From: Glyn Peris Guest House [mailto:stay@glynperisguesthouse.com]
Sent: 11 April 2016 13:08
To: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Scheme
Subject: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage System. Written representation.
Our registration identification number: 10031932
Mr Stuart Cowperthwaite
Examining Authority
The Planning Inspectorate
3/18 Eagle Wing, Temple Quay House
2 The Square Bristol BS1 6PN

Dear Mr Cowperthwaite,
Whilst we support alternative energy sources whole heartedly, we do have many concerns about the proposed pumped hydro
electric site at Glyn Rhonwy. Most of these concerns have already been mentioned by other local residents at the Open
Meeting in Llanberis on the 8th March and will also be in their written representations so we will not go into detail for most
of them but please note our deep concerns about everything raised at that meeting, nevertheless.
We have already submitted our concerns to SPH in 2015 and they are listed in the 5.01 Consultation Report but the
new/revised documents produced since then do nothing to reassure us about any of the points we raised. In fact the company
still seems to sweep away any potential problems with the vague comments throughout, stating that ‘mitigation’ or
management plans will be put in place by the contractor to counteract any possible adverse effects of almost any part of the
construction process, as well as of the running of the plant once operating. This could mean consent will already have been
given before any issues arise and we fear we will be powerless to do anything.
In the attached document I will outline in further details our concerns about:
• ordenance
• discharge of water into Llyn Padarn
• noise
• vibration
• dust
• traffic
• water table levels, drainage, flooding and pollution
• dam construction
• earthquakes
• effects of the project once up and running
• right of access.
I will also include maps and photographs illustrating our position in relation to the scheme and demonstrating our exposure
to all potential adverse affects.
Our concerns are not only for the effects of these issues on the surrounding area and properties but on us personally as a
business that we have spent the last seven years building into a successful and popular guest house.
When we met with Dave Holmes and Peter Taylor of SPH last year, we were pulled aside at the public consultation to
discuss our concerns and told us that they are not out to destroy peoples’ lives but that is precisely what this project will do
to us. We feel that not only our livelihoods are in danger but potentially our lives too.
It has already impacted on us in the indirect way of myself whilst trying to run a business, having to find hours of extra time
to spend trawling through two lots of technical/legal documents last year and now this year.
Our long term plans have had to be put on hold and as we had bought this business to create a pension for us in the future,
that is all now in potential jeapordy. The key points concerning us as a business are:
• How will years of the construction process affect our business and as a consequence, how will it affect the value of
our property/business?
• How will the value of our property be affected once the project is completed?
• Will there be noise and vibration from the turbines when running?
• Will the presence of the reservoir, millions of 1.3m3 of water and a dam just metres from our boundary affect our
property value?
We have no confidence in SPH and what they have to say. Their actions speak volumes as apparently they started
preliminary drilling when the peregrine falcons were still nesting, causing the birds to abandon their nest. This does nothing

to instill confidence in them as a company and illustrates their contempt on the effects their actions have on the environment
and the local community.
Reading through the Environmental Statement, volume 2, it concerns us that alot of processes/structures are yet to be
designed and that permission to go ahead without these designs in place, checked and approved, is not acceptable.
As there are numerous points that gravely concern us, the pressure of making sure we put our argument across as strongly
and accurately as possible in the hope that we will be heard is great. I have tried to pick up specific points and refer to them
in some of the documents, but our written representation may at times seem more emotional than factual and I apologise for
that but we are not legal or technical experts and can only present this in the way we know how so please bear with us.
We also write on behalf of our neighbour Selwyn Hughes who is particularly concerned about the possible change in the
water table and consequential flooding.

Yours sincerely
Miss Ceris Meredith and Mr Paul Haydock of Glyn Peris Guest House Llanberis and on behalf of Mr Selwyn Hughes of
Glyn Peris Cottage

Glyn Peris, Llanberis, Caernarfon, Gwynedd LL55 4EL
T: 01286 872 711 E: stay@glynperisguesthouse.com
www.glynperisguesthouse.com

10th April 2016

Our registration identification number: 10031932

ABOUT US
We are the proprietors of Glyn Peris Guest House which is situated on the A4086, less
than half a mile from the entrance to the Glyn Rhonwy entrance and one mile from
the junction with the A4244. We are 60m from the boundary of the Q6 site and we and
our neighbour
are the two properties closest to this part of the scheme.
(Please refer to the pages at the end of this document for maps and photographs.)
Since purchasing the guest house in 2009 we have worked incredibly hard and invested a
lot of money into building our business, now more than doubling our original turnover
and currently employing four local residents. We have many visitors coming back to stay
with us each year. We have a rating of 9.3 (out of 10) with Booking.com, five out of five
score on TripAdvisor and have won a Certificate of Excellence from them every year since
2011; we are also a Top Rated property in LateRooms.com’s Simply The Guest Awards,
rated as ‘Excellent’ and stating ‘100% would recommend to a friend’; and we have a score
of 4.9 out of 5 on our online booking software Freetobook.
Online bookings make up the majority of our customers so the review sites are important
for us. We are only as good as our most recent reviews so there is a constant pressure
to maintain exacting standards. We only need one or two comments from guests who
mention the busy road or the construction site at the back of the house to cause those
high ratings to suffer and our bookings will drop drastically.
We are gravely concerned about the effects the construction process of the SPH scheme
will have on us over the years involved. Our location means that we will not only be
exposed to all the noise, dust and vibration that the construction site at Q6 will entail as it
literally backs on to our property but we will also suffer the noise, pollution and vibration
of the heavy flow of construction traffic that will be passing by in front of us as we are on
the main access road (A4086) that leads to the road into the Glyn Rhonwy estate.

ORDENANCE
We do not need to go into too much detail about this major issue as Jeff Taylor on behalf
of Concerned about Glyn Rhonwy has already done so much research, but we would like
to reinforce a few points.
How can a project like this get to this stage without knowing the full facts about what is
still in the quarries and tunnels on the site? The fact that information will not be released
by the MoD on grounds of national security surely raises alarm bells and suggests there

needs to be alot more investigation of the site before any work can begin on the scheme
itself. Surely the MoD should be fully involved, attending the meetings and responding
to all questions raised as a matter of safety not only for the local community but for the
workforce who will be checking the site once drained of water?
There is now the apparent possibility of an unexploded nerve gas bomb being present
which of course poses a huge threat to all of us in the vicinity.
It is known locally that the site has also been used as a waste tip over the years with
materials including asbestos having been dumped. So as well as the ordnance, there are
possibly other unknowns lurking in the waters.
Has SPH budgeted for the cost to resolve these unknown factors in their £160m estimate?
(Funding Statement, section 4.1)

NOISE AND VIBRATION
One of the most alarming points for us is that of the proposed working hours during
several years of construction:
7.00am - 7.00pm Monday - Friday
7.00am - 1.00pm Saturday
As a guest house located just outside Llanberis, away from the noise of the High Street,
our business is naturally based on the majority of our guests coming to stay with us for
peace and quiet, rest and recuperation as well as for all the fun and adventure that
can be had in the surrounding area. How then can we possibly provide a tranquil, clean
environment when there will be so much construction and extra traffic going on during
those working hours, some of it less than 100m away from us, for several years? We
cannot see what mitigation can be put in place to avoid the inevitable disruption we and
our business will be made to suffer.
The Consultation Report responds to our expression of concern regarding the noise levels
during construction works and the working hours: “Working hours will be subject to
agreement between the Contractor, Gwynedd C ouncil and NRW as part of the DCO. In
addition, adherence to working hours will be contractually implemented within the DCO
and any subsequent enforcement by Gwynedd Council. This will also have due regard for
any sensitive timings for school holidays and ecology.” SPH seems to fail to realise that
some of our busiest times are actually outside school holidays so our guests will suffer
from the noise of construction.
We dispute their response to our comment: “we do not agree with the statement that
works are short term, will there be compensation for loss of business?” “All reasonable
steps to mitigate the impacts from the Development have been proposed. Financial
compensation for loss of business is not a normal obligation required in relation to
development construction works.” At the public consultation meeting in early 2015,
Dave Holmes and Peter Taylor took us aside, away from the general public to sit down
and discuss our concerns. We were assured by them both that they are not in the
business to destroy peoples’ lives. They asked us ‘what do we want?’ We told them that
we wanted reassurance that we and our business would not suffer from the effects of
the construction and operation of this scheme and if we did suffer, that we would be
compensated for any loss of business. We discussed various options and they assured us

that they were open to discussion for compensation. In consequential correspondance we
were then told that nothing would be decided until construction begins and now reading
this report, further undermines any faith we have in their word. We are stuck in limbo not
knowing what will happen to us and our business.
We have noticed that noise monitoring has taken place at Lake View Hotel which is
further away from the site and ask the question ‘why has no monitoring been done where
we are, closer to the site?’
We ask why we are listed in various tables of the original documents as ‘Residential’. Yes
we live at Glyn Peris but as Dave Holmes and Peter Taylor of SPH well knows, we are a
business too and should be listed as such just as Lake View Hotel and Gallt y Glyn are listed
as ‘Hotel’. We feel this is a very significant oversight on the part of SPH and is just another
reason for us not to trust the accuracy of their application.
When Gwynedd Council instigated the ‘development’ of the area to the back of our
property (now designated in this scheme as Q6) we were able to clearly hear the
bulldozers, lorries, tipper trucks etc during the construction. In fact they often sounded as
if they were in the garden or the lane to the side of us and I went out into the garden on
several occasions to see what was going on. At least their working hours were relatively
reasonable. This was a process that was simply to put in the infrastructure for a small
industiral site with a road network, compacted areas with drainage, electricity, lighting
etc. Add blasting, drilling, crushing, grading and excavatiing and all the other processes
that will be involved in this new project and our business will be ruined. We serve
breakfast between 8.00 and 9.00am so guests are often still asleep at 7.00am. They return
home after a strenuous day on the mountains to wash and rest, usually between 3.00 and
6.00pm before going out to eat later. The work onsite will still be going on at these times.
Apart from this, the Penstock tunnel will be under construction for 24 hours a day for one
year and we have no reassurance that there will be no adverse affects on us.
Noise monitors aside, have SPH taken into account the topography of the area and its
affects on sounds? As well as having heard all the noise mentioned above, noises from
around the valley do bounce around off the surrounding mountains; for example, the
whistles of Lake Steam Train and the Snowdon Mountain Railway often sound very close
whilst actually being a mile or more away. SPH have mentioned building slate waste
heaps on the borders of the site to help keep the noise down but in the Environmental
Statement (ES) Volume 2, Section 13.7.41 states “The energy transmitted in the audible
part of the pressure wave is much smaller than that in the concussive part and therefore
baffle mounds or other acoustic screening techniques do not significantly reduce the
overall air overpressure intensity.”
We are not convinced there is enough mitigation to prevent us suffering from noise
pollution.
Document 6.02 ES, volume 2, Chapter 13, Table 13-17 lists the Combined Construction
- Significance of Effects on surrounding properties. We are listed as having a Predicted
Noise Limit Exceedance of ‘-1’ whereas our neighbour at Glyn Peris Cottage, just metres
away is listed as ‘4’. How can two properties so close have such different levels? Again, our
confidence in SPH is undermined.

We are also concerned about the vibrations caused by the drilling and blasting. Our
neighbour was monitoring slate waste heaps edging his property in recent years and had
to ask the council to reshape and support the heap nearest his boundary as it was slowly
moving down onto his property near his house.
Will the vibrations cause further problems for our neighbour and for surrounding waste
heaps, not to mention the effects that long term vibrations will have on our properties...
from the ES, Volume 2 - 13.7.13 ‘The generation of groundborne noise emission due to
the penstock excavation will need to be considered. Groundborne noise is audible noise
which occurs within buildings when vibration transmitted into the building causes the
oscillation of floors, ceilings, or walls which radiate sound.’ Could this not have an effect
on the waste heaps, not to mention our properties?
We notice in Volume 3.01 Draft Development Consent Order, page 17, Section 26 (5) there
is a clause about 20 years of liability. Does this mean that after twenty years, any issues
that may develop will not be the responsibility of SPH, the contractors and/or whoever is
running the scheme? Who would we or subsequent owners turn to for help?
The same document states Gwynedd Council has suggested that to minimise noise from
construction, the contractor should be ‘planning noisy activities at the start of the week
(so delays would not continue into the weekend).’ We have guest staying seven days a
week. What use will their suggestion be to those guests who are staying on perhaps a
Monday or Tuesday night?
Section 13.4.10 ‘The EHO of Gwynedd Council indicted that if blasting, piling, or other
works were to occur outside normal construction hours, the Council would require the
work to be undertaken with a COPA Section 61 agreement.’ Will we be consulted about
extra work outside of their working hours?
13.5.26 ‘Where the daytime background noise level is below LA9035 dB(A), MPG 11
proposes a fixed lower criterion limit of LAeq,1h 45 dB, to avoid “unduly restrictive” noise
criteria being placed on the operator.’ Is this not shocking?! It seems to be suggesting that
the noise limits will be set so as not to upset the operator...what about the residents?
13.5.28 ‘Paragraph 61 of MPG 11 suggests that it may be necessary to increase the noise
limit for an 8 week period (per year) that would allow potentially noisy activities to occur
up to a level ofLAeq,1h 70 dB. This period may be required during the Development,
at the start and end of the penstock and tailrace.’ This again is disturbing for us; this
whole document seems to be in favour of making life easy for the operator with no
consideration towards the residents nearby.
13.7.4 ‘...these levels would not exist throughout the duration of a working day due to
mobility of working meaning that plant is only likely to be at its closest approach to a
particular dwelling for a short period.’ For us this could be enough to cause a bad review
from a guest and enough to cause us financial problems, having to give refunds or
discounts to complaining guests to compensate for the disturbance during their stay.
13.7.29 ‘Due to the large scale construction works and the proximity of NSRs, there will
be noise effects at NSRs during the construction programme. It is considered that the
residential dwellings are high sensitivity NSRs and that these short term effects (less than

5 years) are no greater than major adverse magnitude at the worst affected NSRs (8 out of
30 NSRs) outlined in Table 13-17. The noise would dissipate over distance. The significance
of effects would be a localised, temporary, major adverse effect at high sensitivity NSRs.
These NSRs that are likely to be most exposed to construction noise effects are those
located along the A4086, those above Ffordd Clegir, and those across Llyn Padarn (in
Fachwen). As the Q1 and Q6 work phase’s progress, and equipment moves down into the
quarry, noise from construction will reduce at many NSRs due to screening.’ We are on
the A4086 and are the nearest property to the Q6 area. These so called ‘short term effects’
are from our point of view, long term; six months of work like this would destroy us.
13.10.1 ‘...The significance of effects would be major at high sensitivity NSRs.’
13.10.2 ‘...However, until the actual (rather than assumed) method of working is specified,
detailed recommendations to reduce the predicted worst-case construction noise to the
closest residential and other noise sensitive buildings cannot be undertaken.’ So we have
to wait until the process starts before the effects on us can be assessed?
We are concerned about the effects of noise once the site is operational. Document 6.02
Environmental Statement, volume 2 Section 13.4.6 mentions that noise limits will be set
once operating as ‘specific information on the power generating plant to be used for the
Development would be unavailable’. What happens if the noise limits cannot be adhered
to - it will be too late to do anything once the plant is running.
The document mentions communication between the contractors and local community
with advance warnings of noisy times and we of course, appreciate this. However it puts
us in the difficult position of deciding whether to contact our guests who have already
booked, perhaps up to a year in advance to tell them it will be noisy here when they come
to stay at the risk of them cancelling or do we say nothing and risk complaints and a bad
review?
To summarise, we find that none of the documentation or mitigation (some of which is
not described but a magical process that will solve all problems) do anything to reassure
us that we will not suffer dramatically from the adverse effects of all the noise associated
with the construction of this scheme and there doesn’t seem to be enough information
available for SPH to guarantee what the noise levels will be once operational. Just the
sound of a vehicle reversing with its warning beep is enough to cause disturbance and
we cannot see that a muffler or silencer would be allowed by health and safety! We
resent the fact that effects are listed and classified as major or significant, then later, after
the magical mitigation, they become minor or negligable. We find it patronising and
insulting.

DUST
The documents clearly admit there will be dust produced during the construction process
and mitigation will include dampening down etc. However, we are concerned that despite
any mitigation put in place, it is inevitable that with blasting and crushing taking place so
close, there will be dust blown from the site.
There will be a large increase in the volume of traffic passing the front of the house, much
of which will be HGVs, concrete mixers etc, all of which will create dust and pollution.

We pride ourselves on maintaining a clean house for our guests and get the comments
in reviews to prove it, but we will be dealing with a constant issue of dust in the house,
costing us extra staff hours to put our own mitigation in place to try and keep it under
control.

TRAFFIC
We are naturally very worried about the effect all the construction traffic will have on our
business. Combining the construction noise at the back of the house with numerous HGV
vehicles, not to mention the wide loads, vans, workers’ cars etc passing the front of the
house every month for not weeks or months but years, we, the Lake View Hotel and Gallt
Y Glyn are all at serious risk of losing our accommodation-based businesses.
The Environmental Statement tables suggest there will be up to 71 HGVs and 199 extra
cars passing the house daily at some points during the construction phase. Presumeably
the majority of the cars will be passing between 6.30am and 7.00 am in the morning ready
to start work at 7.00am so this will be alot of traffic early in the morning waking our
guests who will still be in bed. Our most expensive room is at the front of the house. Are
we to reduce the price to compensate for the possible disturbance?
We are in disbelief at the statement in Section 12.8.34 (Transport): ‘Additionally, the Glyn
Rhonwy link is an industrial road with no residential properties, therefore the increase
in traffic is considered acceptable.’ There is a residential property directly opposite the
entrance to Glyn Rhonwy and how is all this traffic going to reach that entrance? It will
be along the A4086 from the junction with the A4244, coming past us as well as other
properties.
According to section13.7.56, ‘Accordingly, as a worst-case the significance of effects is
a localised, temporary, moderate adverse effect for high sensitivity NSRs’. Again this
underestimates the effect the traffic will have on our guests.
However, Section 13.7.63 admits the following: ‘Given the expected increase in
construction traffic volumes on Glyn Rhonwy Road, and also along the access roads to Q1,
it is likely that NSRs fronting these roads/routes will be affected by groundborne vibration
and/or airborne vibration caused by construction vehicles.’
It is stated that most of the HGVs traffic will avoid the busy times on the road but as
mentioned before, our guests are often back here to rest after a walk in the early
afternoon, but HGVs thundering past will not be conducive to sleep.
The speed limit (40mph) is never adhered to along this stretch of the A4086 and we doubt
the HGVs will be any different. Exiting our premises by car onto the A4086 is often already
difficult at busy times, so we predict that it will be worse with all the extra traffic. The
only mitigation we can see possible here is to bring the speed limit down to 30mph but it
is unlikely the council would be willing to do this.
We find it laughable that in Section 13.7.65 the conclusion is ‘As there is no accurate
method of predicting a magnitude of effect of construction traffic vibration therefore a
level of minor magnitude has been assigned to construction traffic induced vibration. The

significance of effects is moderate adverse for high sensitivity NSRs’. Surely they should
presume the worse not sweep the problem away by grading it as minor magnitude?
To summarise, we feel we will suffer major adverse effects of the increase in cars, HGVs,
cement mixers etc passing the house for several years.

WATER LEVELS, DRAINAGE, FLOODING AND POLLUTION
In recent years Gwynedd Council have prepared areas at the Q6 site by putting in the
infrastructure of lighting, roadways and construction plots, compactin large areas of land.
When Llanberis suffered the serious flooding in November 2012, we and our neighbour
were also flooded. This wasn’t because of blocked rivers or bridges,
this we believe, was because of all the newly compacted areas on the land above our
properties. We have since been told they simply put a soak-away in place just above our
properties. Adequate drainage obviously had not been incorporated and all the excess
water that fell on the day meant the soak away could not possibly cope. We had torrents
of water cascading down our gardens. Because I was home at the time we were able to
stop the flow into the house before it got too serious but there was four feet of water
outside the back door within half an hour. Our poor neighbour who was seriously ill in
hospital at the time was not so lucky and had three feet of water gushing throughout his
house. We are greatly concerned that increased compaction of soil/construction work etc
that will take place around Q6 will put us at further risk of future ‘run-off’ flooding.
This also leads on to the issue of the water table. With so much water stored above us
what guarantees are there that seepage/affects on drainage etc will not cause the water
table to rise? There are many tunnels joining the quarries, fissures and faults. As the
quarry is filled to a level way higher than the present one, how can anyone know where
water may leak out and too? Will the reservoir be lined to prevent leakage? Will there be
further investigation before construction begins?
We are concerned that in the Flood Risk document of the Environmental Statement
volume 2, Section 10.3.24 it states: ‘This policy deals specifically with the allocated
development site into which part of the Development falls. The policy does not specifically
include any drainage or flood risk clauses...’
We are concerned that the breach analysis is confidential (Section 10.4.5); ‘the breach
analysis mapping was considered to remain confidential on the basis of national security
and protection of public safety.’ What have they got to hide?
Our proximity to the Q6 dam makes us feel highly vulnerable to being swept away should
the worse happen and the dam breach. We would be one of the first in line of the wall
of water and feel that SPH look on those of us who would be victims as expendable,
with their first risk assessments stating that because the number of properties in the
flood path is small, it is deemed as a negligable risk. Many lives will be at stake, including
guests staying at all businesses along the A4086 and children and staff at the Kent Centre,
located 500m from us, towards Glyn Rhonwy. It could be that up to 150 people would
be in direct line of the initial release of water as the dam breached. How many lives are
expendable?
We are concerned about the discharge of water into Llyn Padarn, for potential pollution
and flooding reasons but this will be covered in detail by other written representations.

We are concerned that the Q6 quarry will have to be drained to check for ordenance
before any other work can proceed - where will this potentially contaminated water be
discharged? What controls will there be on monitoring the water, who will monitor it and
where will the monitoring take place - before it leaves the quarry hopefully to prevent
any pollutants being discharged into Llyn Padarn or elsewhere?
We are also concerned about the daily limit of discharge into Llyn Padarn. If there was
heavy rain, causing the reservoir level to need to be lowered Llyn Padarn would already
be flooding as it nearly always does in heavy rain so any extra water would add to this
flooding. If there was an emergency, the thousands of gallons of water that would have
to be disharged as quickly as possible into the lake would wreak havoc.

DAM CONSTRUCTION and EARTHQUAKES
Whilst we understand that the dam will be built following Category A standards set by
the Reservoir Act 1975 and will be designed to fit its purpose, what guarantee is there
that that purpose will not be changed in anyway, therefore risking damage/breaching of
the dam? Eg if it is designed for the reservoir to be emptied/refilled a certain number of
times in a day, will there be a binding clause to say that this number cannot be changed
as that could put a strain on the construction with the increase and decrease in pressure
changing more often than it was designed for?
This area is an eathquake zone, ( http://www.earthquakes24.com/en/p_2644172.html )
with a small tremor being felt here only last year (May 2015, 3.00 on the Richter scale).
Again, realising the construction has to meet certain standards, is it wise to be building
dams in a geologically active area?
What will the presence of a dam so close to us do to the value of our property?

TURBINES AND CONNECTION TO THE NATIONAL GRID
Another key point is the increase in the number of turbines to be housed in the turbine
house. These turbines may well be placed deep in the ground but we are surely entitled to
a detailed explanation of what noise and vibration levels will be expected above ground.
Will we be subject to humming noise and vibration whilst these turbines are in operation
as residents at Dinorwig suffer from the noise from the Dinorwig Power Sation?
The Environmental Statement Volume 2 states that it is not known at this stage what the
noise/vibration effects will be (13.8.5 ‘... At this stage information on the characteristics of
the sound sources (e.g. any tonal features) are yet to be determined, however these will
be considered during detailed design.’)
With the greatest respect to the engineers to be involved in the design stage, we are
concerned that permission for this scheme to go ahead will be given without vital
information like this being known. Once built it may be too late (13.8.13 ‘LFN can be very
difficult to predict with a high level of certainty and similarly hard to identify and resolve
if present.’)
We have concerns about the effect the vibration of this machinery once operating, will
have on the surrounding waste tips and properties. What reassurance can they give us

that no one in the surrounding area will suffer from subsidence/damage to our properties
or be at risk from the movement of waste slate tips? Gwynedd Council have already had
to stabalise a waste tip above our neighbours house so they are not all necessarily going
to be resistant to vibration. We hope that the views of local residents and businesses will
be taken into account when the application for the increase in turbines is considered.
The Funding Statement states in section 2.6: “The Project will be connected to the
electricity distribution network via a new electrical connection. This will be exported
from an onsite substation to an offsite substation. SPH does not require the acquisition
of interests in land in regard to grid connection as consenting of the electrical connection
is the responsibility ofthe District Network Operator, SP Manweb, or an Independent
Connections Provider. The Development will be distribution connected at 132kV. The site
is close to significant power lines and the HV National Grid. The cable is planned to run
underground from the onsite substation to the distribution side of the Grid Supply Point
at Pentir, approximately 7km away.”
As we understand it, SPH has no control over how the sheme will be connected to the
National Grid as it will be in the hands of SP Manweb so they cannot guarantee that it
will be via an underground cable and there is a high chance that SP Manweb will opt for
the cheaper overhead pylons. This will be a terrible desecration of the area and we hope
that if this scheme does go ahead, it will be on the condition that underground cables are
used.
The Consultation report states in the table on page 111 “Ultimately it is difficult to carry
out a preliminary prediction at this stage and therefore a reliable evaluation of LFN
emissions from items of plant as source levels of LFN cannot be accurately measured until
the plant is in situ. However, a further assessment will be carried out by the Operator
and requirements for mitigation measures and noise control will be determined once
the detailed design is finalised.” This is extremely worrying for us as by the time they can
make any assessment, the scheme will be built and we could potentially be at risk of noise
and vibration disturbance.

MISCELLANEOUS
Trawling through all the hundreds of pages of documents and plans we have noticed
a few issues worth questioning, the first of which is illustrated on page 16 of this
representation, suggesting an ambiguity of the key on the access map in document 2.09.4.
This is especially so because of the mention in section 5.3 as to the “uncertainty regarding
the ownership of the land beneath the highwayand the cycle path that run along the
western edge of Llyn Padarn andcompulsory acquisition of the unknown interests in
these areas only is sought. Gwynedd Council has been consulted on and consented to
the acquisition of unknown interests in Plots.” We fear that access to a very popular
walking and cycling route will be restricted or even prevented, thus seriously affecting the
recreational facilities on the shore of the lake.
In 5.01 Consultation Report, we are listed as Receptor 15, being 60m from Q1. Q1 is near
Waunfawr, we are 60m from Q6. How can their research and reports be trusted when
simple details like this are incorrect?

In the same document the reference to the nesting of peregrine falcons includes the
following: “Peregrine falcons are a protected species against disturbance while nesting.
Mitigation measures will be in place to help adhere to the legislation for this species.” It
is believed locally that investigative drilling took place just when the falcons were nesting
last year, causing them to flee the site.
Lighting of the sites: page 104 of the same document mentions the proposed lighting
schemes, taking into consideration the proximity “proposed Snowdonia National Park
dark skies reserve.” The National Park has now been granted Dark Skies Reserve status
(http://www.eryri-npa.gov.uk/looking-after/dark-skies) so it is essential the lighting, both
temporary and permanent does not have any adverse affects on this award.
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simultaneously, based upon the predicted noise levels provided within Volume 3
Appendix 13.1 and the sensitivity of the NSRs (high).
Table 13-17 Combined Construction - Significance of Effects
Predicted
Noise Limit
Exceedance
LAeq,1h (dB)

Magnitude
of Effect

Significance
of Effects

10 Coed y Glyn, Llanberis

0

Negligible

Minor

1-2 Llwyn Dyrus, Llanberis

10

Major

Major

1-6 Olgra Terrace, Llanberis

1

Minor

Moderate

2-4
Frin
Llanberis

-1

Negligible

Minor

Representative NSR *

Deg

Terrace,

Cae Grolan, Waunfawr

-10

Negligible

Minor

Cae'r Fran, Llanberis

-6

Negligible

Minor

Fuches Isaf, Fachwen

8

Moderate

Major

Gallt-y-glyn, Llanberis

-1

Negligible

Minor

Glan Llyn, Llanberis

-5

Negligible

Minor

Glyn Padarn, Llanberis

3

Minor

Moderate

Glyn Peris, Llanberis

-1

Negligible

Minor

Glyn Perris Cottage, Llanberis

4

Minor

Moderate

Hafod Oleu Uchaf, Waunfawr

-11

Negligible

Minor

Lake View
Llanberis

-8

Negligible

Minor

Tan

y

Pant,

Llys Elen, Llanberis

-6

Negligible

Minor

Muriau Gwynion, Fachwen

7

Moderate

Major

Pen y Bryn, Fachwen

10

Major

Major

Pendas Eithin, Waunfawr

-11

Negligible

Minor

Pendraw, Llanberis

-6

Negligible

Minor

Tan Hafotty, Llanberis

-3

Negligible

Minor

Tan y Bryn, Fachwen

9

Moderate

Major

Tan y Graig, Fachwen

11

Major

Major

Ty Mawr, Llanberis

-6

Negligible

Minor

Ty Newydd Clegir, Llanberis

-1

Negligible

Minor

Ty Newydd, Llanberis

9

Moderate

Major

October 2015

GLYN PERIS
AND GLYN PERIS
COTTAGE

Llyn Padarn

Llyn Padarn

Our position in relation to predicted noise levels (we believe they will be higher for us
than indicated)

Cropped version of 2.09.4_Access_Plan_ISSUED.pdf. We feel the key on this map is ambiguous
as it uses the same colour green to indicate both cycle routes and permanent diversion of
public footpaths. This ambiguity creates more distrust of SPH.

