to SYSTRA Limited for review in their capacity as Term

Consultants to Transport Scotland h Trunk Road and Bus Operations (TRBO). Based on the

review undertaken, we would provide the following comments.

Previous Consent

We note that Section 36 consent was granted on 13th December 2013 to construct and operate

a hydroelectric pumped storage scheme at Coire Glas (approximately 13km south-west of Fort

Augustus). The development would be located on the shore and within the hills to the north-west

of Loch Lochy. The nearest trunk roads to the site are the A82(T) and the A87(T).

Proposed Development

We understand that the Applicant is now proposing to increase the generating capacity of the

project from the consented 600 megawatts (MW) to 1500 MW. The SR indicates that the

increase in generating capacity will require (inter alia) a larger excavation of rock which will in

turn require to be disposed of. It is anticipated that other elements of the project, such as the

dam, upper reservoir, construction access, jetty and administration building will be of a similar

size and nature to that of the consented development.

WZ



www.transport.gov.scot
$%"#$%&'( )* +, -. /0 12 3 45&'()

Site Access

The SR indicates that site access will be taken from two points h the A87(T) at White Bridge,

Invergarry and the A82(T) at North Lagga[( HUR GF V[QVPNaR` aUNa iWhere access roads form

part of a public road or interface with public roads (i.e. at access points) road standards would

/2 .4=221 A6?5 ,=.9><;=? +0;?7.91 .91 ,52 )6457.91 (;@9067B. We would indicate at this stage

that any improvements to the trunk road network will require to be discussed with and approved

by Transport Scotland.

Details of the site access points should be provided with the ES for review.

Environmental Impact

We note that the 2012 Environmental Statement (ES) supporting the original application

assessed the level of traffic generation during construction, and found that the most intense

period of traffic generation occurred during the period when excavated rock was being

transported from the site. The majority of these loads left the site via the A82 junction. The ES

concluded that the level of trips generated by the original proposal would not pose any capacity

issues to the road network and there would be no significant environmental impacts.

The SR states that a revised assessment of the potential effects on traffic and transport from the

construction and operation of the new proposal will be undertaken as part of the ES. Transport

Scotland considers this appropriate.

The SR indicates that an updated construction noise assessment will be undertaken, in addition

to an assessment of the potential construction vibration and dust effects. This is considered

acceptable.

Grid Connection

It is noted that the developer will make a separate application for connection to the National

Grid, and consequently, there will be no consideration of the environmental effects associated

with this element of the development within the Environmental Statement.

I trust that the above is satisfactory and should you wish to discuss any issues raised in greater

detail, please do not hesitNaR a\ P\[aNPa 6YN[ 9RJR[[f Na GLGHF6j` Glasgow Office on 0141

226 6923.

Yours faithfully

Ken Aitken

Transport Scotland
Trunk Road and Bus Operations

cc Alan DeVenny h SYSTRA Ltd.
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Good Afternoon Theresa

Thank you for the recent DVD regarding the proposed Coire Glas pumped
storage.

We have our Hire Boat business of 34 cruisers at the north end of Loch
Lochy and we obviously have concerns regarding moving water levels. We
have been discussing this with Scottish Canals who I believe have a
meeting set up with appropiate ministers. They will be representing
ourselves at this time also. It is imperative that the business is not
interupted with its operations. We are a very important employer in the
area, with 20 staff, and at this moment provide over 700 hundred
holidays each year to customers from all over the world.

I sincerley hope that we will considered in their operations

kind regards

Mary Norris

West Highland Sailing
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