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Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

INTRODUCTION
1.1.1

On 7th June the Examining Authority (ExA) issued a revised timetable for the
examination in accordance with Rule 8(3) of the Infrastructure Planning
(Examination Procedure) Rules 2010.

1.1.2

This document provides responses to the ExA’s Second Written Questions
which have been directed to the Applicant, Snowdonia Pumped Hydro (SPH).
In addition, where input from the Applicant would assist the ExA, SPH have
provided answers to questions directed to other parties.

1.1.3

Answers to questions are provided in numerical order as per the sections and
headings outlined in the ExA First Written Questions. Questions have been
repeated for ease of reference, and where a substantial response is required
or where additional material is provided, this has been provided as an
Appendix. This has been clearly outlined in the response and is attached to
this submission document. Relevant cross referencing to other DCO
documentation, either revised or as submitted, has also been provided where
appropriate.
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number

1.

Question to

Question

Development Consent Order (DCO) and other consents
Development Consent Order (DCO) [REP4-009]

1.1.

Applicant

Should the use of the terms ‘paragraph’ and ‘sub-paragraph’ (sometimes
referred to as ‘subparagraph’) be reviewed to ensure accuracy and
consistency when used in the draft DCO [REP4-009]? For example,
‘paragraph’ is generally used as the first sub-division of an Article or
Requirement and ‘sub-paragraph’ as the second sub-division. However in a
number of cases references to ‘paragraph’ refer to the Article or Requirement
(in Article 19(3)(a), for example) and in others to a ‘sub-paragraph’ (in Article
9(1), for example). Similarly ‘subsection’ has been used instead of ‘subparagraph’ (in Requirement 9(8), for example).

This has been reviewed and amended where appropriate. These amendments
have been made and are shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

1.2.

Applicant

Article 2(1) – definition of ‘maintain’

The Applicant does not consider that any amendment to the definition is required
by the introduction of the Requirement.

Does this definition need to be updated further to the discussions between the
applicant and Gwynedd Council [REP4-016, item 1.1] regarding Requirement
25 (annual maintenance plans)?
1.3.

Applicant

Article 13 - temporary prohibition and restriction of streets

This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

Should this be titled ‘temporary prohibition and restriction of use of streets’?
1.4.

Applicant

Article 19 – compulsory acquisition of land

This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

Given the earlier definition of ‘the access land’, should the text ‘the plot of’ be
deleted from Article 19(3)(c)?
1.5.

Applicant

Schedule 1 Part 1 – authorised development
Should Work No 4G, which is indicated on the Works Plans [REP1-006], be
included in this schedule?

1.6.

Applicant

Schedule 1 Part 1 – authorised development
In order to further improve the definition of the authorised development
please could the applicant allocate each of the ‘further development’ items (a)
to (j) in the draft DCO [REP4-009, Schedule 1, Part 1] to specific Work Nos?

1.7.

Applicant

Schedule 1 Part 1 – authorised development

Gwynedd Council

a) In order to further improve the definition of the works please could the
applicant clarify the ‘further development’ referred to in the last 4 lines to
indicate the type and extent of the other works that may be included?
b) Please could the applicant provide examples of such works?
c) Should the ability to introduce ‘further development’ of this type be
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority?
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Yes, Schedule 1 has been amended. No works are proposed within Work No 4G
apart from stabilisation of the quarry edges.
This amendment has been made by addition to the table previously inserted and is
shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

a) The Applicant has previously noted that the reference to ‘further development’
is intended to cover the ancillary and minor works necessary to complete the
authorised development which are common to all or many of the works. The
nature of these works is that they are secondary to the main works and fall
within the scope of development necessary to undertake the authorised
development. In the usual way that installation of internal access,
landscaping, and earthworks would not normally be listed in the description of
a development but are considered integral parts of the works needed to
complete that development, these works are the minor operations necessary
to allow the authorised development to actually be constructed. Following a
request from the ExA, the Applicant has included a table within Schedule 1,
Part 1 which provides a list of the further development associated with the
Proposed Development that is common to a number of Works Areas. The table
cross-references the further development identified with the Works Areas in
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which it will occur.
As the ExA has identified, the draft DCO also provides consent for other works
which do not form part of a specific work package, but constitute “…further
development comprising such other works as may be necessary or expedient
for the purposes of or in connection with the relevant part of the authorised
development and which do not give rise to any materially new or different
significant effects from those assessed in the environmental statement.”
This provision is intended to cover the minor, ancillary operations necessary to
carry out the works and which are not usually listed in detail with a DCO (or,
for that matter, a planning application under the Town & County Planning Act
1990 where it is common practice for descriptions of development to include
“…and other ancillary works”). Consent is normally worded to grant the
product of development, not every individual operation necessary to achieve
it. The Applicant considers it impractical to try and list of these matters, and in
any event, some are unlikely to constitute development as defined by s32 of
the PA2008. Furthermore, it is not feasible to precisely define these further
development works before the detailed design has been finalised and as is
normal for projects of this kind, this is not expected to take place until the
overall Financial Investment Decision is made for the project. This Financial
Investment Decision will not be made until after the DCO has been granted.
The Applicant draws the ExA’s attention to The Knottingley Power Plant Order
2015 which was made on 10th March 2015. Within Part 1 of Schedule 1 of that
DCO, the authorised development is defined through a series of Works
Packages which, as is the case for the Glyn Rhonwy DCO, include details of
the principal and ancillary elements of each work package, including a final list
of those elements of work that are common to more than one Works No. In
the Knottingley DCO, however, no cross-reference was provided as to which
Works Nos the listed elements applied. The list of works common to all Works
Nos in the Knottingley DCO concludes with the following wording:
“…and to the extent that they do not form part of any such work, further
associated development comprising such other works as may be necessary or
expedient for the purposes of or in connection with the relevant part of the
authorised development and which fall within the scope of the works assessed
by the environmental statement.
In light of the Knottingley DCO, and the common use of the term “…and other
ancillary works” within descriptions of development for applications submitted
under the T&CPA 1990, the applicant considers that the proposed wording
within the DCO in relation to ‘further development’ is entirely appropriate.
b) Not applicable
c) All of the detailed design requires to be approved by the relevant planning
authority under Requirement 5.
1.8.

Applicant

Requirement 5(1) – detailed design
a) Is Work No 1B the only location where there will be new slate mounds?
b) If new slate mounds are to be formed in other areas then should the
maximum height and volume be defined?
c) Can the applicant demonstrate where other new slate mounds these have
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a) Work No 1B is the only location for the creation of new permanent excess slate
mounds. Work 1G and Work No 4C will involve the potential reprofiling,
reinstatement and landscaping of the existing permanent slate mounds but no
new slate mounds will be created. The dams themselves will be faced in slate
but in effect will not be new slate mounds. The maximum parameters are
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been considered in the ES?

already defined in Schedule 1 of the DCO.
b) Not applicable
c) As the existing slate mounds will be reinstated these are represented in the
photomontages and landscape and visual assessment (ES Chapter 5) and
environmental management (ES Chapter 16) (Doc Ref: 6.02).

1.9.

Applicant

Requirement 5(3)(c) – detailed design
Should the details of the dam linings also be subject to approval?

1.10.

1.11.

Applicant

Applicant

The lining systems for the reservoir will be confirmed as part of the detailed
design and are dependent upon further geotechnical testing. The type, extent and
nature of the lining is subject to approval under Requirement 5 of the DCO and
from the Construction Engineer appointed under the Reservoirs Act.

What is the reasoning for detailed Requirements being provided for some
plans, but not others?

This was due to the status of the applicable management plan at the time. The
DCO has subsequently been amended to stream line the management plans and
the information to be contained within those plans not yet at draft stage.

Requirement 7(1) – other plans and strategies

As above response to Question 1.10

Requirement 6(2) – code of construction practice

What is the reasoning for detailed Requirements being provided for some
plans, but not others?
1.12.

Applicant

Requirement 7(2) – other required plans and strategies
a) Given the progress in clarifying the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
and other mitigation plans during the examination, would it be clearer and
help to avoid overlap and conflict between documents if the relevant
matters referred to in chapter 16 of the Environmental Statement (ES)
[APP-083] were incorporated into the updated CoCP [REP2-013]?
b) Should reference be made to the latest version of the CoCP [REP2-013 is
currently the latest version] rather than the version included in the ES
[APP-142]?

1.13.

Applicant

Applicant

b) The revised CoCP has been amended to remove the chapter and appendix
references (any numbering to ES chapter 16 or appendix 16.1), and is
therefore a standalone document to be certified.

Requirement 8 – compliance with outline plans

a) This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

a) Should the ‘outline plans’ be named as such in Article (38)?

b) The Applicant does not consider that there is any confusion on this point, the
legal positon is clear that a requirement to have a plan approved includes a
requirement to comply with the approved plan.

b) Would it help to avoid confusion if it was made specific that each plan is
required to comply with the provisions and address all of the matters in its
corresponding outline plan?
1.14.

a) The Applicant has amended the CoCP and referenced the Schedule of
Mitigation. This contains all the mitigation measures proposed including those
within all of the technical chapters of the ES (including Chapter 16
Environmental Management).

a) Further to its response to matters arising from the Issue Specific Hearing
regarding the draft DCO [REP3-013, item 31], please could the applicant
explain the reasoning for compliance not being required with other plans
and strategies provided and commented on during the examination, for
example:
a) Common, Access Land and Public Rights of Way Strategy [REP3-005]?
b) Construction Traffic Management Plan [REP3-007]?
c) Silt Management Plan [REP3-008]?
d) Water Management Plan [REP3-012]?
e) Excess Water Management Strategy [REP3-013]?
f) Biosecurity Plan [REP3-021]?
g) Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-017]?

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

a) As the Applicant explained in its response to matters arising from the Issue
Specific Hearing regarding the draft DCO [REP3-013, item 31], the Common,
Access Land and Public Rights of Way Strategy is an explanatory document
designed to aid in the understanding of those elements of the development as
the Applicant appreciates that a number of inter-related changes are proposed.
The diversions of rights of way are secured in the DCO by schedules 3 and 4,
this document only explains those provisions. The commons and access land
changes will be consented through the commons consent process which can
impose conditions on any commons consent, it would be inappropriate to seek
to secure compliance with this explanatory document when the terms of the
consent may differ.
The Schedule of Required Plans and Strategies is an explanatory document
only, the outline plans secure the minimum requirements for each plan.
The following plans require to be approved and therefore as at 1.13 above
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h) Schedule of Required Plans and Strategies [REP3-024]?
b) Does the applicant consider that the final versions of these plans should
comply with the provisions of the outline/draft versions provided during
the examination and, if so, how should this be secured?
c) If there is not a Requirement for the final versions of these plans to
comply with the provisions of the outline/draft versions, please could the
applicant demonstrate how its proposed approach would not allow effects
to occur that have not been assessed in the ES or are more adverse than
those reported in the ES?
d) In case the ExA recommends a different approach to that suggested by
the applicant, please could the applicant clarify any individual measures in
the above plans that it considers should not be secured and provide its
reasoning in each case?

compliance with the approved plan is required:


Construction Traffic Management Plan [REP3-007]



Silt Management Plan [REP3-008]



Water Management Plan [REP3-012]



Excess Water Management Strategy [REP3-013]



Biosecurity Plan [REP3-021]



Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-017]

b) Further to changes already made, compliance with outline plans has been more
explicitly secured. The Applicant does not consider that there is anything to
secure in the 2 explanatory documents and that it is legally unsound to try and
secure compliance with explanatory documents which do not contain any
required measures.
c) Not applicable
d) The Applicant considers that it is not feasible to do this.

1.15.

Gwynedd Council
NRW

a) Please could GC and NRW comment on whether it would be helpful for it to
be required that the final plans referred to in the previous item incorporate
the matters agreed during the examination?
b) Do GC and NRW have any concerns regarding the process of finalising of
these plans if the plans are not required to incorporate the matters agreed
during the examination?

1.16.

1.17.

1.18.

Gwynedd
Council
NRW

Further to the discussions noted by the applicant [REP2-011, question 8.10]
and NRW [REP3-032] and the comments provided by NRW [REP4-036 and
REP4-037], do GC or NRW have any further comments on the wording of
draft DCO [REP4-009] Requirement 9 (water management plan) or
Requirement 11 (drainage)?

Applicant

Requirement 11(2) – drainage

a) This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

a) Replace ‘can’ with ‘is to’?
b) What does ‘the following’ refer to?

b) This has been amended in response to a representation from NRW. This
amendment is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

Requirement 11(3) – drainage

This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

Applicant

Should this refer to the ‘permanent drainage system’?
1.19.

Applicant

Requirement 14(2)

As the ONMP will be a certified document, this Requirement has been deleted.

What is the difference between ‘an operational noise assessment’ and ‘details
of an operational noise assessment’?
1.20.

Applicant

Requirement 18 – archaeological compensation and enhancement strategy

This has now been deleted

Should the term ‘site wide written scheme’ be used in paragraph (1) as well
as paragraph (5)?
1.21.

Applicant

Requirement 19(3) – construction hours

This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

Replace ‘will’ with ‘must’?
1.22.

Applicant

Please could the applicant advise whether it wishes to amend this requirement Yes. An amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.
in respect to its previous comments [REP4-013, item 34] regarding the

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01
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penstock works?
1.23.

1.24.

Applicant

Applicant

Could ‘cessation of construction’ be made more specific to the relevant phase
for which the temporary building and structures were used?

The Applicant considers that this has already been adequately addressed.
Requirement 4 (phasing plan) requires the timescales for the restoration of
temporary construction compounds to be set out in that plan and provides that
restoration must commence within 4 weeks of the cessation of use of each
compound.

Requirement 24(2) – fencing

This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

Requirement 20(3) – construction compound and temporary structures

Replace ‘agreed’ with ‘approved’?
1.25.
1.26.

Gwynedd Council Requirement 26(1) – decommissioning plan
NRW

Are GC and NRW content with the 124 years specified?

Applicant

Requirement 26(1) – decommissioning plan
Replace ‘following permanent cessation’ with ‘following the expiry of that
period or following permanent cessation’?

1.27.

Applicant

Requirement 26(1) – decommissioning plan

The Applicant considers the suggested change makes the requirement less clear
and has not made the amendment.
This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

Should (2)(iii) be at the same level as (2)?
1.28.

Applicant

Schedule 8, paragraph 3(1) – provision of information by Consultees

This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

Should the text ‘Unless sub paragraph (2) of this paragraph applies’ be at the
start of paragraph 3(1)?
1.29.

Applicant

Schedule 8, paragraph 4(1)

This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

Replace ‘these’ with ‘those’?
1.30.

Applicant

Schedule 8, sub-paragraph 4(2)(c)

This amendment has been made and is shown in revision 6 of the DCO.

Should 4(2)(c) be at the same level as 4(2) and not the same level as (a) and
(b), as it is text that governs both 4(2)(a) and (b)?
1.31.

Applicant

Please could the applicant respond to NRW’s comments [REP4-036 and OD008] on the draft DCO [REP4-009] regarding the Outline Water Management
Plan, the Outline Silt Management Plan, Drainage, Excess Water Management
Strategy and Schedule 8 (Discharge of Requirements)?

1.32.

Gwynedd
Council

a) Please could GC advise which internal and external resources it would
draw expertise from when discharging requirements associated with
ordnance management, land contamination, matters related to blasting
(including noise, vibration, air overpressure, dust deposition and fly rock)
and matters related to operational noise (including low frequency noise)
and ground-borne vibration?

The Applicant confirms that the amends have been incorporated into the
respective Management Plans.

b) Is GC confident that it will have sufficient resources to fulfil its
responsibilities as discharging authority for the DCO?

Other consents
1.33.

Applicant

a) Please provide an update on discussions regarding the route options study,
consenting options and form of construction of the grid connection.
b) Please clarify any knock-on implications for the cumulative assessment

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

a) The grid connection remains underground as per the point of connection
agreement with SP Manweb, and runs along the A4244 and A4086 highway
and verge. The Applicant is currently investigating how the grid connection will
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provided in the ES taking into account any information which has been
obtained further to the finalisation of the cumulative assessment
presented in the ES.
c) Are any of the routing considerations likely to affect the design of the
proposed development for which development consent is sought, or the
design of the mitigation strategy it is relying on?

cross the bridge over the Afon Rhythallt. SP Manweb have advised that the
existing ducting within the bridge may be at capacity for a buried cable within
the road. Therefore the Applicant has commissioned a study to investigate the
thickness of the road at this bridge. If the road should prove to be unsuitable
at the bridge then a directional drill deep under the riverbed will be explored.
Subject to the provision and acceptance of a new full connection offer from the
DNO SP Manweb, the connection consent would be undertaken by SP Manweb,
if consent is required over and above the DNO’s Permitted Development Rights.
b) The Applicant considers the cumulative assessment to remain valid.
c) The grid connection remains underground. A planning application for the grid
connection is being prepared for submission before the end of July 2016. As
per the response to part b), the cumulative assessment of the grid connection
remains valid.

1.34.

NRW

Further to the applicant’s response to the first written questions (FWQ)
[REP2-011, question 8.3], is NRW content that a separate ‘DSCO’ consent will
not be required?

1.35.

Applicant

a) Please respond to the matters relevant to the application for development
consent raised by Oggy East [REP2-049] in the form of comments on the
applicant’s Discharge Consent Supporting Statement, dated January
2016?

NRW

b) Does the applicant consider that some of the matters do not relate to the
application for development consent?
c) If so, please could the applicant set out its reasoning and how this relates
to the reliance placed on the discharge consent for mitigation of the
proposed development and for the HRA conclusions?

1.36.

Applicant
NRW

a) Please respond to the matters regarding the Water Discharge Consent
relevant to the application for development consent raised by the
Snowdonia Society [REP2-051, pages 6-8].
b) Does the applicant consider that some of the matters do not relate to the
application for development consent?
c) If so, please could the applicant set out its reasoning and how this relates
to the reliance placed on the discharge consent for mitigation of the
proposed development and for the HRA conclusions?

1.37.

Applicant
NRW

a) Following NRW’s responses to the FWQ [REP2-047, questions 8.5 and
8.38] please could the applicant outline how it intends to meet the
requirements of the Reservoirs Act 1975 and what confidence can be
provided that this is capable of being achieved?
b) There is no reference to the Reservoir Act 1975 in the draft DCO [REP4-
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a) Please see attached Appendix 1.35 which is the Applicant’s response to Oggy
East
b) The subject matter is relevant to the DCO and much of the requested
information is contained within the Water Framework Assessment (Appendix
9.1 of the ES). However the Applicant did not feel it appropriate to provide
specific responses to the Respondent as these have not been raised by NRW as
part of the discharge consent process
c) The conclusions of the ES are no different than outlined in the H1 risk
assessment submitted to NRW for the discharge consents. It is the
responsibility of NRW as the competent authority under the Environmental
Permitting Regulations to outline these mitigation measures and the Applicant
continues to liaise with them on this matter.
a) Please see attached Appendix 1.36 which is the Applicant’s response to
Snowdonia Society
b) The subject matter is relevant to the DCO and much of the requested
information is contained within the Water Framework Assessment (Appendix
9.1 of the ES). However the Applicant did not feel it appropriate to provide
specific responses to the Respondent as these have not been raised by NRW as
part of the discharge consent process
c) The conclusions of the ES are no different than outlined in the H1 risk
assessment submitted to NRW for the discharge consents. It is the
responsibility of NRW as the competent authority under the Environmental
Permitting Regulations to outline these mitigation measures and the Applicant
continues to liaise with them on this matter.
a) The Applicant has referred to compliance with the provisions of the Reservoirs
Act in a number of previous responses (Applicants Responses to First Written
Questions (SPH_GREX_FWQD2_01 Questions 2.8, 2.10 and 8.2) and multiple
responses in Deadline 3 Applicants Response to Written Representations
(SPH_GREX_WED3_01)). The Act stipulates how the final design, construction,
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009]. Are there any provisions/ requirements in the draft DCO [REP4-009]
which relate to measures required under the Reservoir Act 1975?
c) Is it intended to secure the Onsite Emergency Plan in the draft DCO
[REP4-009] or would this be secured by other means?
d) There is no reference to the Reservoir Act 1975 in the Other Consents and
Licence Status document [REP3-024]. Should this be included in this
Schedule to clarify how this sits alongside the DCO consent and progress
made/timescales for securing this consent?
e) Do NRW have any views on what information needs to be included in the
draft DCO [REP4-009] and what information can be appropriately provided
outside of the DCO process in respect to compliance with the Reservoir Act
1975?

operation and maintenance of the dams and reservoirs must be implemented
and monitored. The Act requires compliance through the appointment of a
Construction Engineer by the Applicant.
Once the construction phase has been completed Inspecting and Supervising
Engineers will be appointed by the Operator. All these appointments must be
made from the Panels maintained by DEFRA/NRW in accordance with the Act
and are Statutory requirements.
The design which informed the Rochdale Envelope of the EIA which supported
this DCO application was reviewed by a Panel Engineer and therefore the
Applicant is confident that the requirements of the Act can be achieved within
the current design parameters.
b) The Reservoirs Act is a separate legal regime and therefore no reference is
required.
c) The Onsite Emergency Plan will be secured via the legal requirements of the
Reservoirs Act, and not the DCO.
d) Approval under the Reservoirs Act is not a consent or licence and therefore has
not been included. An application to NRW can only happen 28 days prior to the
start of construction.

2.

Environmental Statement, mitigation plans and strategies
Environmental Statement (ES) – general matters

2.1.

Applicant

a) Further to its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 1.22] please could
the applicant justify the need for the north easterly extent of the Order
and Works limits, particularly Work No 4C and the need for its proximity to
Lake View Hotel given the distance from the existing Q6 quarry wall and
the adjacent spoil mounds that may require re-profiling?
b) Do the limits simply follow ownership boundaries or does consideration of
the actual works to be undertaken and of the results of the 2015 ground
investigation [REP2-011, question 2.8] allow the Order and Works limits to
be pulled away from Lake View Hotel?

2.2.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

A description of the anticipated material and waste volumes is provided in
appendix 2.12 of the applicant’s response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question
2.12]. The applicant has stated that information cannot be provided on
materials other than slate/rock.
a) If there are no estimated calculations on materials other than slate/rock,
how is it possible to demonstrate that sufficient space is available on site
for the reuse of all excavated materials for example in landscaping works,
and that all waste materials that need to be removed have been factored
into the transport assessment?
b) Does the applicant intend to quantify waste/materials requirements once
the detailed design of the proposed development has been agreed to
inform the Waste Management Plan (WMP) and the Materials Management
Plan (MMP)?

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

The Order Limits have been drawn to allow the safe redistribution of slate waste if
it becomes necessary in this area in addition to a buffer required for any ancillary
works such as access, landscape, drainage and pollution prevention for example.
The Applicant intends to minimise the works required to stabilise the north wall of
Q6 as far as possible. However there is some geological and design uncertainty
associated with the exact final profile, which in turn, may require localised
reprofiling of the existing slate mounds near the top of the quarry wall.
However it is not expected that the works will extend at all towards Lake View
Hotel and therefore it is not possible to realign the Order Limits as they are
required to maintain this secure working area.
a) The Applicant confirms that the vast majority of material and waste volumes
are of slate/rock but the Applicant does acknowledges that there will
potentially be a relatively very small volume of other material. Generally this
will comprise material excavated from:


the pumping station and associated works between Q6 and Lyn Padarn;



any topsoil stripped from under the footprint of the Q1 dam; and



material from the Glyn Rhonwy Industrial Estate platform hardstanding at
Q6.

The excavated material from the Llyn Padarn works will generally be reused to
reinstate trenches and any other disturbed ground. A small excess will be used
as part of landscaping works around the power house compound. Non rock
material under the dams’ footprint will be taken to the new excess slate
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Question

c) Does GC consider this necessary information to include in the final WMP
and MMP and are amendments required to the draft DCO [REP4-009]
and/or Outline CoCP [REP2-013] to secure this?

mounds at Q1 unless incorporated into the surrounding area landscaping or
recycling of aggregates. The volume of this material has already been included
in calculations in the Appendix 2.12 provided for ExA First Written Questions
(SPH_GREX_FWQD2_01).
It is expected that vegetation will be removed from site as green waste, and
offered to the community as biomass or used within the landscape
reinstatement.
Any other materials other than slate / rock are expected to be negligible and
would not result in any significant transport movements from Q6.
b) Yes the Applicant confirms this. The Materials Management Plan will record and
audit any movement of materials within the Order Limits from the
Development which is secured via Requirement 7. The Waste Management
Plan (as outlined in the CoCP) outlines how waste will be identified, minimised
and recycled where appropriate to maintain a sustainable construction phase
build. The WMP is secured via the CoCP as Requirement 6.

2.3.

Applicant

a) Further to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 2.15], please provide an
indication of the maximum extent, size and location of acoustic screening,
including earth/soil bunds anticipated?
b) Will the acoustic screening be temporary or permanent?
c) How have the potential impacts on biodiversity, landscape impact, visual
impact and the historic environment arising from the construction and
removal of acoustic screening been considered in the ES?

a) The Applicant is unable to provide an indication of the maximum extent and
size of acoustic screening as this will be confirmed via the Construction Noise
Management Plan. However it is anticipated that an acoustic barrier will be
located on the eastern extent of Work No 4B/4D (due to proximity with Glyn
Peris Guest House), to the southern extent of 3A/4D (due to proximity to the
caravan park) and potentially in Work No 1B if required.
b) Any acoustic bunds will be temporary and removed once construction is
completed.
c) This has been considered within the ES in the round of construction activities
and temporary ancillary measures as part of construction.
The acoustic screen could be of an earth bund construction or a more
substantial structure such as a wooden fence, of a height to be pre-determined
by the CNMP. Neither of these options would be have a significant effect on the
landscape or historic environment at Q6 as these would be contained within the
Glyn Rhonwy Industrial Estate which is previously developed land and also
suitably screened by existing vegetation. We refer to the photomontages
shown from Viewpoint 1 (Snowdon), Viewpoint 12 (Hebron Station) and
Viewpoint 4 and 5 (Llanberis) and which demonstrate the point on existing
screening.
The acoustic bunds located at Q6 will be placed on existing hardstanding and
therefore no loss of habitat is anticipated. In addition, it is not anticipated that
any additional trees will be required to be removed for its installation. If due to
the height of the acoustic screen, trees or vegetation are required to be
trimmed and branches removed, this will be mitigated through the existing
measures as outlined in the CoCP and HMP.
Whilst the acoustic bund at Q1 is to be confirmed, the habitats here are of low
value and therefore no significant effects on biodiversity are expected.
There are no protected species located in any of the Work No’s referenced
above.
The existing and new excess slate mounds can be profiled in to acoustic bunds
as opposed to a wooden fence given the proximity to Noise Sensitive Receptors

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

9

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order
Question
number

Question to

Question

(NSRs) is further away than at Q6. Therefore no significant effects are
anticipated on landscape or historic environment.
2.4.

Applicant

a) The applicant has noted [REP2-011, question 2.17] that the alternative
location for the pumping station away from the shore of Llyn Padarn near
the toilet block is the favoured site. In its response to matters raised at
the Issue Specific Hearing [REP4-014, item 7.2] the applicant noted that
the location would be resolved post consent. Is the applicant able to
commit to submitting an appraisal of the relative merits of the alternatives
before then requiring the relevant planning authority’s approval for the
final location, in consultation with NRW?

a) The Applicant considers that an appraisal of the alternatives has already been
provided within the ES and also in response to agenda item 7.2, as submitted
in the Summary of Oral Case of the Issue Specific Hearing held on the 17th May
2016 (Doc Ref: SPH_GREX_WED4_03).
b) Upon the completion of secondary ground investigation and detailed design,
the Applicant will confirm the chosen location to Gwynedd Council as per
Requirement 5.

b) Can the applicant suggest how this commitment could be secured in the
draft DCO [REP4-009]?

Mitigation plans and strategies – general matters
2.5.

Applicant

Please respond to GC’s comments [REP4-026, action no 34] on the various
mitigation plans and strategies.

2.6.

Gwynedd
Council

Please comment on the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-017]
submitted by the applicant at deadline 4 and indicate whether you are
satisfied that the necessary mitigation measures are covered appropriately.

NRW

The Applicant confirms that these have been incorporated into the respective
Management Plans.

Interested
Parties
2.7.

Applicant

Further to its responses to matters raised at the Issue Specific Hearing
[REP4-014, item 8.1(d)], and for the avoidance of doubt, please could the
applicant’s commitment to transport spoil material between Q6 and Q1 by
conveyor be included in the next version of the Outline CoCP [REP2-013]?

Please see Section 2.8 of the CoCP

2.8.

Applicant

Referring to the Schedule of Other Required Plans and Strategies [REP3-024]
and the Schedule of Mitigation [REP2-011, appendix 2.26], applicant has
stated [REP4-014, item 11.3(a)] that ‘The revised documents reflect on-going
dialogue with GC and NRW and updates required as a result of the
Examination process’. However, the applicant has stated [REP4-014, item
11.3(a)] that these documents are not intended to have any formal status.

a) The Schedule of Mitigation has been amended to include an updated schedule
and also now includes the Hierarchy of Mitigation. This includes all the
mitigation outlined in the Schedule of Other Plans and Strategies and is
essentially a “signposting” and informative document and therefore is not
intended to be certified.

Gwynedd
Council

a) Please comment on whether the Schedule of Other Required Plans and
Strategies [REP3-024] and the Schedule of Mitigation [REP2-011,
appendix 2.26] include mitigation measures identified during the
examination that are not otherwise secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]?
b) Please comment on whether the Schedule of Other Required Plans and
Strategies [REP3-024] and the Schedule of Mitigation [REP2-011,
appendix 2.26] correct some discrepancies between mitigation measures
mentioned in the ES with those subsequently developed during the
examination?
c) Please could the applicant demonstrate that if these documents are not
secured, the draft DCO [REP4-009] would not allow effects to occur which
have not been assessed in the ES or are more adverse than those reported
in the ES?
d) Please could applicant clarify the differences between the mitigation

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

b) The Schedule of Mitigation has been updated to include all mitigation measures
outlined in the ES, those which have been updated or revised through the
examination period and also new mitigation measures identified through the
examination period. This applies to all Management Plans. The Schedule of
Mitigation includes a reference to the ES and the relevant Management Plan.
c) Effects which are more adverse than those assessed in the ES would be
outwith the Rochdale Envelope presented and therefore subject to planning
enforcement measures by Gwynedd Council
d) The mitigation measures outlined in the CoCP and Schedule of other Required
Plans and Strategies are for different topic specific management plans. Both
the CoCP and the Schedule are being treated the same in the draft DCO and
the Plans contained within them subject to respective Requirements.
e) The Plans contained with the Schedule are included within the Section 38
certified list and are therefore secured through Requirement 7
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measures included in the Schedule of Other Required Plans and Strategies
[REP3-024] and those included in the Outline CoCP [REP2-013] and clarify
how those differences justify the documents being treated differently by
the draft DCO [REP4-009]?
e) If the Schedule of Other Required Plans and Strategies [REP3-024] is not
to be certified and secured by the draft DCO [REP4-009] then should the
key mitigation measures included in it be included in a Requirement in the
draft DCO [REP4-009]?
f) The applicant has stated [REP4-014, item 11.3(a)] that ‘The Applicant
considers that the Schedule of Mitigation will evolve past that provided in
the ES and respond to any further comments received from GC, NRW and
interested parties. Therefore this will be updated at Deadline 5 and at each
subsequent Deadline in the examination phase as necessary’. Is it
necessary to update the wording of Requirements 6 and 7 in the draft DCO
[REP4-009] to confirm that it is the measures set out in the updated
Schedule of Mitigation [REP2-011, appendix 2.26] which must be included
in the final plans, now that the applicant has confirmed this supersedes
the measures set out in the ES?

f) It is likely that mitigation measures will be refined, confirmed and evolve past
those outlined in the ES and this will be finalised as part of the certified plans
as necessary.
g) The CoCP has been amended to remove any duplication between the CoCP and
the Management Plans which form part of it (submitted at Deadline 5 as doc.
Ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD2_03 (Rev.2)). For any Management Plan which is at
draft stage, the CoCP now just signposts to the relevant Plan. The Schedule of
Mitigation then combines all mitigation from the ES, CoCP, Schedule of Other
Required Plans and Strategies and all Management Plans and is seen as a
reference document.

g) Given the progress in clarifying the Outline CoCP and other mitigation
plans during the examination, would it be clearer and help to avoid overlap
and conflict between documents if the relevant matters referred to in the
Schedule of Mitigation [REP2-011, appendix 2.26] were incorporated into
the updated Outline CoCP [REP2-013]?
2.9.

Applicant

The applicant has suggested [REP4-014, item 11.3(c) and 11.4(a)] that it is
not necessary to list all mitigation plans in the draft DCO [REP4-009, Article
38] as they are listed in the Schedule of Other Plans and Strategies [REP3024]. For the sake of clarify could all relevant plans be listed in Article 38,
particularly if the Schedule of Other Plans and Strategies [REP3-024] is to
have no formal status?

2.10.

Gwynedd
Council

The applicant has indicated [REP4-014, items 8.14 and 11.3] that various
plans and an updated Schedule of Mitigation will be submitted at deadline 5.
Please provide written comments on these by deadline 6, indicating whether
you are satisfied that the necessary mitigation measures are covered
appropriately.

NRW
Interested
Parties

3.

Please see above

Biodiversity, ecology and geological conservation
Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA)

3.1.

Applicant

Table 3.4 of the updated No Significant Effects Report (NSER) [REP1-001]
confirms that ‘disturbance to species’ has been assessed in respect to
Glynllifon SAC and the Meirionnydd Oakwoods and Bat Sites SAC; however
the screening matrices confirm that ‘disturbance to species’ is only relevant to
the Glynllifon SAC and thus is not reflected in the Meirionnydd Oakwoods and
Bat Sites SAC matrix. As the HRA has assessed this potential impact on the
Meirionnydd Oakwoods and Bat Sites SAC (paragraph 4.9.3), please could the
applicant reflect this in the corresponding screening matrix [REP1-001,

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

The Applicant has amended Appendix B Screening Matrices as requested. Please
see document SPH_GREX_WED1_02 (Rev1)
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appendix B]?
3.2.

Applicant

a) Appendix A (Tables showing the assessed Natura 2000 sites qualifying
features, conservation objectives, site condition and threats to site
integrity) of the updated NSER [REP1-001] only identifies Oystercatchers
(Haematopus ostralegus) as a qualifying feature of the Traeth Lafan/
Lavan Sands, Conway Bay SPA (Table 8.13). Please could the applicant
revise Table 8.13 in appendix A to include the missing qualifying features
of the Traeth Lafan/ Lavan Sands, Conway Bay SPA as identified on the
Natura 2000 data form for this European site, and confirm how these
features have been considered within the assessment?

The Applicant refers the ExA to the briefing note submitted at Deadline 1 which
outlined the discrepancy between the JNCC and Natura 2000 data
(SPH_GREX_WED1_04 – Briefing Note and NRW Response to Updated NSER).

The responses from JNCC and NRW regarding the use of the JNCC pages and the
Natura 2000 data forms state that the JNCC site is the definitive site to use when
identifying qualifying features. The EU viewer / Natura 2000 data forms include
non-qualifying interest features (non-significant or grade D features). The EU
viewer/ Natura 2000 data forms include these features for completeness and does
not sufficiently flag them as being different. Therefore it has been assumed that
b) Please could the applicant update the corresponding screening matrix in
any other qualifying features listed on the JNCC data (other than the
appendix B to include this information?
Oystercatchers), and those included on the Natura 2000 data for the SPA have not
been included in this assessment as they do not constitute grade D / nonqualifying features.
Please can the applicant update the screening matrix for Y Twyni o Abermenai The Applicant has amended Appendix B Screening Matrices as requested. Please
i Aberffraw/ Abermenai to Aberffraw Dunes SAC in appendix B of the updated see document SPH_GREX_WED1_02 (Rev1)
NSER [REP1-001] to include ‘Humid dune slacks’ which is missing from the
relevant screening matrix.

3.3.

Applicant

3.4.

Applicant

Appendix A of the NSER [REP1-001] includes interests which are not
designated due to international importance. Please could the applicant update
the screening matrix to ensure it does not include features designated for
national importance only, for example by only including two rows reflecting
Ramsar Criterion 1 and 3 into the matrix?

The Applicant has amended Appendix B Screening Matrices as requested. Please
see document SPH_GREX_WED1_02 (Rev1)

3.5.

Applicant

Effects on the flow regime (Effect 3 in the screening matrices [REP1-001,
appendix B]) has only been assessed in respect to the Afon Gwyrfai a Llyn
Cwellyn SAC, yet this is included in the matrices for all European sites
screened into the assessment with the corresponding footnote confirming
that this effect is only relevant to the Afon Gwyrfai a Llyn Cwellyn SAC.
Should this Effect be removed from all matrices where it has not been
assessed in respect to that particular European site?

The Applicant has amended Appendix B Screening Matrices as requested. Please
see document SPH_GREX_WED1_02 (Rev1)

3.6.

Applicant

Please could the applicant update the screening matrix [REP1-001, appendix
B] for the Glynllifon SAC to include reference to the mitigation/enhancement
measures referenced in the main text of the NSER (paragraph 4.6.4)?

The Applicant has amended Appendix B Screening Matrices as requested. Please
see document SPH_GREX_WED1_02 (Rev1)

3.7.

Applicant

The applicant has not provided the revised screening matrices [REP1-001,
appendix B] in the revised AN10 template (January 2016) as they consider it
appropriate to maintain the same template as was relevant at the time they
submitted the DCO application. To ensure that these matrices include the
necessary information for use within the Report on the Implications for
European Sites (RIES), please could the applicant add the relevant site codes
into the matrices?

The Applicant has amended Appendix B Screening Matrices as requested. Please
see document SPH_GREX_WED1_02 (Rev1)

3.8.

Applicant

The screening matrices [REP1-001, appendix B] all are currently named
Matrix A. Please could they be renamed Matrix A, B, C, etc. to assist with
cross-referencing purposes in the RIES?

The Applicant has amended Appendix B Screening Matrices as requested. Please
see document SPH_GREX_WED1_02 (Rev1)

3.9.

Applicant

Please could the applicant provide a separate Word version of the updated

Please see document SPH_GREX_WED1_02 (Rev1)

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01
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screening matrices to assist in the production of the RIES?
3.10.

NRW

The European sites screened into the assessment remained unaltered in the
updated NSER [REP1-001]. NRW list all the European considered relevant to
the assessment in Part 3.N.1 of their Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)
with the exception of the Traeth Lafan / Lavan Sands, Conway Bay SPA, and
confirm ‘that adequate and sufficient consideration for potential impacts
on…statutory designated sites has been undertaken.’ Do NRW’s conclusions
reached in respect to the other European sites also apply to the Traeth Lafan/
Lavan Sands Conway Bay SPA?

3.11.

NRW

In their response to the FWQ NRW confirmed [REP2-047, question 3.11] that
Likely Significant Effects (LSE) on European sites could be excluded providing
the mitigation measures identified in the Schedule of Mitigation [APP-085],
the various plans and statements necessary under the requirements and the
conditions within any future discharge consents are met. Is NRW content that
the mitigation to be delivered through the draft DCO [REP4-009] has been
adequately defined and secured?

3.12.

Applicant

The updated NSER [REP1-001, paragraph 4.2.22 and footnote D of
corresponding matrix] confirms that the conditions of the Environmental
Permit in respect to discharges from the Q1 spillway will ensure that there
would be no LSE on the Afon Gwyrfai a Llyn Cwellyn SAC as a result of
potential changes to the flow regime. The applicant has yet to obtain an
Environmental Permit for discharge consent and therefore at present this
mitigation measure is not secured.

NRW

Please see Appendix 3.12 for the Applicants response to this question.

a) Please could the applicant NRW advise on progress made to determine the
application for a discharge permit?
b) Please could the applicant and NRW clarify whether the conclusion of no
LSE on the Afon Gwyrfai a Llyn Cwellyn SAC is reliant on the conditions
imposed through the Environmental Permit?
c) Do NRW envisage any impediments to their ability to grant the discharge
license, should this not be obtained during the course of the examination?
The applicant should note that the ExA may be unable to advise the Secretary
of State to conclude no LSE on a site (and that the site may therefore need to
be subject to appropriate assessment) without the certainty that all required
mitigation measures have been secured, or it has been confirmed with the
relevant statutory nature conservation body that there is no likely
impediment to the security of the required measures.
3.13.

NRW

In its response to the FWQ [REP2-047, question 3.6] regarding indirect
impacts on lesser horseshoe bats linked to the Glynllifon SAC, NRW agreed
with the with the applicant’s assessment that ‘the impact of noise from
blasting and drilling would not have a significant effect on the bats using the
tunnels to be maintained as roosts’.
a) Please could the NRW comment on other potential indirect impacts on the
bats using the tunnels as well as due to noise from blasting and drilling
(including vibration, air overpressure and lighting) and as well as the
maintenance of the tunnels as roosts (including foraging)?

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01
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b) Is NRW (still) content with the level of the detail provided on the
mitigation/enhancement measures for lesser horseshoe bats, including the
use of other tunnels?
c) Please confirm whether you consider that these measures constitute
mitigation relied on to reach the conclusion of no LSE, or enhancement
measures which are not required to reach the conclusion of no LSE?
d) Is NRW (still) satisfied that the measures are appropriately secured in the
draft DCO [REP4-009]?
3.14.

Applicant
NRW

The Other Consents and Licences Status Document [REP3-022] confirms that
a European Protected Species Licence has been granted for lesser horseshoe
bats, but the applicant intends to submit a variation to this licence to reflect
the results of an additional bat survey of Tunnel 16 undertaken in summer
2015 and January/February 2016 for completeness (response to the ExA’s
FWQ [REP2-011, question 3.13]).
a) Please could the applicant confirm when this variation will be submitted
and whether this is anticipated before the close of the examination?
b) Does this affect NRW’s view that there are no LSE on any European sites
screened into the assessment?
c) Do NRW envisage any impediments to their ability to grant the variation to
the bat licence, should this not be obtained during the course of the
examination?

a) The Applicant can confirm that a variation will be submitted prior to Deadline 6
on the 4th July 2016
b) The Applicant confirms that there is no alteration to the conclusion of no LSE
on European Sites
c) The changes in the licence amendment application will be in relation to timings
and additional survey data. There will be no change to the scale of predicted
impacts at a site, local, regional or national scale. The amendment will not
require a change in the potential impacts, proposed mitigation or site security
measure contained within the already approved Bat Licence Method Statement.
The Applicant does not anticipate NRW having any impediment to approving
the amendment application as the principles of the agreed mitigation has not
changed since the licence was approved in January 2015.

The applicant should note that the ExA may be unable to advise the Secretary
of State to conclude no LSE on a site (and that the site may therefore need to
be subject to appropriate assessment) without the certainty that all required
mitigation measures have been secured, or it has been confirmed with the
relevant statutory nature conservation body that there is no likely impediment
to the security of the required measures.
3.15.

NRW

Please could NRW provide comments on the updated NSER and screening
matrices at deadline 6?

Other biodiversity, ecology and geological conservation
3.16.

Gwynedd
Council
Applicant

In its Local Impact Report [REP2-037, paragraph 7.5.4], GC referred to the
need for a method statement ‘which will clearly detail all measures taken
(including those described in part 8 and 9 of the Mollusc Survey Report Cambrian Ecological Partnership 07.02.12) in order to avoid a harmful impact
on the favourable conservation status of mollusc species. The statement must
be submitted in written form for the Local Planning Authority to agree upon
with Natural Resources Wales before the development permitted through this
commences’.

The Applicant is unsure of the report referred to by Gwynedd Council as this was
not contained within the 2012 ES or requested previously, and therefore is unable
to comment on the requirement for a method statement for molluscs. Appendix
7.19 of the ES (doc ref 6.02) did not identify any molluscs in the vicinity of the
spillway infrastructure.

a) Does GC expect this to be included in the Outline CoCP [REP2-013]?
b) If so, please could the applicant update the Outline CoCP [REP2-013]
accordingly?
3.17.

Applicant

The applicant has stated [REP2-011, question 3.8] that ‘runoff from the site
would not be allowed to drain into any watercourse’.
a) Does this apply during all stages of the development, including pre-

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01
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commencement and operation?
b) How is this secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009] or other consents?

discharge via the spillway infrastructure. Any surface water will be collated
within the power house and its operational compound through a SUDS system
and discharge via the connection to the local storm water system.
b) The pre-construction and construction drainage is secured via Requirements 8
and 10 Drainage and also through the Water Management Plan as per
Requirement 6. Operational drainage is secured through Requirement 10.

3.18.

Applicant

With reference to the applicant’s response to the FWQ [REP2-011 question
3.21] regarding tree loss, the Outline CoCP [REP2-013, paragraph 4.65]
indicates that tree works/mitigation will be included as part of the Landscape
Management Plan and not the Habitat Management Plan. Please could the
applicant clarify how these two plans will be coordinated?

The Applicant wishes to clarify that the Habitat Management Plan will mitigate any
loss of trees through construction activities. This will include the tree survey which
would identify the type, value and condition of any trees removed or partially
removed (lopped and trimmed). This will also include any potential for biodiversity
enhancement measures. This is outlined in Section 4.6 of the CoCP.
The Landscape and Reinstatement Plan will identify these areas for the tree
replacement and enhancement to take place.

3.19.

Gwynedd
Council
NRW

Further to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 3.21] are GC and NRW content that
the draft DCO [REP4-009, Article 30] does not require agreement in advance
with the relevant planning authority for the felling or lopping of trees or
shrubs not subject to a Tree Preservation Order?

3.20.

NRW

Further to its responses to the FWQ [REP2-047, questions 3.24, 3.2.5 and
3.2.6] is NRW content with the provisions for pre-commencement surveys
and tree replacement included in the Outline CoCP [REP2-013]?

3.21.

Applicant

Please could the applicant update the Outline CoCP [REP2-013] to include
reference to all pre-commencement ecological surveys required, included
those mentioned in its response to the FWQ [REP2-011 question 3.25]?

The Applicant confirms that the CoCP has been amended (see paragraphs 4.6.13 –
4.6.15) and submitted at deadline 5 as document reference
SPH_GREX_DCOD2_03 (Rev.2).

3.22.

Applicant

Some of the pre-construction surveys listed in the response to the FWQ
[REP2-011, question 3.25] are included in the Outline CoCP [REP2-013], but
not all. Please could the applicant clarify and update the Outline CoCP [REP2013] where necessary?

The Applicant confirms that the CoCP has been amended (see paragraphs 4.6.13
– 4.6.15) and submitted at deadline 5 as document reference:
SPH_GREX_DCOD2_03 (Rev.2).

3.23.

Applicant

In its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 3.26] the applicant advised
that tree loss will be quantified and appropriate mitigation provided in the
Habitat Management Plan, that a tree survey will be undertaken once the
detailed design is finalised and that calculations for tree replacement will be
made in agreement with GC.

a) This is secured via the Habitat Management Plan as part of Requirement 6

Gwynedd
Council
NRW

a) Please could the applicant clarify the securing mechanism for the need for
a tree survey?

b) As part a)
c) The tree survey will assess the condition, value and quality of any trees which
are to be removed and will provide a basis for any replacement, enhancement
or implementation of management of existing trees as required.

b) Please could the applicant clarify the securing mechanism for the need to
quantify and agree tree loss?
c) Please could the applicant, GC and NRW comment on what tree
replacement calculations are required to demonstrate that an appropriate
level of mitigation will be provided?
3.24.

Applicant
Gwynedd Council
NRW

a) Following its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 3.27] regarding
the timing of the works, please could the applicant identify precisely which
species and times where works should be avoided in consultation with
NRW and reflect this information in the Outline CoCP [REP2-013]?
b) If the applicant intends to carry out works in the specified sensitive

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01
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periods, should this be agreed in advance with NRW and GC?
c) Please could GC and NRW comment?

to sensitive parts of the bat season and timings for mitigation in relation to
tunnels. However the mitigation (tunnel exclusion and enhancement) will have
already taken place prior to the commencement of construction.
b) The Applicant has outlined previously that when scheduling the construction
programme, sensitive times from an ecological perspective will be avoided as
much as possible and these timing restrictions incorporated into the
programme. However in incidents where this cannot be avoided, the Applicant
would seek to agree any additional mitigation measures as appropriate in
advance.

3.25.

Gwynedd Council

a) Is GC content with the applicant’s impact assessment and proposed
mitigation measures for the potential indirect impacts on biodiversity due
to noise, vibration, air overpressure and deposited dust?
b) Is GC content with the relevant mitigation measures secured in the draft
DCO [REP4-009] and Outline CoCP [REP2-013]?

3.26.

NRW

It it’s SoCG with the applicant [REP3-010, ID 3.I.1] NRW agreed that the
applicant’s approach to any potential noise impact on protected species as a
result of the development is suitable, and any residual impact can be
mitigated with the Outline COCP and Breeding Bird Method Statement
a) Is NRW content with the applicant’s impact assessment and proposed
mitigation measures for the potential indirect impacts on protected species
due to vibration, air overpressure and deposited dust?
b) Is NRW content with the relevant mitigation measures secured in the draft
DCO [REP4-009] and Outline CoCP [REP2-013]?

3.27.

Applicant

Following its response [REP3-026] to Tony Grant’s Written Representation
[REP2-052], please could the applicant clarify the potential for the continuity
of habitats to be impacted by increases in traffic on the construction route to
Q1 and for this to cause adverse impacts on protected species such as
badgers, otters, as well as stoats, toads and low flying barn owls and bats?

Severance of Habitats and Barriers to Movement
Ffordd Cefn Du is currently a single lane tarmac track with widths varying from
2.6m to 6.0m with informal passing places. The improvement works will include
localised widening of the existing road carriageway to a minimum width of 4m and
removing, where possible, tight bends to enable construction traffic to use the
route. The proposed widening will not create new severance of habitats as a road
already exists. The proposed increase in width of carriageway will not present a
significant increase from the baseline condition and will not create a barrier to
movement.
There are no changes in lighting levels proposed during the construction and
operation phase and construction works are due to take place between daylight
hours reducing the need for artificial lights during night time working. Lighting will
not create a barrier to movement.
Where existing road boundary features are stone walls, where necessary, these
will be dismantled and reinstated set back in line with the new road alignment.
Where existing boundary fences are being removed these are being replaced like
for like. Where there were no previous boundary features along the road these will
be maintained as open access. There will be no change in the baseline conditions
of boundary features along the road. Boundary features will not create a change in
barriers to movement.
The baseline traffic flow is low. However, Ffordd Cefn Du is currently used for
multiple purposes which include:
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Access to the local communities of Groeslon and individual residential
dwellings along its route;
Access to the car park which is used for recreational activities - there is an
informal car park at the foot of Chwarel Fawr / Q1 with access to Cefn Du;
Forestry timber extraction;
Outdoor competitions such as the Snowdon Marathon and Man Vs Mountain;
and
Commuting Waunfawr / Groeslon to Llanberis by local residents in
Waunfawr.

The Applicant has provided extensive comments on the likely predicted increase in
traffic during operation of the road / construction of the Development on Ffordd
Cefn Du once improved which concluded that
“With mitigation, the residual significance of effects of traffic flows is expected to
be minor adverse”
Noise and vehicle movement will not create a barrier to movement during
construction (highway improvements) and operation of the Ffordd Cefn Du.
Collision with Traffic
Construction works for the road and operation of the road (the construction of the
Development at Q1) are due to take place between daylight hours reducing the
need for night time working and therefore reducing traffic when the animals listed
in the question are most active.
A 20mph speed limits as outlined in the CTMP will be observed. No night-time
traffic is expected with the exception of security and therefore the risk of collision
of animals with site vehicles will not have a significant adverse effect.
3.28.

Applicant

It is unclear why the applicant does not consider a separate requirement
specifying the content of the Outline Biosecurity Plan [REP3-021] in the draft
DCO [REP4-009] necessary; this is the approach taken for other draft
plans/strategies specified in Requirement 7 of the draft DCO [REP4-009].
Please could the applicant clarify and consider either the inclusion of a
Requirement in the draft DCO [REP4-009] which sets out the minimum
measures relied on, or alternatively that the Outline Biosecurity Plan [REP3021] (subject to any suggested alterations) is secured in draft DCO [REP4009] Requirement 8 (Compliance with outline plans)?

The Bio-Security Plan is now a certified document under Section 38

3.29.

Applicant

Please could more details of the monitoring programmes (e.g. frequency,
recording methods, suitably qualified staff) be provided in the Outline
Biosecurity Plan [REP3-021, paragraph 3.2.19]?

The Applicant confirms that the Bio-Security Plan has been amended as requested
and submitted at deadline 5 as document reference: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_05
(Rev.1)

3.30.

Applicant

Should there be a provision in the Outline Biosecurity Plan [REP3-021,
paragraph 3.3.21] for any reports over the course of the INNS control action
to be provided to GC and any amendments to the Plan during the
construction/operation of the development to be approved in writing?

As the Bio-Security Plan (submitted at deadline 5 as document reference:
SPH_GREX_DCOD3_05 (Rev.1)) outlines, it is the responsibility of NRW to notify
the Applicant / operator and other users of Llyn Padarn if INNS are identified. At
that point, it has been agreed with the NRW previously in the meeting held on the
15th July 2015 that dependent on the type of INNS identified, appropriate
monitoring and action will be agreed and implemented.
Liaison with NRW has previously agreed that the plan is split into construction and
operation. For the operation of the Development, NRW may wish to seek to secure
operational monitoring of the Development as part of the discharge consent
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conditions in addition to DCO Requirement 7.
3.31.

Applicant

a) It is unclear what further information will be provided in the final
Biosecurity Plan – stage specific method statements for example? Please
could the applicant amend the Outline Biosecurity Plan [REP3-021] to
clarify (if required) specifically what further information will be provided in
the final version for sign off by GC?
b) Please could GC and NRW comment on any additional information that
they would like to see in the final version?

4.

Landscape and visual impacts, good design

4.1.

SNPA

Further to its comments in the SoCG with the applicant [REP3-009, D7], is
SNPA content that the draft DCO [REP4-009, Requirements 20 and 22]
secures the mitigation required for potential impacts on dark sky status due
to light overspill?

4.2.

NRW

Further to its response to the FWQ [REP2-047, question 4.1(a) and 4.9]
please could NRW comment on the cumulative landscape and visual impact
with an underground grid connection?

4.3.

Applicant

a) Please could the applicant clarify what is meant by ‘considered holistically
throughout the assessment’ [REP2-011 question 4.3] with respect to how
impacts to trees, vegetation and landscape works have been included in
the LVIA [APP-073]?
b) Have these impacts been represented in the photomontages [APP-179 to
APP-190]?

The Bio-Security Plan (submitted at deadline 5 as document reference:
SPH_GREX_DCOD3_05 (Rev.1)) has been amended in line with the comments
received from NRW dated the 2nd June 2016. Additional INNS have been included
within the Plan although it must be recognised that none of these are currently
present in Llyn Padarn and therefore these represent a hypothetical situation.
Gwynedd Council have outlined in their Deadline 4 response that they are satisfied
with the Plan as submitted at Deadline 3.

c) The landscape assessment is based upon an understanding of potential effects
(impacts) to trees, vegetation and landscape works informed by an
understanding of the baseline conditions (Section 6.7 of Chapter 6 of the ES
(document ref 6.02)), the project description contained in Chapter 4 of the ES
and mitigation measures outlined in Section 6.9 of the LVIA chapter. Residual
effects on the physical landscape resource during both construction and
operation (permanent effects) of the Development are considered in Section
6.10 of the ES chapter.
In this respect, the term ‘holistic’ was intended to communicate that the
assessment of the likely effects on the physical landscape resource has been
considered throughout the assessment of landscape effects in accordance with
GLVIA3 (para 2.19 of GLVIA).
With respect to how these impacts are considered within the LVIA, as stated in
6.5.2-6.5.3 of ES Chapter 6, physical landscape resources within the study
area that could be affected (or ‘impacted’) by the Development, such as trees,
landform and vegetation generally, have been identified as potential landscape
receptors. Specific consideration is given to changes to landscape elements
recorded in Section 6.7: Baseline Conditions, paras 6.7.1 onwards, specifically
paras 6.7.2-6.7.5 which identify physical characteristics of the site itself.
LANDMAP Aspect areas relevant to the Development, including its physical
landscape resources, are presented in Table 6-7 and form the basis of the
assessment of effects on the physical landscape resource. A summary of the
sensitivity of the Development area, taking into account all the above, is
presented at para 6.7.15.
Based on a detailed understanding of the development described in Chapter 4
Project Description of the ES, potential effects on physical landscape resources
during construction, and Permanent effects during the operation of the
Development are described in Section 6.8, paras 6.8.1-6.8.2; in accordance
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with GLVIA3 (para 5.57 of GLVIA) mitigation measures to avoid, reduce or
offset these effects are considered in Section 6.9 and described subsequently
in Section 6.10 Residual Effects.
ES Section 6.10 Residual Effects, paras 6.10.1-6.10.6, and Table 6-11, assess
the magnitude of change and effect of the development during construction on
the character of the site and its physical landscape resources, against each of
the LANDMAP Aspects identified in Table 6-7. Permanent residual effects on
the physical landscape resource during the operation of the development are
assessed in paras 6.10.8-6.10.14 and Table 6-13.
The Evaluation of Significance on the physical landscape resource, considered
against the LANDMAP Aspect areas of the site, is presented in ES Section
6.11, para 6.11.2, and concluded in Section 6.12 Summary and Conclusions,
para 6.12.1.
d) Further to the Applicant’s response to ExA First Written Question 4.4
(SPH_GREX_FWQD2_01), and as stated in ES para 6.5.19, the photomontages
represent these features which in turn supports the visual assessmentand are
included as a visual reference within the LVIA chapter.
As stated in ES para 6.5.20, Verified View Montages (VVMs) are also provided
to support the assessment. In accordance with the Landscape Institute Advice
Note 01/11 ‘Photography and photomontage in landscape and visual
assessment’ (3.1), para 6.5.20 of the ES states that VVM photomontages are a
visual representation of the development that are as precise as it is possible to
be within the limits of the technology and software employed; with the
objective of simulating the likely visual changes that would result from a
proposed development. An outline method for the production of VVMs is
presented at para 6.5.21 of the ES, including how existing and proposed
features are incorporated into the final montage.
As stated in para 6.6.18 of Chapter 6 of the ES, the landscape and visual
assessment and viewpoint photography were undertaken in the summer when
vegetation was in full leaf. Therefore, assumptions have been made about
visual effects in winter when deciduous vegetation is not in leaf. This approach
has been agreed with consultees as per the Applicants response to ExA First
Written Question 4.4.
4.4.

Applicant

a) In its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, questions 4.11 and 5.9] the
applicant referred to a Landscape and Restoration Plan to be prepared in
consultation with Gwynedd Council and Cadw. The Outline CoCP [REP2013, paragraph 4.6.4] states that the Landscape and Reinstatement Plan
will be submitted to GC and NRW for approval prior to construction
commencing. However, there is no reference in section 4.6 of the Outline
CoCP [REP2-013] to the Landscape and Reinstatement Plan being
prepared in consultation with Cadw. Please could the applicant clarify?

a) Section 4.3 of the CoCP has been amended to include CADW
b) The Applicant does not consider this necessary now that the CoCP has been
amended to include CADW.

b) Should the draft DCO [REP4-009, Requirement 6] be updated to require
the relevant planning authority to consult with Cadw on the Landscape
and Reinstatement Plan?
4.5.

Applicant

Please could the applicant clarify how the Explosive Ordnance Disposal Facility
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[REP4-007, paragraphs 2.5.3 to 2.5.6], which appears to be a potentially
large structure, has been considered in the LVIA [APP-073]?

containers side by side. This is considered standard for the type of UXO identified
as potentially being present in Q6. A larger facility, (as would be required for a
1000lb bomb for example) is considered to be unlikely to be required, as the
records and investigative works undertaken by the Applicant to date suggest that
the largest items have been removed in previous extensive clearance operations.
As per the Applicants response to DCO query 21 submitted at Deadline 4
(document reference SPH_GREX_DCOD4_02) the EOD Facility will have the
potential to move within Q6 as it is preferable to have the EOD closer to the area
of investigation. As the investigation moves forward the EOD facility will be moved
onto the adjacent relevant Works Nos.
Whilst in the quarry, the EOD will not be seen. Once on the adjacent Work Nos
and as per the Applicant response to Question 2.3 of ExA Second Written
Questions regarding acoustic screening, given the topography and natural
vegetation screening, this is unlikely to be seen above the tree line and will also
be covered with its own acoustic screening, for example a layer of sandbags.

5.

Historic environment

5.1.

Applicant

Further to GC’s response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 5.5(b)] has the
applicant consulted with Cadw on whether an assessment of the impacts on
the tentative World Heritage Site is required and whether any weight should
be given to the tentative World Heritage Site status, taking a future proofing
approach?

Paragraph11.6.4 of Chapter 11 of the ES notes the presence of the tentative
World Heritage Site Status and Sections 11.7 and 11.11 outline that no significant
adverse effects to historic features are anticipated including the tentative World
Heritage Site.
The Statement of Common Ground with CADW has agreed that the impact of the
Development will be fully addressed within the Archaeological Compensation and
Enhancement Strategy with its associated Written Scheme of Investigation for the
entire Development.
Any subsequent mitigation required will be included within the Written Scheme of
Investigation, as required by Requirement 7.

5.2.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council
Cadw

Contrary to the applicant’s response to the FWQ [REP2-011, questions 5.13
and 5.14], the LVIA [APP-073] and the ExA’s unaccompanied site inspections
undertaken in May 2016 [EV-026] both indicate that there are views of the
proposed development from Dolbadarn Castle.
a) Please could the applicant reconsider its response to the first written
question?
b) Please could the applicant clarify the impacts on the setting of Dolbadarn
Castle?
c) Please could the applicant clarify interrelating impacts between the LVIA
and the heritage assessment?
d) Please could GC and Cadw comment on the conclusions of the applicant’s
assessment?

5.3.

Gwynedd
Council

Viewpoint 9 clearly demonstrates that the dam and reservoirs at Q1 and Q6, the
powerhouse and pumping station will all be screened by intervening topography
and vegetation from Dolbadarn Castle. The wireframe structures and
corresponding arrows were to demonstrate the approximate location of the
Development components and aid the viewer. However as outlined in the
associated text, the power house is screened by existing vegetation with Q1, Q6
and pumping station screening by the existing topography. This is repeated in
section 6-16 of the Landscape and Visual chapter of the ES. This means that there
will be no change to the setting of the Castle and consequently no impact.
Setting is defined in CADW’s Conservation Principles as “The surroundings in which
an historic asset is experienced, its local context, embracing present and past
relationships to the adjacent landscape”. The LVIA assessment has been used to
assess whether there will be any change to the surroundings in which the Castle is
experienced. It has been concluded that there is no change to the setting and
therefore the assessment remains valid.

In its comments on GC’s response to the FWQ [REP3-026, question 5.11] the
applicant stated that the development will not affect the existing bomb store.
Does GC still consider that a detailed survey of the bomb store is required
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before the construction of the spillway infrastructure?
5.4.

Gwynedd
Council

a) Following its comments on the FWQ [REP2-041, question 5.21(a)] is GC
content with the revisions made by the applicant to the measures
suggested for an Archaeological Compensation and Enhancement Strategy
in the Schedule of Required Plans and Strategies [REP3-024]?
b) Is GC content with the provisions for the Archaeological Compensation and
Enhancement Strategy in the draft DCO [REP4-009, Requirement 18]?
c) Should Cadw be consulted on the Archaeological Compensation and
Enhancement Strategy [REP4-009, Requirement 7]?

6.

Traffic and transport

6.1.

Applicant

In its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 6.10] the applicant stated
that the tonnage of material to be imported and exported has been
calculated. This appears to conflict with a response to another question
[REP2-011, question 2.12] where it was stated that information of the
anticipated material and waste volumes cannot be provided on materials
other than slate/rock. Please could the applicant clarify?

The Applicant wishes to clarify that the response to First Written Questions 2.12 and
6.10 related to slate and rock.
We refer the ExA to the Applicants response to question 2.2 of Second Written
Questions (Doc Ref: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01) regarding the type of material that has
been estimated, as the vast majority of material to be generated by the Development
will be slate and rock based. The other materials likely will be managed through the
Waste Management Plan (WMP) and industry best practice (such as minimal
packaging materials) or recycled / incorporated into the Development.

6.2.

Applicant

Further to its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 6.13], please could
the applicant clarify the impacts of the temporary closures of Ffordd Clegir,
including during blasting?

The Applicant has confirmed that Ffordd Clegir will not be used for construction access
and therefore users and residents of Ffordd Clegir will be able to use this road on a
daily basis, road closures will only be required for safety reasons – for example
blasting or if localised works to Works No 3A, 3B and 4A are required and either inhibit
traffic or, on a precautionary basis, if such works pose any remote risk to users of the
road.
The mitigation would involve liaison with local stakeholders to minimise disruption by
selecting appropriate times for these works to take place. This communication would
be through the Environmental Liaison Officer (ELO) and be likely period in the
programme identified once the Principal Contractor is appointed.
Whilst, the frequency of any event is considered to be low, as set out above, the
potential impact can be set out as follows.
Apart from the commitment not to use Ffordd Clegir for construction access, potential
effects on this road have not been raised as being a concern by Gwynedd Council and
as such no information in realtion to existing traffic levels has been collected.
However, it is considered that any existing levels of traffic are likely to be low and
access to the properties is available from both sides of the road
On the Llanberis (eastern) side of the Q6 works there is one property around 250m
beyond the extent of Llanberis, access to this property could still be gained by
travelling through Llanberis.
On the other (western) side of Q6 there are around 20 dwellings which take access
from Ffordd Clegir, however, access could still be gained via Ffordd Byngwn, which
then links to the A4086 providing an access to Llanberis. The overall diversion
distance, assuming a journey into Llanberis, would be around 8.5km.
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Applicant

a) Further to its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 6.24], please
could the applicant clarify how the Travel Plan will be secured?
b) Could the minimum measures to be secured into the Travel Plan be
drafted into the wording of the draft DCO [REP4-009] either within the
Requirement itself or within the Outline Construction Traffic Management
Plan (CTMP)?
c) Should the Travel Plan include operational traffic movements, as
mentioned by GC in their response to the FWQ [REP2-041, question
6.24]?

6.4.

Gwynedd
Council

a) The Travel Plan will be secured through Requirement 11. An outline is included in

the CTMP.
b) The Travel Plan would set out the overall aims of the document, the measures to
be adopted to achieve these aims, targets to reduce the number of single
occupancy car trips by employees and a monitoring strategy to ensure that the
aims and targets are being met. However, as stated in paragraph 12.1.6 of the ES
(APP-079), once operational the scheme would employ around 25-35 staff on a 3
shift system, with around 8 to 11 staff per shift, and as acknowledged by Gwynedd
Council in their response to Question 6.24 (REP2-041), this level of staff would
limit the potential to affect the number of single occupancy car trips to the site once
operational.
c) The Travel Plan should include the number of operational vehicle movements as
well as an expected modal split of trips, which are initially based upon census data,
and then once operational it can be revised based up the results of employee
travel to work surveys.

a) In its response [REP4-014, item 4.3] to a request to provide further detail
on cumulative traffic impacts with the grid connection, the applicant
referred to the ES [APP-084]. The relevant paragraph of the ES [APP-084,
paragraph 17.8.8] states that ‘this high level assessment considers that
the inter-project effects from construction traffic travelling to the
Development (deliveries of plant and materials and construction workers)
will be limited as there are alternative access routes to the A4244 from
Llanberis, Cwm y Glo and Caernarfon’. Is GC content that the potential
impacts of the use of these alternative construction routes during the
construction of the grid connection have been fully considered in the ES?
b) If so, should the potential alternative routes be included in the Outline
CTMP [REP3-007]?

6.5.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) Please could the applicant update the Outline CTMP [REP3-007] to
incorporate the matters referred to the Issue Specific Hearing [REP4-014,
paragraphs 3.8(a), 8.4(b) and 12.1(c)], including the monitoring of
vehicles and construction traffic, measures in relation to potential
vibration impacts and the timing and notice needed for any abnormal
loads?
b) Limited information is provided on the content of the CTMP [REP3-007] in
the draft DCO [REP4-009, Requirement 12]. Does the applicant or GC
consider that more information should be provided in the draft DCO
[REP4-009] to specify the minimum measures to be included in the final
CTMP?
c) Should the final version of the Outline CTMP [REP3-007] be certified under
Article 38 and secured into the draft DCO [REP4-009]?

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

a) This relates to the following requirements:
a. A requirement by the Contractor to monitor traffic levels to the site and
review these with Gwynedd Council, and should the expected levels be
exceed a strategy for reducing movements would be agreed. The CTMP
has been updated to include this (revised version submitted at deadline 5
– document reference: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_07 (Rev.1)).
b. The requirement to resurface Ffordd Cefn Du and maintain it in a good
working order would be set out in the Section 278 Agreement within
Gwynedd Council, with the reduced speed limit and a requirement to
regularly inspecting the condition of Ffordd Cefn Du being included within
the CTMP.
c. The CTMP includes measures to restrict the timings of HGV to between
0830 and 1630. We refer the ExA to the Applicant response to Question
7.7 of the ExA’s Second Written Questions (Doc Ref:
SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01) for the response on vibration which is covered
in the Construction Noise Management Plan (which has been submitted
at deadline 5 as document reference SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04).
b) The CTMP will be a certified document under Section 38. The CTMP sets out
the minimum information to be included in the document and therefore this does
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not need to be repeated within the DCO under Requirement 6
c) Response as per part b)

Construction route from the A4085 to Q1 (Ffordd Cefn Du)
6.6.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) Further to its confirmation of the construction route from the A4085 to Q1
[REP4-014, item 3.2], please could the applicant suggest how this can be
secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009] and the next version of the Outline
CTMP [REP3-007]?

a) The only route from the A4085 to Q1 is via Ffordd Cefn Du and the CTMP has
been amended to ensure that all construction traffic will use this route and will
not use any other routes to access Q1 from the A4085.

b) Is GC content that the route beyond the A4085 would be determined by
the Principal Contractor and should the Outline CTMP [REP3-007] set out
the alternatives that can be considered based on what has been assessed
in the ES?
6.7.

Applicant

a) Please could the applicant respond to GC’s comments [REP4-026, item
3.7] regarding the potential for a 20mph speed limit from the A4085 to
the Groeslon crossroads, and a 10mph speed limit from the Groeslon
crossroads to Q1?
b) Following responses from the applicant [REP4-014, item 3.7] and GC
[REP4-026, action no 5] please could the applicant include a speed limits
for construction traffic from the A4085 to the Q1 agreed with GC in the
next version of the Outline CTMP [REP3-007]?

6.8.

Applicant

The applicant has stated [REP4-014, item 3.8(a)] that ‘The Environmental
Manager (EM) would then meet regularly with the Local Authority to discuss
the levels of traffic and should these exceed the levels predicted, a strategy
for reducing vehicle movements would be agreed with Gwynedd Council’ and
also [REP4-014, item3.9(c) that ‘the Contractor will be required to keep a log
of all construction vehicle movements as part of a standard construction
management process. These will then be made available to the Local
Authority upon request’. Please could these commitments be included in the
Outline CTMP [REP3-007]?

6.9.

Applicant

a) Further to comments from GC [REP4-026, item 3.9] please could the
applicant reconsider its response [REP4-014, item 3.9] to the suggestion
to place a cap on HGV movements? A cap was included in the 2012 T&CPA
approval [APP-086, Condition 31].
b) Please could the applicant agree with GC suitable wording to be included
in the Outline CTMP [REP3-007]?

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

The suggestion of a 20mph speed limit from the A4085 along Ffordd Cefn Du to Q1
has been included in the revised CTMP submitted at Deadline 5 (doc ref:
SPH_GREX_DCOD3_07 (Rev.1)). The Applicant considers that a 10mph speed limit
from the Groeslon crossroads to Q1 is not practical and would result in much longer
journey times to Q1. The Applicant will seek to agree this with GC at Deadline 6 once
comments are received on the revised CTMP.

This is included within the latest CTMP (revised version submitted at deadline 5 –
document reference: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_07 (Rev.1)).

a) The Applicant has responded to each of the points in the Gwynedd Council
response as follows:
a. the timing of HGV movements is controlled in the CTMP;
b. It is not considered that a cap on the number of HGV movements is
required as the CTMP includes a commitment for the Contractor to monitor
all construction traffic movements and share this information with Gwynedd
Council. It also then commits the Contractor to agree a strategy with
Gwynedd Council for reducing movements wherever possible should they
exceed the previously agreed levels. This would then provide the
Contractor with some flexibility. Although it should be stressed that all
construction traffic has been increased by 25% above what is expected.
c. a record of all construction traffic will be kept by the Contractor, and this is
included in the CTMP (revised version submitted at deadline 5 – document
reference: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_07 (Rev.1);
b) The Applicant has agreed the suggested wording as set out in Section 2.12 of the
amended CTMP (SPH_GREX_DCOD3_07 (Rev.1)):
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The Contractor will at all times keep a full and complete record of all vehicle
movements into and out of the Construction sites at both Q1 and Q6. These
records shall be held for the full duration of the contract and will be made
available for inspection by the Local Authority at all times.
The Environmental Manager (EM) will, at regular intervals to be agreed,
meet with the Local Authority to discuss the overall traffic movements and
discuss how these compare to those agreed as part of the DCO process.
Should the movements be greater than predicted, the EM will agree a
strategy with the Local Authority to reduce wherever possible the vehicle
movements to and from the site.

6.10.

Applicant

Please could the applicant respond to comments from GC [REP4-026, item
11.1] regarding the Ffordd Cefn Du Highway Improvements [REP3-025] and
provide revised drawings as necessary to address these.

Figure 4 of the Highway Improvement document submitted at Deadline 3
(SPH_GREX_WED3_03) is correctly aligned although it does not show the priorities
being changed but does show the kerbs built out and single file traffic North to South.
This will be sent to GC Highways shortly for agreement.
Regarding the remainder of the highways drawings, we are currently liaising with
Gwynedd Council regarding the production of one revised drawing regarding the
resurfacing from the A4085 to the cattle grid. This will be issued to Gwynedd Council
Highways during the week commencing 20th June 2016. The remainder of the
drawings have been agreed with GC Highways and will be shown at the highways
improvement event to be held on the 29th June 2016.

6.11.

Applicant

a) Further to its response [REP3-026] to Christine Jordan’s Written
Representation [REP2-025] and with reference to measures included in
the Outline CTMP [REP3-007], please could the applicant provide an
update on progress in establishing a temporary car park for residents?

a) The Applicant has identified suitable land and respective landowners and is

b) Please could the applicant clarify the temporary car park provisions made
for the elderly, disabled and those with children?
c) How will this be secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009] and can further
detail be provided in the Outline CTMP [REP3-007]?

6.12.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) Please respond to the concerns raised by Cherry Bartlett [REP4-020]
regarding the Institute of Environmental Assessment’s guidelines
regarding fear and intimidation in relation to road traffic and clarify how
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awaiting the highway improvement event to be held on the 29 th of June 2016 to
gather further feedback from the local community. Following the event, the
Applicant will engage with landowners and seek to secure temporary parking
arrangements through individual legal agreements with the landowners for
temporary use. This will also be included in the s278 agreement with Gwynedd
Council.
b) The temporary car park will be located as close to those residents as much as
possible. However, the Applicant wishes to clarify that the temporary car park will
only be required during the day while the highway improvements are being
undertaken and residents will be able to park their cars back in the evenings and
prior to the improvements works commencing the next morning. After the road
improvement works have been completed, during the main construction period, the
car park will again only be used during the days when abnormal loads will be
travelling to Q1 from the A4085. The ELO will ensure that all residents including
those with disabilities, young children or school children will have sufficient notice
c) Any requirement for a temporary car park for the highway improvements will be
contained within the s278 legal agreement between the Applicant and Gwynedd
Council. Any temporary car park required for the construction phase of the
Development will be secured through the CTMP (revised version submitted at
deadline 5 – document reference: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_07 (Rev.1), as per
Requirement 6.
Paragraph 4.40 of the Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Road Traffic
published by the Institute of Environmental Assessment states that.
“A further impact traffic may have on pedestrians is fear and intimidation. The impact
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this has been addressed in the assessment and in the mitigation
proposals.
b) Please could GC comment?

6.13.

Gwynedd
Council

of this is dependent upon the volume of traffic, its HGV composition, its proximity to
people or the lack of protection caused by such factors as narrow pavement widths.
Whilst this danger has been recognised……. there are no commonly agreed
thresholds for estimating levels of danger, or fear and intimidation , from known and
physical conditions”
Furthermore, it should be mentioned that this was not included within either the 2012
ES or the 2015 ES as it was not raised as a topic for consideration by the Local
Authority through the ES Scoping.
It has been accepted by SPH that Ffordd Cefn Du will require improvement in order to
appropriately accommodate the construction phase of the development, and as such
the road is being widened to 4m above the cattle grid along with passing places. This
will therefore provide an improvement over the existing carriageway with a wider road
width as well as dedicated passing places to allow an HGV to safely pass a
pedestrian. Furthermore, through the CTMP all construction vehicles will be limited to
20mph on Ffordd Cefn Du, this along with the proposed works to Ffordd Cefn Du will
therefore reduce levels of fear and intimidation through the construction phase.

a) Further to the applicant’s response [REP3-026] to a Written
Representation from Dr Jane Huuse [REP2-028], further concerns raised
by Dr Jane Huuse [REP4-021] and comments made by Cherry Bartlett
[REP4-020] regarding the section between the cattle grid and the A4085,
is GC content that concerns regarding safety for school children and safety
at blind bends and ‘pinch points’ on the construction route from the A4085
to Q1 have been appropriately addressed?
b) Does GC consider that there are any measures that should reasonably be
added to the mitigation proposals to help address the community’s safety
concerns?

6.14.

Applicant

Further to a Written Representation from Dr Jane Huuse [REP4-021]
regarding the potential to have to ‘engage in lengthy law suits to repair the
damage’ to residences along the access road, please could the applicant
suggest a mechanism by which this can be avoided, including (for example) if
a construction vehicle damages a residence?

A proposed methodology for any direct damage caused by construction vehicles to
property (such as contact with walls, cars or third party property) is outlined in Section
2.8 of the CTMP (SPH_GREX_DCOD3_07 (Rev.1)) and would require the following
procedure in the event of an incident:
 in the event of an incident the driver to stop and attempt to contact the affected
property owner and to make a full photographic record of any damage;
 If the affected owner is available the driver to direct them to the main site office
of the Contractor. The driver must then report the incident immediately upon
entry to the Development;
 Upon receipt of a formal record of the incident the Contractor will then make
contact with the affect owner and the ELO will attend site and agree a method
and programme for making any repairs.
Furthermore, we refer the ExA to the Applicants response to Question 7.7 of Second
Written Questions regarding a response on property surveys.

6.15.

Applicant

Further to a Written Representation from Dr Jane Huuse [REP4-021], please
could the applicant clarify how the potential for construction traffic to take
short cuts rather than use the construction route proposed by the applicant
from the A4085 is prevented within the draft DCO {REP4-009]?

The construction route from the A4085 to Q1 is via Ffordd Cefn Du and this has been
written into the CTMP which then defines the approved routes to be used by
Contractors. Penalties will be included in the Contract should any vehicle not follow
this route. Any penalty could involve the affected Contractor being removed from the
site.

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01
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6.16.

Gwynedd
Council

Please comment on the Alternative Access to Q1 document [REP4-015]
submitted by the applicant at deadline 4, and specifically on the potential
impacts of these alternatives compared to the construction route to Q1
currently proposed by the applicant.

NRW
Interested
Parties
6.17.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) Please could the applicant clarify whether the timescales of the grid
connection are likely to affect or cause diversions of construction traffic to
quarry Q6 and the contingencies that would be in place to deal with this?
b) Please could GC comment on the interaction between the two schemes
and whether this is satisfactorily mitigated within the Outline CTMP [REP3007]?

The Outline CTMP [REP3-007, paragraph 2.4.1] provides a brief description of
the works required at Groeslon crossroads. However, the applicant has
confirmed [REP4-014] that the highways improvement works are to be
delivered through a s278 agreement with GC and not through the draft DCO
[REP4-009]. Does the Outline CTMP [REP3-007] need to be updated to clarify
where measures are to be secured through the s278 agreement?

6.18.

Applicant

7.

Noise, vibration and air overpressure

7.1.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council
NRW

a) Further to its comments [REP4-014, item 6.3(b)] regarding ‘the potential
for some noise and vibration effects from piling works’ associated with the
construction of the outfall to Llyn Padarn, please could the applicant clarify
the potential impacts from these works on a worst case basis, proposed
mitigation measures and how these are secured in the draft DCO [REP4009]?
b) Please could GC comment on whether it is appropriate for the applicant to
use the s61 of the Control of Pollution Act process as a means to restrict
construction noise impacts in this location, and whether more information
should be included in the proposed mitigation strategy secured in the draft
DCO [REP4-009] in respect to works in this location?
c) Will a piling risk assessment [REP4-014, item 6.3(b)] be included in the
Outline Noise Management Plan [REP3-006]?

a) The grid connection may require temporary traffic management which may then

result in delay for all road users as outlined in the Applicants response to
agenda item 4.3 of the Issue Specific Hearing (SPH_GREX_WED4_03). No
construction traffic would be diverted and would stay on the A4244 and A4086
to access Q6. Timescales are yet to be determined for the grid connection and
discussions are ongoing on refining the agreement between SP Manweb and
the Applicant’s appointed ICP. Such works and the precise traffic management
would be subject to the consent of the highways authority who are routinely
responsible for managing roadworks to ensure traffic flow is not unacceptably
obstructed.
The CTMP (submitted at Deadline 5 –document reference: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_07
(Rev.1)) has been amended to clarify this.

a) As stated in the response to question 6.4 of ISH (REP4-014), the actual piling
methods for the outfall to Llyn Padarn are not yet confirmed and are subject to
a detailed design. At this stage, the likely piling methods for the proposed
sheet piling are piling hammer or vibro-piling. The closest receptors will be the
recreational users of Llyn Padarn. The potential impacts are likely to be
localised and temporary in nature but will be confirmed as part of the detailed
construction noise and vibration assessment which will be undertaken once the
principal contractor has been appointed, as detailed in the updated
construction noise management plan (CNMP) (submitted at Deadline 5 as doc.
Ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04).
BS 5228 part 1 provides a database of noise levels from various piling
techniques, a selection of which is provided below.

d) Please could GC and NRW comment?

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01
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BS 5228-1
Table
reference

Piling method

Ground type

A weighted sound
pressure level (LAeq)
at 10m

C3.8

Sheet steel piling,
vibratory piling rig

Soft clay

88 dB

C3.9

Sheet steel pilinghydraulic jacking

Sandy clay

63 dB

D4.3

Sheet steel pilingdiesel hammer

Silt/rock

106 dB

D4.53

Sheet Steel Piling
Hydraulic vibratory
driver

Sand/gravel

90 dB

D4.56

Sheet Steel Piling
Drop hammer
(hammer and pile
enclosed
acoustically)

Sandy lay
overlying
boulder clay

66 dB

The above table shows how the noise levels vary depending upon the piling
method. The ground conditions also affect the potential noise levels. With the
closest NSRs being 50 m away, distance will provide approximately 14 dB
attenuation, without any additional screening. Therefore, depending upon the
piling method selected, there is the potential for short term temporary major
adverse effects.
BS 5228 Part 2 provides a summary of historic case history on vibration levels
measured during sheet piling, a selection of which is provided below
BS 5228-2
Table
reference

Piling method

Ground type

Distance
(m)

PPV mm/s

Table D8.C6

Drop hammer
driving sheets

Clay/soft silty
clay/ silty sand

35

3.0

Table D8.C10

Drop hammer
driving sheets

Clay/rock

15

0.79

Table D8.C12

Drop hammer
driving sheets

Stiff clay/dense
sand including
clay bands

11

16

26

12.5

54

2.6

10

2.4

20

2.2

40

0.8

Table
D10.C56
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Vibratory pile
driving sheets

Glacial
till/gravelly
sandy silt
mixture with
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occasional
cobbles
Based on the above measured vibration PPV levels, at a distance of 50m from the
piling works, as a worst case the vibration levels would be classed as a Moderate
Magnitude of effect based on the updated Table 13.7 as shown in the response to
7.4 (a) of the first written questions (REP2-011 SPH_GREX_FWQD2_01).
Where appropriate, mitigation and piling methods will be selected to minimise the
impacts on NSRs, which in this case would be the users of Llyn Padarn. Mitigation
advice in BS 5228 will be followed and other mitigation measures would also
include the timing of the works. It has been agreed with Gwynedd Council that a
Section 61 COPA agreement can be used for piling works if required.
b) GC to respond
c) A Piling Construction Statement is included in the updated Construction Noise
Management Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04)
7.2.

Applicant

Further to its response to matters raised at the Issue Specific Hearing [REP4014, item 8.7(b)], please could the applicant clarify the impacts on human
receptors of vibration and air overpressure at the proposed limits?

The impacts over air over pressure on humans will not be significant if the
proposed limits of 6mm/s PPV limit (with 10mm/s PPV maximum) for ground
vibration from blasting are met. These limits are for human response and are
significantly less than for cosmetic damage from vibration. It should be noted that
the impact will only be experience for a very short duration.
A maximum limit for air over pressure is 150dB (Lin), which will result in a loud
noise heard for a very short duration up to 3 times per day (likely to be up to 2
blasts per day) at set time periods. The residents would have been notified of
blasting in advance, and therefore the overall significance of impact would likely
be minor adverse.

7.3.

Applicant

In its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 2.2(b)] the applicant stated
that ‘noise contours are based on a ‘worst case’ scenario (e.g plant working at
its closest approach to nearby noise sensitive receptors (NSRs), all plant
operating simultaneously)’.
a) Please demonstrate that this worst case closest approach has been
followed for predicted noise levels at Lake View Hotel and that this
includes all works permitted by the draft DCO [REP4-009, Schedule 1, Part
1] in Work No 4C, including all ‘further development’ identified in Work No
4C in the table and all ‘further development’ items (a) to (j)?
b) Please demonstrate that this worst case closest approach has been
followed for predicted noise levels at Glyn Peris Guest House and Glyn
Peris Cottage and that this includes all works permitted by the draft DCO
[REP4-009, Schedule 1, Part 1] in Works No 4A, 4B, 4D and 4E, including
all ‘further development’ identified in Works No 4A, 4B, 4D and 4E in the
table and all ‘further development’ items (a) to (j)?
c) Please could the applicant clarify the monitoring proposals for noise levels
at these locations and update the Outline Noise Management Plan [REP3006] to include more detail on the monitoring proposals?

a) As stated in the ES chapter 13 (Doc Ref: 6.02) and previous responses, the
construction noise assessment in the ES is provided to give an indication of
potential worst case scenario noise levels, based on the likely plant and
equipment to be used, and on the information available at the time of the
assessment. Appendix 13.1 (part 2) of the ES provides a list of the equipment
assessed broken down to headpond (Q1) works, Tailpond (Q6) works,
Powerhouse construction, penstock construction and pumping station and
overflow pipeline. Please note these works areas do not fully correspond to
the Works areas stated in the DCO.
As part of the construction noise assessment the various items of plant were
modelled at the closest approach to the nearby NSRs, all operating at the same
time.
As part of the construction noise assessment the various items plant were
modelled at the closest approach to the nearby NSRs, all operating at the same
time to predict the potential construction noise levels at the representative
receptors. However it should be noted that the initial construction assessment
considered all the NSRs with the plant in fixed location therefore the plant will
be located closer to some NSRs than others. Once the PC has been appointed
an updated detailed construction noise assessment will be undertaken which
will predict the noise levels at the NSRs most affected by the scheme
individually with the plant at the very worst case location.
We also refer the ExA to the response provided by the Applicant to Question

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01
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2.1 of ExA Second Written Questions (SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01).
b) See response to part a) above.
c) As detailed in the updated CNMP, updated baseline noise surveys will be
undertaken pre-construction to determine the existing background noise levels
and finalise the construction noise limits based on MPG 11 guidance. The
updated CNMP also provides details of monitoring during construction phase to
demonstrate compliance with the construction noise and vibration limits, as
well as the procedures to be followed should complaints be received.
A separate property management plan has been prepared for Glyn Peris Guest
House, (Appendix 12.1 of the Applicants written summary of oral case
(document ref SPH_GREX_WED4_03))
7.4.

Applicant

Please could the applicant respond to concerns raised by Emily Wood in her
Written Representation [REP2-032] regarding the potential for low frequency
hum from the pumping station and the noise impacts on recreational users
‘directly adjacent’ to the pumping station?

The pumping station will only work when water is required to be abstracted from
Llyn Padarn and therefore operate on an intermittent basis during operation to
allow for the topping up of Q6. It will operate more frequently during the initial
filing of Q6 as per the conditions outlined in the approved abstraction licence. The
equipment will be located below ground within a sealed concrete chamber.
Access to the underground chamber will be via surface access man hold panels
which will be made from thick galvanised steel which will be designed to
effectively attenuate noise from within the chamber.
Due to intermittent nature of the operation of the pumping station, any noise
effects are only expected for short durations. This means that operational noise
effects are unlikely on NSRs, including the nearby recreational users of Llyn
Padarn. This will be confirmed during the detailed design stage, when a detailed
assessment of all operational plant will be completed as outlined in the ONMP,
which will also include consideration of LFN.

7.5.

Applicant

Further to its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 7.12], please could
the applicant clarify the impact assessment undertaken for noise from
concrete batching plant and the potential for this plant to be operational
outside normal working hours?

As stated in the response to ExA First Written Question 7.12
(SPH_GREX_FWQD2_01), a batching plant was included in the BS5228
construction noise predictions for Q1 and Q6. Section 2 of Appendix 13.1 of the ES
lists the construction plant and equipment employed in the construction noise
modelling.
The grout batching plant will be located away from NSRs, and where necessary
temporary noise screening will be provided. It is not anticipated that the grout
batching plant to be used outside normal working hours. The work schedule will be
planned to ensure all grout batching will be completed within the normal working
hours. If the batching plant is required to be used outside normal construction
working hours, a Section 61 Agreement can be applied for, which would detail the
predicted noise from the grout batching plant and any mitigation measures which
will be in place to reduce and manage the noise impacts.

7.6.

Applicant

a) Should the Outline Noise Management Plan [REP3-006] be updated to
include the measures set out in the response to the FWQ [REP2-011,
question 7.13]; ‘Measurements of vibration at the foundations of buildings
considered to be at high risk should be taken to establish whether
construction traffic vibration levels would be likely to exceed the threshold

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

a) Section 4.4 of the updated CNMP is the construction traffic vibration risk
assessment which includes the measures set out in the response to the FWQ
[REP2-011, question 7.13];
b) The Applicant refers the ExA to the responses provided in Question 7.7 below.
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values or increase PPV levels to more than 0.3 mm/s. Vibration
measurements of existing traffic along these particular routes should also
be undertaken to determine the existing vibration levels.’
b) How will ‘high risk’ buildings be identified?
7.7.

Applicant
Tony Grant

a) In its response [REP4-011] to a Written Representation from Tony Grant
[REP3-033, question 7.4] the applicant stated that it intends to undertake
structural surveys of all concerned properties, to undertake vibration
surveys before, during and after construction and to undertake ‘any
appropriate mitigation measures’. How is this mitigation secured through
the draft DCO [REP4-009]?

a) This will be secured through the CNMP as per Requirement 6.
b) Section 4.4 of the updated CNMP is the construction traffic vibration risk
assessment which includes the measures set out in the response to the Issue
Specific Hearing [REP4-014, item 3.11(a)]. The Applicant also provides a
detailed response to this question in Appendix 7.7.

b) In its response to matters arising at the Issue Specific Hearing [REP4-014,
item 3.11(a)] the applicant stated that ‘a suitably qualified and
independent structural surveyor will first assess which properties along
Ffordd Cefn Du may be potentially vulnerable to vibration effects, and
then these properties will be contacted and offered an independent
structural survey at the cost of the Applicant. If they agree to the survey it
will then be carried out prior to construction start. A final survey will be
undertaken post construction and when the Development is in operation’.
Please could the applicant update the Outline Noise Management Plan
[REP3-006] to include these measures?
c) Please could Tony Grant comment on the updated Outline Noise
Management Plan at deadline 6?
7.8.

Applicant

Please could the applicant address the discrepancy in working hours between
the Outline Noise Management Plan [REP3-006] and the Outline Construction
Traffic Management [REP3-007] identified by GC [REP4-026, action no 8(b)]?

The discrepancy has been addressed in the updated draft CNMP and draft CTMP

7.9.

Applicant

a) Requirement 19 of the draft DCO [REP4-009] specifies that working hours
may be extended for specified works. There is no indication that this
limited to underground works. Given the applicant has clarified [REP3026, question 7.19] that GCs understanding that these works would be
limited to underground works only is correct, should Requirement 19 of
the draft DCO [REP4-009] be amended to include this?

a) The working hours requirement (number 13 in revision 6 of the DCO) has been
amended to allow a specific exemption for underground excavation works. As
previously advised the Applicant considers it may be necessary or
advantageous to allow some deviation from the standard hours, including
where doing so lessens impacts (for example on works to public highways).
The Applicant does not agree that this should only apply to underground
excavation works and considers that there may have been some minor
confusion on this point between variations of the standard hours which apples
more widely and 24-hour working which is limited to underground works only.

Gwynedd
Council

b) Please could the applicant clarify what the ES has assessed for extended
working hours, on a worst case basis and whether any amendments are
required to the wording of the draft DCO [REP4-009] to ensure that the
nature and extent of the effects would not go beyond what has been
assessed in the ES?
c) Please could GC comment on the applicant’s assessment for extended
working hours?
d) Is GC content that the earlier concerns raised in its response to the FWQ
[REP2-041, question 7.19] regarding extensions to working hours have
been addressed?
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b) The ES assessed 24 hr working for the penstock construction. The
construction hours requirement in the DCO has been amended to explicitly
allow for underground excavation works outwith the prescribed construction
hours. The plant and equipment assessed is detailed in ES Appendix 13.1 part
2 Construction Noise Equipment. As stated in the response to question 7.19
FWQ (SPH_GREX_FWQD2_01), Section 61 agreements will be used to manage
and control noise and vibration from construction activities outside the
standard working hours. As stated in our response to GC answer to question
7.19 of FWQ (REP3-026) the Applicant is reluctant to specify at this stage
every occasion where such an extension may be requested for critical path
activities in unforeseen circumstances but also where extending the works
outside normal hours may help to reduce the overall impact e.g it may be
preferable to have road closures over weekend or night, or at Llyn Padarn the
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impact on users may be reduced by compressing the construction works into
fewer days by extending the working day. However the potential impacts
would be assessed once the principal contractor has been appointed.
7.10.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) Following GC’s response to the FWQ [REP2-041, question 7.23] please
could the applicant clarify the extent to which operational vibration has
been considered, including the identification of operational vibration
sources, any mitigation measures required and how these have been
secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]?
b) Does GC consider that ‘further investigation and assessment’ is necessary
in addition to the measures set out in the Outline Noise Management Plan
[REP3-006]?

a) Operational vibration has not been considered as a potential issue for the
development, given the location of the operational plant, distances to the
NSRs, and appropriate design, e.g. vibration isolation of the plant. Therefore
operational vibration was not addressed in the ES chapter 13. However as
part of the detailed design stage, operational vibration will be investigated and
assessed if necessary to ensure there are no significant vibration effects.
The operational vibration assessment and mitigation measures, as necessary,
are included in the updated draft Operational Noise Management Plan, and
secured via DCO Requirement 11.
b) GC to respond.

7.11.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) Further to its responses to the FWQ [REP002-011, questions 7.16(c) and
7.20(b) please could the applicant clarify its level of confidence (e.g. high,
medium or low) that residual impacts from blasting, noise and vibration
will be no worse than determined in the ES?
b) Please could GC comment?

a) As stated in the response to 7.16 (c) and 7.20 (b) in the FWQ (REP002-011)
the residual impacts were based on guidance in nationally adopted best
practice as detailed in BS 5228 and CNMP. Therefore based on the information
available at the time of the assessment, along with consideration of a worst
case the applicant is medium/high confident that the residual impacts from
blasting, noise and vibration will be no worst that determined in the ES.
b) GC to respond

7.12.

Applicant

Please respond to Mike Vitkovitch’s representations [REP4-033 and REP4-034]
regarding low frequency noise and ground borne vibration and noise.

Please see response to Mike Vitkovitch’s representations (within doc. ref:
SPH_GREX_WED5_01) regarding low frequency noise and ground borne vibration
and noise.

Noise, vibration and air overpressure limits
7.13.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) Are the proposed limits for noise, vibration and air overpressure during
any period greater than those which informed the assessment in the ES?
b) What contingencies does the applicant have to ensure that the limits
proposed are achievable?
c) Please clarify that you do intend to agree limits for noise, vibration and air
overpressure within the final plans once further design information and
assessment data is available at the post consent stage (if consent is
granted) in order to have a quantifiable basis on which to monitor the
potential effects?
d) Please explain how the ExA can be confident that the agreed limits would
not allow for effects which are greater or materially different to those
assessed in the ES, and demonstrate how this commitment is secured in
the draft DCO?
e) Please could the applicant clarify what information it intends will be agreed
at the post consent stage (if consent is granted), what trigger mechanisms
will be used to determine whether any limits are breached, and the
measures that would be taken (and by whom) to ensure that the
necessary mitigation measures are in place to avoid effects which are
greater or materially different to those assessed in the ES?

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

a) No, the proposed limits for noise, vibration and air over pressure as detailed in
Appendix A of the CNMP (submitted at Deadline 5 as doc ref:
SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04) are the same as in the ES, as they are based on
recognised industry standards and guidance.
b) The limits are based on recognised industry standards, guidance and the
existing background levels at representative NSRs. Detailed assessments will
be undertaken prior to construction by the PC to determine the potential
construction noise and vibration impacts, and where necessary appropriate
mitigation measures will be put in place, such as selection of quiet plant,
positioning plant away from NSRs, local temporary screening/ barriers,
reducing on times of equipment etc.
As part of the detailed design stage a detailed operational noise and vibration
assessment, including LFN and GBV /GBN will be undertaken and if necessary
mitigation will be incorporated into the design to achieve the operation noise
and vibration limits.
Both detailed construction and operational noise and vibration assessments,
along with proposed mitigation measures demonstrating compliance with the
appropriate limits will be submitted to and approved by GC prior to
construction/operation, as detailed in the updated CNMP
(SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04) and ONMP (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05). Both
management plans, as submitted at Deadline 5, have been agreed by
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Gwynedd Council.
c) The limits will be finalised and agreed via the CNMP and ONMP once further
design information becomes available, updated noise surveys have been
completed and further detailed assessment has been undertaken.
d) The proposed maximum limits are set out in Appendix A of the updated CNMP
and ONMP, which are based on criteria from recognised industry standards and
guidance used within the ES. The CNMP is secured via Requirement 6 and the
ONMP is secured via Requirement 11.
e) The following information will be agreed post consent stage:


Monitoring locations for the updated baseline noise monitoring



Construction and operational noise limits, based on the background
noise levels from the updated noise survey and the guidance in MPG 11
and BS 4142



Piling noise and vibration limits



Vibration traffic assessment including pre and during construction
surveys- locations to be agreed



Schedule of Condition surveys along Fford Cefn Du- properties to be
agreed pre-construction.



Noise and vibration monitoring locations during construction to
demonstrate compliance with construction noise and vibration limits



Monitoring location(s), monitoring type, duration and specifications for
noise monitoring at Glyn Peris guest house during construction.



Blasting over pressure limit (maximum limit provided in CNMP)



Blasting Time periods



Noise monitoring locations during operation to demonstrate compliance
with operational noise limits

Both the updated CNMP and ONMP provide further information about
monitoring to ensure that the construction/ operation noise and vibration limits
are achieved and provides details about how any breaches of limits (or
complaints ) should be investigated and actioned, where appropriate.
Appendix A of the CNMP and ONMP, sets out the maximum limits which the
Development will have to comply with, as set out in industry guidance, and
also the methodology for setting Development-specific limits where these may
be lower than the industry maximum allowable.
Both detailed construction and operational noise and vibration assessments,
along with proposed mitigation measures, demonstrating compliance with the
appropriate limits will be submitted to and approved by GC prior to
construction/operation.
The final CNMP and ONMP will be submitted to and approved by GC.
7.14.

Applicant

With reference to Mike Vitkovitch’s representations [REP4-033 and REP4034], please clarify how potential low frequency noise and ground borne
vibration and noise been taken into account for the proposed construction

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

Ground borne vibration limits have been proposed in the updated CNMP. There is
negligible potential for low frequency noise from construction works, therefore LFN
limits have not been proposed in the updated CNMP.
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noise and vibration limits?

Both LFN and Ground borne vibration limits have been proposed in the updated
ONMP.

a) Could trial blasts help to ensure that limits proposed for noise, vibration
and air overpressure during blasting are not exceeded?

a) As stated in the response to question 7.11 in the FWQ (SPH_GREX_FWQD201) trial blasts are not necessary for a quantitative assessment and cab be
estimated given information (e.g. mass of charge, frequency of blasts, site
location, hole spacing, detonation delay etc) is available. Once the blasting
contractor has been appointed a detailed blasting assessment will be
undertaken. As stated in the updated CNMP there will be monitoring during
the blasting and blast designs shall be developed with the aid of regression
lines determined from a logarithmic plot of Peak Particle Velocity against scaled
distances. The regression lines shall be regularly updated using the blasting
monitoring information.

b) If so, how should trial blasts be specified and secured?

b) Although trial blasts are not specifically proposed, the initial blasts will be
monitored to ensure the blasting limits are met and if necessary subsequent
blasts will be modified/ mitigated as necessary. This is stated in the CNMP and
secured via DCO Requirement 6.
7.16.

Applicant

a) Further to its response to matters raised at the Issue Specific Hearing
[REP4-014, item 8.5], please could the applicant clarify the potential
durations that normal daytime and night time noise and vibration limits
will be exceeded and, specifically, whether the extent of any exceedances
are anticipated to be within MPG 11 guidelines (70 dB LAeq,1 hr for up to
8 weeks per year)?
b) Please could the applicant summarise any exceedances of limits that are
anticipated and demonstrate how these were taken into account in the
overall assessment of significance noise effects in the ES?

a) As shown in ES chapter 13 an indicative reasonable worst case construction
noise assessment was undertaken at representative locations, and predicted
the unmitigated construction noise levels. Paragraphs 13.7.24 to 13.7.27 in
the ES (Doc Ref 6.02) summarise where there may be exceedances in the
normal day time and night time construction noise limits over the 1 hr
assessment period.
Based on the initial construction noise assessment, the predicted noise levels
did not exceed 70 dB at the representative NSRs. However this will be
confirmed once the PC is appointed and an updated detailed assessment is
undertaken.
As previously stated, at this stage it is not possible to clarify the durations of
any potential exceedances, as this will be confirmed once the PC has been
appointed, construction method and programme are confirmed and the
construction noise assessment has been updated. It should also be noted that
appropriate mitigation measures will be employed (as described in the updated
CNMP) to minimise the construction impacts on NSRs.
b) As stated in the response to item 8.5 (REP4-014), based on the initial
construction noise assessment the outcome of the separate work phases shows
that the assessed construction noise limit is predicted to be exceeded by up to
8 dB due to tailpond construction and up to 7 dB due to power house
construction phases at a number of representative NSRs.
For the period where all phases of work may occur simultaneously, the
construction noise limit is predicted to be exceeded:
 by 10 dB or more at three representative NSR locations;
 by between 5 dB and 9 dB at five representative NSR locations; and,
 by between 0 and 4 dB at three representative NSR locations.
For the night time penstock construction, which will be subject to the
provisions of Requirement 18 which the Applicant is currently reviewing, the
night time noise limit is predicted to be exceeded by between 0 and 5 dB at
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two representative NSR locations. As only representative NSRs have been
assessed, the number of actual NSRs with the potential to be adversely
affected by construction noise could potentially be higher than the number
identified above.
The potential exceedances were taken into account when determining the
overall residual significance of effects, and as stated in Table 13.27 of the ES
(Doc Ref 6.02) for surface plant noise there could be localised temporary major
adverse effects.

8.

Water resources, contaminated land, flood risk and climate change
Water Frameworks Directive

8.1.

NRW
Applicant

a) Following its response to the FWQ [REP2-047, question 8.29] please could
NRW clarify that what they consider the relevant mitigation measures to
be and whether it is satisfied that these are appropriately secured in the
draft DCO [REP4-009] or by other means?
b) Please could the applicant demonstrate specifically how all of these
measures have been secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]?

The Applicant assumes that the ExA is referring to Question 8.28 of ExA First
Written Questions as Question 8.29 refers to compliance with the Water
Framework Directive.
All mitigation measures as required by the Environmental Statement and in
consultation with interested parties during the Examination are described in the
CoCP, WTMP, PPP, and SMP that are secured by Schedule 2 Requirement 6.

Water resources and contaminated land
8.2.

Applicant

Further to its response to matters raised at the Issue Specific Hearing [REP4013, item 22], please could the applicant clarify, with reference to the
Reservoirs Act 1975, if is there a possibility that the parameters specified in
Schedule 1 and Requirement 5 of the draft DCO [REP4-009] could be
exceeded for design safety reasons, or has the applicant already accounted
for this?

As per the response to Question 1.37 of the ExA Second Written Question, a Panel
Engineer has been involved in the design to date and therefore this has been
accounted for within the parameters of Schedule 1 and Requirement 5.

8.3.

Applicant

a) Following its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 8.5] please could
the applicant clarify the scope of any further groundwater investigation
work which may be required to be conducted by the principal contractor?

a) A further phase of ground investigation is envisaged as part of the main
construction phase. This will be specifically targeted at those areas where the
Principal Contractor considers that the design or construction method needs
further information to inform detailed design. This is likely to increase the
“density” of the investigation so that unknowns are reduced. Until the Principal
Contractor has been appointed it is not possible to provide detailed proposals for
any further ground investigations along it is likely to in the same areas of the
preliminary ground investigation.

b) If further investigation work is required, please could the applicant
demonstrate how this is secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009] and whether
the scope of this work would be agreed with GC and NRW?

Whilst further groundwater monitoring and testing is expected to be part of this
work, it is envisaged that no additional groundwater monitoring boreholes will be
installed. It is considered that with a programme of regular monitoring prior to
and during the construction phase, the existing borehole network is adequate to
assess the impact of the construction works and scheme operation on
groundwater level and quality.
b) Once the Principal Contractor is appointed and the programme confirmed, the
Environmental Liaison Officer (ELO) will communicate this to NRW and Gwynedd
Council as well as local residents and communities. The secondary GI works will
precede the commencement of construction of the authorised Development. As
the additional ground investigations will be targeted specifically to inform the
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detailed design (and are therefore based on geotechnical requirements, not geoenvironmental) of the Development, the Applicant will liaise with both parties as
appropriate to inform them of the commencement of the secondary GI, seek
feedback on investigation methods and to discharge any relevant Requirements.
8.4.

Applicant

a) Following the its responses to the FWQ [REP2-011, questions 8.6 and
8.11], when does the applicant intend to carry out site visits to properties
which have not responded to mail shots regarding private water supplies?
b) If post consent, how is the need to do this secured in the draft DCO
[REP4-009] and how will the results be taken into account when designing
the final mitigation strategy?
c) Is the applicant able to undertake this work and make any necessary
updates to the proposed mitigation strategy during the examination
period?

a) The ELO will visit these properties and seek to gain further information about
the private water supplies (PWS) at this location. Dependant on liaison with that
landowner, the Water Management Plan (WTMP) will be amended accordingly on
whether they will become a monitoring point prior to, during and post construction
phase.
b) This is outlined in the role of the ELO within Section 3 of the CoCP and also
contained within the WTMP, both of which are secured through Requirement 9.
c) This is outlined in the WTMP (SPH_GREX_DCOD3_02 (Rev1)

8.5.

Applicant

Following the its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, questions 8.8], please
could the applicant clarify that all the necessary works required within quarry
Q5 can be carried out within the order limits?

The Applicant does not envisage the need for a temporary access into Q5 and the
works can therefore be conducted within the Order Limits. It is proposed that
access to Q5 is achieved from Q6 through a tunnel excavated in the buttress
dividing the two quarries. This will negate the need for an access to Q5.

8.6.

NRW

a) Further to the applicant’s further response [REP4-011] to NRW’s
comments [REP3-032] regarding the proposal to form a drain between Q5
and Q6, does NRW still consider that an amendment to the discharge
consent application is required?

Whilst we note that this response is for NRW to respond to, the Applicant has
provided further information to the assist the ExA in addition to those made at
Deadline 4 (SPH_GREX_WED4_02 pages 4-3 to 4-5).

b) If an amendment to the discharge consent is required, what confidence is
there that this can be granted before the close of the examination?
c) Do NRW consider that that the content of the revised discharge consent
permit could affect the conclusions of the HRA?

It is considered that currently there is a drainage connection between Q5 and Q6
which allows drainage from quarries Q2 to Q5 to flow into Q6 and thence to Llyn
Padarn. The absence of water in the base of Q5 confirms the presence of an
existing drainage pathway. However the details and the long term integrity of the
existing drainage pathway are uncertain. Accordingly, it is considered that a new
purposely-designed tunnel is constructed between the two quarries to provide a
secure, long term drainage pathway. The tunnel will be formed from Q6 and
hence will not require any access for plant from Q5. As part of the design of the
lining to Q6, any tunnels identified on the southern wall of Q6 will be sealed to
encourage the use of the new tunnel. Any groundwater moving through the
bedrock between Q5 and Q6 or through the walls of the existing tunnels either will
flow around the sealed area of Q6 or will be collected in the bedding to the lining
and migrate around the quarry in the bedding layer. It is considered that
groundwater flow volumes in the bedrock are small.
It is considered that the provision of a new tunnel between quarries Q5 and Q6 to
allow the continuation of drainage between the two quarries is simply a
modification to the current drainage between the two quarries and hence does not
require a discharge consent from NRW. In addition there will be no changes to the
conclusions of the HRA of no likely significant effects (LSE).

8.7.

Applicant

Further to its responses to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 8.16] and matters
raised at the Issue Specific Hearing [REP4-014, item 6.6(b)], please could the
applicant clarify the specific mitigation measures proposed to address
potential impacts from fine particulates during operation, including from new
spoil heaps 10m from the Nant-y-Betws, and how these measures are
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In the Applicants verbal and written response to Issue Specific Hearing question
6.6a (Doc. Ref SPH_GREX_DCOD4_03) which relates to this same matter, it was
stated that the risk from fine particulates from new slate waste spoil mounds
would diminish following completion of construction works as loose and readily
mobile particulates are washed out during rainfall events and not replaced, and as
the mound consolidates and potentially becomes vegetated. In the long term the

35

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order
Question
number

Question to

Question

secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]?

risk to the Nant-y-Betws from any fine particulates washed into it during rainfall is
considered low because of the diminishing and relatively low particulate loads
expected, the dilution from rainfall and because the Nant-y-Betws is most likely
already adapted to fine slate particulates in runoff from existing spoil mounds
nearby. However, it will be necessary to provide positive drainage to the base and
edge (i.e. between the mound and the Nant-y-Betws) of the newly created slate
waste spoil mounds and this will include measures to trap fine sediment. The
detailed design has not yet been completed but sediment trapping measures may
include sumps and gully pots on piped drainage and /or simple check dams on
open channels. Runoff from other areas of hardstanding or access tracks
constructed using slate waste will be ‘over the edge’ where it will run away
downslope. The risk to the Nant-y-Betws from fine particulates from access tracks
in the long term is very low and no positive drainage is proposed. Operational
drainage design is secured in Requirements 5 and 10
The draft Silt Management Plan has been updated to include mention of specific
mitigation in relation to fine sediment runoff from access track crossings over the
Nant-y-Betws (and tributaries) and this has been submitted at Deadline 5 (Doc.
Ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_03 (Rev.1)).

8.8.

Applicant

The applicant has stated [REP4-014, item 6.6(a)] that the greatest silt risk
into the Nant-y-Betws is from the access tracks that will be required to cross
it and will be managed in accordance with the Outline Water Management
Plan (WMP) and drainage strategy. The Outline WMP [REP3-012] does not
mention the access tracks for the PRoW diversions; should it be amended to
clarify how the effects of these works will be mitigated?

8.9.

NRW

Further to its response to matters raised in the Issue Specific Hearing [OD007, item 6.6], please could NRW clarify whether it is content with the
applicant’s mitigation measures for fine particulates leaching from the
development?

8.10.

Applicant

a) Following its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, questions 8.18 and 8.36],
please could the applicant secure within the draft DCO [REP4-009] a
Requirement for the detailed design of all surface water infrastructure,
including the spillway and scour into the Nant-y-Betwys, to be approved by
the local planning authority in consultation with NRW?
b) Can the applicant suggest how the Outline Excess Water Management
Strategy [REP3-013] can be tied into draft DCO [REP4-009] Requirement
23 and can it be listed in Requirement 7?

8.11.

NRW

Further to the applicant’s response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 8.37]
does NRW require the discharge rate for pumping during the initial dewatering
exercise to be specified within the Outline CoCP [REP2-013] or otherwise
secured in the draft DCO?

8.12.

Applicant

Please respond to GC’s comments [REP4-026, item 11.1] regarding the
Outline Water Management Plan [REP3-012].

a) Requirement 5 required Detailed Design to be approved and so the design
of all surface water infrastructure will be secured through this Requirement.
b) The Excess Water Management Plan is required for the operation of the
Development, whereas the majority of the Plans in Requirement 7 are for
construction phase. Therefore the Applicant considers Requirement 16 to be
the most appropriate mechanism

The draft Water Management Plan (WTMP) has been updated as requested and
has been submitted at Deadline 5 (Doc. Ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_02 (Rev.1))
At this stage it is not known what storage facilities each property benefitting from
a private water supply (PWS) maintains and this will be established as part pf preconstruction investigations and risk assessment of each PWS that might be
affected during construction. The ELO will liaise with the owners of properties
benefitting from a PWS who could potentially be impacted by dewatering of Q1,
including the campsite so that dewatering can be timed to avoid busy periods of
use. The ELO will also discuss likely water usage by property owners so that an
adequate alternative supply can be provided during the period of dewatering if
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required.
8.13.

Applicant

The Outline CoCP [REP2-013 paragraph 4.9.10] refers to the reuse of
excavated materials subject to geotechnical testing. Should the frequency and
scope of testing, acceptance criteria, relevant standards, who would carry out
the testing and any requirements for approval be clarified and included in the
Outline CoCP?

The testing and standards envisaged by the Applicant are required to inform the
design and allow the differentiation of material to be re-used in the permanent
work versus that to be taken to the new waste tips. These tests will be defined by
the future designer to suit the final design and be carried out by and under
competent geotechnical engineers. The Applicant does not consider that these
tests need to be covered by the CoCP.

8.14.

Applicant

The Outline Waste Management Plan, Outline Ordnance Management Plan
[REP4-017] and Outline Land Discovery Strategy [REP3-024] are all intended
to include details of how land contamination will be dealt with. Please could
the applicant clarify where the overlaps between these plans will be, and how
the ExA can be confident that these plans will compliment, and not contradict
each other?

The Waste Management Plan (Doc. Ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_02 (Rev.1)) outlines
the mechanisms where waste generated from the Development within the Order
Limits will be reused, recycled or removed from site during the construction
phase.
The Ordnance Management Strategy (Doc. Ref: SPH-GREX_DCOD4_01 (Rev.1))
includes the mitigation measures and processes to be implemented to ensure no
significant adverse effects to receptors from the presence of UXO and details how
this will be removed from the Development. In addition Ordnance scrap would not
be classed as normal waste and have its own handling procedure, which will be
outlined in the OMS, not the WMP.
The Land Discovery Strategy (updated at Deadline 5 under Doc. Ref: SPHGREX_DCOD4_01 (Rev.1)) specifically deals with any contamination found from
previous uses of the Development which may have an adverse effect on controlled
waters and health. This Strategy will overlap with the OMS should any UXO be
found to pose an unacceptable risk to controlled water or human health.
The CoCP and Schedule of Other Required Plans and Strategies has been amended
to reflect this.

8.15.

Applicant

Further to comments from Jeff Taylor [REP4-029], please respond to the
matters raised in his earlier representation [REP2-035] regarding risk of loss
of containment, understanding of flow paths and the potential for collapse of
the existing bomb store.

The Applicant refers the ExA to our response to Jeff Taylor where this point is
covered (document reference SPH_GREX_WED5_01).

Flood risk and climate change
8.16.

NRW

Following its response to the FWQ [REP2-047, question 8.31(b)], is NRW
content that the applicant has considered the worst case scenario for the
Flood Consequence Assessment?

8.17.

Applicant

a) NRW has stated [REP2-047, question 8.33(a)] that it usually requires that
‘post development run off rates to watercourses reflect those of predevelopment’. Please could the applicant clarify whether this is achievable?

The changes to the runoff rates as a result of the Development will be addressed
through SuDS measures ensuring that discharge rates replicate those of the predevelopment scenario.

b) What are the consequences if it is not - for flood defence consent, for
example?

The hardstanding area of the Glyn Rhonwy Industrial Estate is limited and
therefore there are no reasons why appropriate discharge control measures and
the required attenuation cannot be accommodated as part of the Development as
required by Requirements 5 and 10.

NRW

Flood Defence consent is required for any works in, on, under or within 7m of an
ordinary watercourse under the Water Resources Act 1991. The Applicant
considers the design of the drainage to be adequately secured under the
Requirements.
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8.18.

Applicant

Further to comments from NRW [OD-007, item 11.2] please could the
applicant update the draft DCO [REP4-009, Requirement 23(1)] to indicate
that NRW are to be consulted on the Excess Water Management Strategy
[REP3-013]?

The DCO has been amended to reflect this (revision 6 has been submitted at
Deadline 5).

8.19.

Applicant

Please could the applicant respond to the concerns expressed by Louise Tully
[REP2-043] that ‘Residents downstream of the Dinorwig scheme are already
subject to rapid river level changes from unannounced releases of water into
the system. These risks are not adequately addressed for the Glyn Rhonwy
scheme’?

The Applicant cannot comment on third party discharge consents, as controlled by
NRW.

9.

Ordnance

9.1.

NRW

Discharge rates from the Development via Q6 to Llyn Padarn have been sized
based on the reservoir safety requirement of reducing the stored volume behind
the dam. The peak discharge rate from Q6 will be less than the total inflow into
Llyn Padarn that is exceeded 95% (Q95) of the time. Release from Q6 will be in a
controlled manner and will not result in a release flood water at a rate that will
cause rapid increase in flood level downstream. These conditions will be stipulated
by NRW as part of the discharge consents as they are the competent authority
under the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2010.

a) Further to the applicant’s comments on NRW’s response to the FWQ
[REP3-026, question 8.7], is NRW content with the applicant’s proposals
for intrusive site investigation in the quarries?
b) If not, what further clarification is required from the applicant?
c) Please could NRW clarify its advice regarding the need for radiological
surveys during the site investigations?

9.2.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council
NRW

a) Please could the applicant respond to the queries raised by the Snowdonia
Society [REP4-040] and Jeff Taylor [REP4-031] regarding the sampling
undertaken in the quarry Q6 and clarify the extent of sampling and testing
undertaken to date?

a) The Applicant refers the ExA to the response provided in section 7 of document
SPH_GREX_WED5_01

b) Do GC and NRW have any concerns regarding the extent of sampling and
testing undertaken?
c) Please could GC and NRW comment on the concerns expressed [REP4-040
and REP4-031] regarding ‘self-regulation’?

9.3.

Applicant

a) Further to representations from Jeff Taylor [REP4-030 and REP4-032] and
Ann Lawton [REP4-018] and the applicant’s response [REP4-011] to
earlier representations from Jeff Taylor [REP3-034], please could the
applicant clarify the potential impacts regarding chemical weapons
contamination, including mustard gas, hexachloroethane and references to
‘smoke floats’ and ‘dirty areas’?
b) In its response [REP4-011] to representations from Jeff Taylor the
applicant stated that ‘Direct evidence of Y3 mustard-filled containers has
only recently been corroborated. This documentary evidence had not
previously been provided to Zetica by the archives staff (it is suspected
that it was overlooked but found when the records were more formally
catalogued by the archive staff)’. What confidence does the applicant have
that all potential types of weapons-related contamination (including
chemical and radiological) and UXO have been identified and what are the
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a) Whilst contaminants such as Mustard Gas may be emotive due to their original
intended use, in practice they are chemical compounds that require risk
assessment like any other hazardous material. Like other contaminants, if
present they may require some decontamination/ processing of materials for
disposal. This is the same for smoke floats/hexachloroethane, which are
sources of contaminants that can be common to many other non-defence sites
and offer no special consideration on top of what might normally be attributed
to any similar contamination.
The initial stage of compiling the Ordnance Management Strategy will involve a
detailed assessment of all the potential types of ordnance likely to be present,
their components, likely condition and likely hazards presented. Thereafter,
task specific risk assessments method statements (RAMS) will be produced
that provide details of the work practices and approach, alongside
contingencies relevant to the types of work being conducted. Suitable risk
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risks of their being weapons related contamination for which there is no
documented evidence or for which documented evidence has not been
found or referred to in the examination?
c) Please could the applicant detail the specific mitigation measures for
chemical and radiological weapons-related contamination that have been
identified or not identified to date, including with regard to health and
safety issues and clarify how these are secured in the draft DCO [REP4009] and the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-007]?
d) Should specific measures with respect to Y3 containers / mustard gas be
included in the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-007]?
e) Please could the applicant comment on the risks to the feasibility of the
development due to both identified and unidentified ordnance and
weapons-related contamination?

mitigation strategies will be based on the considerable experience within the
UK of dealing with such materials.
b) Records for this site are unusually voluminous (as Mr Taylor and Dr Preskett
acknowledge) and comprehensive in their detail. The records from the
numerous historical sources cited in previous responses submitted at Deadline
2, 3 and 4, have also provided corroboration regarding what types of
munitions are likely to be present at the site and in what quantities. Therefore
the Applicant is confident that a thorough understanding has been gained of
the potential munitions types at the site, and that these do not provide any
significant complications for development, nor jeopardise the safety of site
workers or the general public.
Whilst the Applicant considers its investigations to be thorough, it would be
naive to suggest that such records provide a complete picture of the
operations at RAF Llanberis. However if operations involving large quantities
of Mustard Gas or other non-conventional weapons had been undertaken, then
it is reasonable to expect that some details of such operations would be
present in at least one of the records consulted.
There are no such indicators of this and it is the Applicant’s understanding that
a further review of records by the MoD, as part of the original FOI request by
ZeticaUXO, is being undertaken and that the current feedback from the MoD is
that these records do no more than corroborate those already consulted. A
formal response by the MoD is due to be issued prior to Deadline 6.
c) There are no indicators of radioactive contamination as a result of ordnance
and at present there is no intention to provide any risk mitigation measures for
this contamination type.
Whilst Mustard Gas is unlikely to be present, the Ordnance Management
Strategy, along with task specific risk assessment method statements (to be
finalised by the PC) will detail risk mitigation for works where appropriate,
ensuring staff safety through monitoring, protective clothing and
decontamination kits, alongside confirmatory testing as agreed with GC.
Typically, monitoring for Mustard Gas would be undertaken by use of Chemical
Agent Monitors (CAM). In the unlikely event that Mustard Gas is detected, and
subsequent testing identifies a significant concentration of Mustard Gas, then
the subsequent UXO disposal operation will also involve decontamination for
Mustard Gas as part of the remediation process. If large quantities of Mustard
Gas are identified, then MoD assistance will be requested (although MoD
assistance is not anticipated given the historic evidence).
d) As above.
e) Development of former military sites in the UK is routine, with many having far
more challenging issues than Llanberis due to their development for more
sensitive uses such as residential.
Mitigating an ordnance risk as part of such development is routine and wellpracticed, alongside any derived conventional contaminants.
Whilst interested parties may be concerned by the emotive subject of ordnance
as a possible constraint to development, the facts remain that the mitigation of
such hazards is routine and straightforward and the proposed Ordnance
Management Strategy will only serve to increase the safety of the Glyn
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Rhonwy site. Given this, and the likely small quantities of hazardous ordnance
and related materials present, the Applicant cannot foresee that ordnance
related issues will affect the feasibility of this development.
9.4.

Applicant

Please comment on the risks of weapons-related contamination or UXO not
being identified during the site investigations (due to it being buried deep in
crevices, for example) and of this being released or activated during blasting
and clarify the mitigation measures proposed to address this?

The main aim will be to ensure that any UXO of significant size – which may
provide a substantial detonation hazard within the quarry itself- within the
crevices of the quarry pits is removed prior to activities such as blasting. The
exact techniques deployed will depend on the site situation but are likely to
include a combination of non-intrusive geophysical detection and, where
appropriate, intrusive investigation using observational methods.
In the event that blasting activities release any smaller items, these will be subject
to identification and, if necessary, disposal by an experienced EOD Engineer who
will be present as part of the ongoing UXO site supervision.

9.5.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) Please could GC further comment on the applicant’s impact assessment
and mitigation proposals for ordnance in the light of the clarifications
provided by the applicant and Interested Parties during the examination?
b) The applicant has stated [REP4-014, item 5.4] that ‘a recent review of
historical records relevant to the scheme by the MoD has not resulted in
any indication that they would need to be involved in any future works at
the Development’. Please could the applicant and GC comment on the
value of the ExA writing to the MoD to request a clarification on the
potential for chemical or radiological contamination or UXO?

a)
b) The MoD has been approached by the Applicant’s UXO consultant (Zetica) on
several occasions and confirmed that there are no historical records being
withheld that would change the current assessment of the low potential for
chemical and radiological contamination on the site. If records released by the
MoD identified an unconventional hazard that would provide a severe risk to
development (e.g. Tabun), then the MoD would have a direct involvement and a
commercial UXO company would not be expected to control any related disposal
operation. To date, records and comments from MoD officers reviewing such
records have not indicated that a MoD CBRN response is required and, as such, no
MoD involvement is anticipated.
As such, there is no reason why the ExA cannot write directly to the MoD to gain
confirmation of what the Applicant has already been informed (the written
correspondence for which can be forwarded on request).

9.6.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

9.7.

Applicant

Responding to concerns expressed by Dr Dawn Wimpory [REP2-027] on the
potential for health or developmental problems linked to munition-related
chemicals arising from discharges to Llyn Padarn the applicant stated [REP4014, item 6.5(b)] that NRW has confirmed that the implementation of the
Water Management Plan and Silt Management Plan will be sufficient to avoid
significant effects. However, NRW has stated [OD-007, item 6.5] that ‘the
health impacts of any discharges are outside of the remit of NRW’. Please
could the applicant and GC comment?

As part of the Ordnance Management Strategy, any potential harmful
contaminants identified as being potentially present as a result of past ordnance
disposal activities, will form part of an agreed analytical suite. The testing suite,
frequency and testing methodology (including intermittent testing during the
dewatering) is outlined within the Water Management Plan and has been accepted
by Gwynedd Council and NRW.

Please could the applicant comment on the risks of weapons-related
contamination originally deposited in quarry Q6 leaching into other areas
since it was deposited and how any potential impacts are mitigated?

The Ordnance Management Strategy ultimately focuses on removing the source of
any potential contamination. Fortunately most high explosives are relatively
immobile and chemically stable, meaning that they are unlikely to have broken
down or be found in solution in water (as is evident from historical testing).
Most ordnance related materials remaining will comprise of metal waste.
Leachable contaminants being metalloids similar to other conventional waste
metal sources.
If soluble contaminants are present in the water in the quarries, these have been,
and are continuing, to discharge from the quarries into Llyn Padarn. It should be
noted that, currently, there is no evidence of the presence of significant
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contamination of the water in the quarries as outlined previously at Deadline 2, 3
and 4.
9.8.

Applicant

a) In its responses to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 8.7] the applicant stated
that the Ordnance Management Strategy would be developed in
consultation with the HSE. Please could the applicant clarify whether this
has, or should be, secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]?
b) How can the applicant be confident that the measures set out in the
Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-007] are appropriate and
realistic, and would be deliverable alongside the other relevant regulations
if the views of HSE on the draft plan have not been sought?

a) The HSE will be informed of the works in the usual manner under existing
Construction Design Management (CDM) regulations. With respect to
ordnance, HSE involvement relates only to licencing purposes for the storage
and use of explosives if required for EOD operations. No further consultation is
required for projects of this type. As the need to inform the HSE is required by
other legislative procedures (i.e. the CDM Regulations), it is not necessary to
secure this through the DCO.
b) The Ordnance Management Strategy will be fully compliant with all current
industry guidance and UK health & safety legislation. This includes, but is not
limited to:











CIRIA C681, Unexploded Ordnance (UXO): a guide for the construction
industry.
CIRIA C754, Assessment and management of Unexploded Ordnance
(UXO) risk in the marine environment.
The Institute of Explosives Engineers, Guidance Notes for Commercial
Explosive Ordnance Disposal Operations in Great Britain.
The Crown Estate (2010), Dealing with munitions in marine sediments
Bulloch G, Steeds J E, Green K, Sainsbury M G, Brockwell J S & Slade N
J, R&D Technical Report P5-042/TR/01, Land Contamination: Technical
Guidance on Special Sites: MoD Land
Soilleux R, Steeds J E & Slade N J, R&D Technical Report P5-042/TR/02,
Land Contamination: Technical Guidance on Special Sites: Chemical
Weapons Sites
Bulloch G, Steeds J E, Green K, Sainsbury M G, Brockwell J S, & Slade N
J, R&D Technical Report P5-042/TR/03, Land Contamination: Technical
Guidance on Special Sites: Explosives Manufacturing & Processing Sites
Eriksen A, Gascoyne J, Al-Nuaimy W & Zhang Q, Understanding the
Limits of Detectability of Unexploded Ordnance – do you know what you
are paying for?

Much of the above guidance has been prepared in conjunction with the HSE,
MoD, EA/NRW and other relevant stakeholders. The Applicant’s advisor Zetica
and its staff have also had steering roles in much of the guidance listed above.
9.9.

Applicant

Further to its comments [REP4-013, item 21] that the detailed design of the
water treatment facility is unknown, please could the applicant provide clarity
on the assumptions made in respect to this facility in order to conduct a
robust assessment, including the alterative options, and demonstrate how
these have been assessed in the ES and secured in the draft DCO [REP4009]?

The Applicant wishes to clarify this response and refer the ExA to the response
provided to agenda item 6.6 (b) of the Issue Specific Hearing summary of oral
case (SPH_GREX_DCOD4_02) where a water treatment facility using chemical
treatment is not anticipated but that there are various methods of source control,
barriers and conveyance measures and storage and settlement treatment which
are available and will be designed by the PC as part of the finalisation of the Water
Management Plan and Silt Management Plan as secured through Requirement 6.
This is the basis of the assessment outlined in Chapter 6 Ecology, Chapter 9 Water
Resources and Chapter 16 Environmental Management of the ES (Doc Ref: 6.02).

9.10.

Applicant

It is unclear why the applicant does not consider a separate requirement

The approach taken in the DCO has been altered due to the request to have the
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9.12.

Question to

Applicant

Applicant

Question

specifying the content of the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4007] in the draft DCO [REP4-009] necessary; this is the approach taken for
other draft plans/strategies specified in Requirement 7 of the draft DCO
[REP4-009]. Please could the applicant clarify and consider either the
inclusion of a Requirement in the draft DCO [REP4-009] which sets out the
minimum measures relied on, or alternatively that the Outline Ordnance
Management Strategy [REP4-007] (subject to any suggested alterations) is
secured in draft DCO [REP4-009] Requirement 8 (Compliance with outline
plans)?

outline plans specifically certified under Article 38. Compliance with the outline
plans is required by requirement 8. The outline Ordnance Management Strategy
will contain all of the minimum measures to be included in the final plan, will be a
certified document and compliance is required. A requirement would therefore be
unnecessary duplication.

The Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-007, paragraph 2.3.1]
refers to UXO detection and observational mapping. Please could the
applicant clarify what type of practical considerations will be taken into
account; whether stage specific method statements would be followed to
carry out this work; whether the commitment to produce method statements
should be reflected in the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-007,
paragraph 2.3.1]; and the timescales of this work; prior to the
commencement of construction or during, and how this has been factored into
the assessment presented in the ES?

Stage specific risk assessment method statement (RAMS) will be a key part of the
Ordnance Management Strategy with each stage of work informing the next (i.e.
UXO mapping results informing subsequent works such as UXO investigation).

a) The Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-007, section 2.5]
refers to procedures for exploding ordnance. Does the applicant anticipate
the need to carry out any controlled explosions outside of standard
construction working hours?

a) No. The advantage of a commercial response is that timings of a detonation
can be controlled with greater consideration to the local community than might
be possible with a time-constrained military unit.

b) If yes, please explain how assessed; or, if not, can this restriction be
written into the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-007]?

Access and terrain would be a key consideration and advantage exploited where
possible (e.g. existing water in Q6 will provide for an initial water based UXO
detection survey).
The timing of the ordnance related works will depend on the detailed construction
design and program, but the anticipation is for all risk mitigation works to be
completed prior to construction to ensure site safety. The initial assessment as
part of the drafting of the detailed Ordnance Management Strategy will confirm
such requirements.

b) The draft OMS will be accordingly updated and a revised version submitted at
Deadline 5 - SPH_GREX_DCOD4_01 (rev 1).

9.13.

Applicant

Please could the applicant clarify whether the Explosive Ordnance Disposal
Facility [REP4-007, paragraphs 2.5.3 to 2.5.6] would only be in place during
construction?

It is anticipated that any facility would be constructed prior to any intrusive
ordnance investigations and then maintained throughout the construction phase,
before being removed.

9.14.

Applicant

Should the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-007] include
details of relevant security arrangements?

Security is addressed as part of the task specific risk assessment method
statements in light of the anticipated ordnance and operation proposed. It should
be noted that caching or storing of ordnance is not considered good practice and
subject to quantities, all ordnance will be dealt with in a single operation (i.e. if
hazardous ordnance is found, an operation will be put in place immediately and,
subject to waiting for optimum time for detonation, not stopped until the item is
made safe).

9.15.

Applicant

a) Should the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-007, section
3.2] provide detail on the methods to be used to communicate with the
various parties and on the nature and extent of communications that
should be carried out?

a) This is outlined in the CoCP and is the role of the Environmental Liaison Officer.

Gwynedd
Council

b) Please could GC comment?
9.16.

Applicant

It is unclear what further information will be provided in the final Ordnance
Management Strategy – stage specific method statements for example?
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Please could the applicant amend the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy
[REP4-007] to clarify (if required) specifically what further information will be
provided in the final version for sign off by GC?

10.

Air quality

10.1.

Gwynedd
Council

Further to the applicant’s comments on GC’s response to the FWQ [REP3026, question 9.2(b)], please could GC clarify what further monitoring and
assessment information and details associated with blasting activities will be
required, and whether the Outline CoCP [REP2-013] should be amended to
include any additional detail?

10.2.

Applicant

The applicant’s response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 9.4] referred to
dust mitigation controls during blasting in the Dust Management Plan. The
Outline CoCP [REP2-013, page 38] states that ‘blasting should be avoided
where possible’.
a) Please could the applicant identify the locations and circumstances where
blasting will be permitted?
b) How can this be secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]?

10.3.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

10.4.

Applicant

SPH_GREX_DCOD4_01 (rev 1).

a) Blasting will be confined to the quarries themselves (Work No 1A and 4A), to
the excavation of the power house tunnel towards the turbine hall, tailrace and
temporary access tunnel (Work No 3A to 3B) and for the penstock (Work No 2)
as drill and blast is the preferred excavation method. Blasting will only be
undertaken above ground where it provides the safest method of working or
there is some other operational constraint on the use of simpler methods of
working.
b) At the request of Gwynedd Council the DMP has been entitled ‘Dust Control
and Air Quality Management Plan’ as it also refers to air pollutants other than
dust. This is secured via Requirement 6 and will also be a certified document.

Should the Outline CoCP [REP2-013] be updated to include details of the
baseline air quality survey and monitoring during construction described in
the applicant’s response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 9.9]?

The DMP ’Dust Control & Air Quality Management Plan’ includes the requirements
for the baseline air quality survey and the monitoring that will be undertaken
during construction. Additional detail is provided in the ‘Baseline Air Quality
Monitoring Plan” (document reference SPH_GREX_DCOD5_02).

a) Further to the its comment on GC’s response to the FWQ [REP3-026,
question 9.10(b)], please could the applicant clarify how regular air
quality updates will be provided during construction?

a) GC will be alerted to any episodes of PM10 concentrations above the upper
action trigger level in real-time, via an automated SMS or email message. In
addition an annual monitoring report will submitted to GC.

b) How will this be secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]?

The Environmental Liaison Officer (ELO) will provide regular updates on air
quality monitoring to the Environmental Liaison Group (ELG). In addition,
specific requests for monitoring data from the ELG and other stakeholders will
be serviced by the Environmental Liaison Officer.
b) The details provided in part a) of this response are set out in the Dust Control
& Air Quality Management Plan (document reference SPH_GREX_DCOD5_03).

10.5.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

Should the Dust Management Plan paragraph in the draft DCO [REP4-009,
Requirement 13] refer to mitigation measures and monitoring as well as the
measures to be taken if there is a failure of dust controls?

The DMP will be a certified document under section 38. The revised version
submitted at Deadline 5 incorporates additional actions that should be
implemented in the event of equipment / control failures, or other abnormal or
unintentional situation. In the event that appropriate mitigation controls cannot
be implemented, then the work programme should be postponed until effective
controls can be put in place in accordance with the Dust Control & Air Quality
Management Plan.
Therefore, failure of dust controls should not need to be included in the Draft DCO
as this would be only be repeating detail set out in the DMP

Dust deposition limits
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10.6.

Applicant

a) Are the proposed limits for dust deposition greater than those which
informed the assessment in the ES?
b) What contingencies does the applicant have to ensure that the limits
proposed are achievable?
c) Please clarify that you do intend to agree limits for dust deposition within
the final plans once further design information and assessment data is
available at the post consent stage (if consent is granted) in order to have
a quantifiable basis on which to monitor the potential effects?
d) Please explain how the ExA can be confident that the agreed limits would
not allow for effects which are greater or materially different to those
assessed in the ES, and demonstrate how this commitment is secured in
the draft DCO?
e) Please could the applicant clarify what information it intends will be agreed
at the post consent stage (if consent is granted), what trigger mechanisms
will be used to determine whether any limits are breached, and the
measures that would be taken (and by whom) to ensure that the
necessary mitigation measures are in place to avoid effects which are
greater or materially different to those assessed in the ES?

a) The ES considered action trigger levels (limits) for dust deposition rates based
on generic best practice guidance (see para 1.5.9 -1.5.10 of document
reference SPH_GREX_DCOD5_03). The DMP takes the approach of setting
action trigger levels based on the local baseline rates of dust deposition. This
enables trigger values to be set at lower dust deposition rate values than
where used in the ES, where the baseline monitoring identifies this is
appropriate.
b) The DMP uses mitigation measures that have been demonstrated to be
effective at preventing significant dust effects from occurring. The focus of the
mitigation measures are on minimising visible dust emissions at source, with
the amount of mitigation effort required to achieve this reviewed proactively
by site managers.
c) The baseline conditions will be established and used to establish action trigger
levels and then those criteria will be applied during all subsequent monitoring.
Recommendations for lower and upper action trigger levels to be adopted will
subject to the agreement of technical officers at Gwynedd Council and then
incorporated into Appendix A of an updated DMP.
d) The setting of action trigger levels for dust deposition rates and for short term
PM10 concentrations based on local baseline conditions, instead of generic
national values reduces the risk of annoyance being caused to local residents
by changes to deposition rates that are smaller in magnitude than the generic
action trigger levels. The content of the Dust Control & Air Quality
Management Plan have been subject to discussion and agreement with the
local authority. The commitment would be secured in the draft DCO through
the requirement for the DMP
e) The DMP has been subject to review by Gwynedd Council. Post consent stage
only the criteria values in Table A2, currently marked as ‘TBC’, will need to be
agreed with Gwynedd Council.
The DMP defines individual roles and responsibilities. The Environmental
Manager / Clerk of Works has a principal responsibility for Environmental
Management on site including auditing environmental practice and
subcontractors, and liaising with regulators. The manager, or a delegated
representative, will define, monitor and control environmental practice.

11.

Other health impacts, safety and security

11.1.

Applicant

Following from its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 9.12] regarding
adherence with ICNIRP guidelines, please could the applicant clarify how this
is secured, for example in a relevant mitigation plan that is secured by the
draft DCO [REP4-009]?

This will secured via Requirement 5 Detailed Design.

11.2.

Applicant

Further to its response to matters arising from the Issue Specific Hearing
[REP4-014, item 12.4], please could the applicant clarify the potential
impacts on health associated with odour and increases in pests?

Given the nature of the operation of the Development, it is not anticipated that
odour effects or an increased risk of pests would occur and no such effects have
been identified. Any potential aquatic INNS will be secured by DCO Requirement 7
and through any conditions of the operational discharge consents.

12.

Socio-economics, land use, accessibility, tourism and recreation

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

44

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order
Question
number

Question to

Question

Socio-economics
12.1.

Applicant

Please could the applicant provide an update on the community ‘trust fund’
contribution discussions with Gwynedd Council mentioned in its response to
the FWQ [REP2-011, question 10.14(a)]?

The terms of the community trust fund were presented to the Glyn Rhonwy
Working Group of Gwynedd Council on the 25th of May 2016. The Applicant has
since received confirmation that the proposal has been accepted by the working
group.
The fund size will be £375,000. Half will be payable upon commencement of
construction and half will be payable on commencement of operation. During
operation an annual, indexed payment of £15,000 will be added to the fund.
The fund will be secured as part of the terms of the lease agreement between the
Council and the Applicant. However the fund itself is not considered part of the
consideration of the lease, but additional to the consideration for the lease.
The creation of the fund will be overseen by Gwynedd Council. While full terms of
reference have not yet been agreed, it is expected that the terms will make clear
that the fund will target those communities affected by the Development, and will
be ring-fenced from other Council spending such that the fund does not subsidise
normal council activities.
The Applicant notes for clarity that this fund is not a material consideration in the
DCO process sand this information is provided only as it has been requested.

12.2.

Gwynedd
Council

Please could GC provide an update on measures that are being, or should be,
undertaken outside the draft DCO to realise the social and economic benefits
of the development, through measures such as the ‘meet the buyer’ events,
tender weighting criteria and the use of local labour mentioned by the
applicant [REP2-011, question 10.14]?

12.3.

Applicant

Do any socio-economic obligations satisfy EN-1 paragraph 4.1.8 such that
they can be taken into account by the ExA?

Gwynedd
Council

The Applicant notes that, in line with paragraph 4.1.8 of EN-1, development
consent obligations can only be taken into account by the ExA if those obligations
are relevant to planning, necessary to make the proposed development acceptable
in planning terms, directly related to the proposed development, fairly and
reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed development, and reasonable
in all other respects. The “planning obligations” referred to in the NPS refer to
“development consent obligations” under section 106 of the Town & Country
Planning Act 1990 as amended by section 174 of the Planning Act 2008.
Whilst there are a number of socio-economic benefits associated with the
Development, including the creation of a circa 250 employment opportunities
during construction, and 25 – 30 full time jobs during operation, these do not fall
within the scope of ‘planning obligations’ referred to in para 4.1.8 of EN-1. The
Applicant has agreed terms of a community trust fund with Gwynedd Council, but
this contribution is made on a voluntary basis by the Applicant and is not
considered necessary to make the Development acceptable in planning terms, and
therefore is not a material consideration in the DCO process, and should not be
taken into account by the ExA.

Land use and accessibility
12.4.

Gwynedd
Council

Further to the applicant’s response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 6.3], is
GC aware of any suitable standards for the construction and maintenance of
PRoW’s that do not fall within a highway boundary, e.g. public footpaths,
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bridleways, etc?
12.5.

Applicant

The applicant has stated that the updated Common, Access and PRoW
Strategy [REP3-005] is for information purposes only and it not intended to
be secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]. Please could the applicant
demonstrate how all measures referenced in this document are secured in the
draft DCO [REP4-009] where relied on to reach the assessment conclusions?

The diversions of rights of way are secured in the DCO by schedules 3 and 4, this
document only explains those provisions in an attempt to set out the various
interrelated land impacts in a more approachable way than the DCO alone. The
common and access land changes will be consented through the commons consent
process which can impose conditions on any commons consent and will therefore
secure any measure considered necessary under that regime. The document is
purely explanatory, it does not undertake any assessment in and of itself but
serves to set out in one places the conclusion of various assessments including the
impacts on access assessed in the ES and a summary of the assessment which will
underpin the commons application. This document does not propose any
measures but only summarises those proposed elsewhere, as has been previously
submitted it is purely explanatory.

12.6.

Applicant

Following its comment on Cherry Bartlett’s response to the first written
question [REP3-026, question 10.17], please could the applicant clarify how
the proposed mitigation measures for the North Wales Pilgrim’s Way are
secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]?

The North Pilgrims Way follows the same path as the mountain road from
Llanberis which will be diverted during construction and operation. The mitigation
measures are that it is temporarily diverted from point A to T and U to B during
construction and then permanently diverted from T to U around the toe of the Q1
dam in operation, as shown on the Access Plan.
The diversions are the mitigation measures for access on this permissive route /
right of way which is secured by Schedule 3 and 4 of the DCO.

12.7.

Applicant

Please could the applicant clarify how the commitment to follow British Horse
Society guidelines for gates or fences [REP3-026, question 10.21(a)] is
secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]?

This is secured through Section 2.9 of the CoCP (SPH_GREX_DCOD2_03 (Rev1)

12.8.

Applicant

Please could the applicant respond to the concern raised in the Written
Representation from Dr Jane Huuse [REP2-028] that ‘the severing of this
stretch of road with the footpaths coming up from the village round the Hafod
Oleu’s has not been given adequate consideration’?

Three Public Rights of Way have been identified (in the proximity of Hafod Oleu)
as crossing Ffordd Cefn Du - routes 4, 39 and 36 as shown on Appendix Q12.8
which accompanies this question. These routes are outside the Order Limits and
are not directly affected by the Development. Route 36 and 37 are also a sufficient
distance away and are not affected by the Development. Only Pilgrims Way and
Route 9 are within Ffordd Cefn Du.
The Applicant is unsure whether this question relates to the highway
improvements or the use of Ffordd Cefn Du as the Q1 construction access.
If this relates to the highway improvements, it is likely that there will be some
disturbance for users of route 9 / Pilgrims way and those crossing from Route 4
and 39 to 36 and vice versa. However this disturbance will be temporary and no
permanent severance is proposed. Where the crossing points are identified, access
will always be possible albeit potentially via a short diversion if required to
maintain safety to the route user. Route 4 and 39 are quite close together and so
an alternative route will be possible in this instance. Should there be temporary
closure during the working day, this will be reinstated before the end of each
working day. A supervisor will always be present working in the appropriate zone
(as shown in the Highway Improvements (SPH_GREX_WED3_03) and the works
will ensure that the appropriate signage to notify users of any amendment to
these routes.
Once the highway improvements have been completed, during the construction
phase of the Development, again none of these routes will be severed. Users will
be still be able to use the PRoWs and the road will be of a sufficient width to

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01

46

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order
Question
number

Question to

Question

accommodate construction traffic and users. Construction traffic will also be
subject to 20mph speed limits and all the required mitigation measures outlined in
the agreed CTMP (updated version submitted at Deadline 5 – doc. ref:
SPH_GREX_DCOD3_07 (Rev.1)). In addition, the highway improvements will have
improved the horizontal and vertical visibility of Ffordd Cefn Du therefore
improving the safety of the road users.

Tourism and recreation
12.9.

Gwynedd
Council
NRW

a) Following the applicant’s comments on GC’s response to the FWQ [REP3026, question 10.10(b)], is more information required to allow GC to gain
a better understanding of the energy involved with water abstraction for it
to comment on the possibility of entrapment or snagging on infrastructure
in Llyn Padarn or is sufficient control on this provided through the
abstraction license?
b) Please could NRW comment on whether the abstraction and discharge
licenses include consideration of the safety of water users?

12.10.

Applicant

Further to its responses to matters raised at the Issue Specific Hearing
[REP4-014, item 7.3 and 7.4], please could the applicant include in the
Outline CoCP [REP2-013] the mitigation measures to maintain access, for the
works to avoid summer school holidays and for the timing of construction
works to avoid the dates of competitions in Llyn Padarn?

This is now included in Section 2.10 and 2.11 of the CoCP (SPH_GREX_DCOD2_03
(Rev1))

12.11.

Applicant

Further to its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 10.12] please could
the applicant clarify the impacts of noise from blasting, including on PRoW,
permissive routes and cycle routes, camping and caravanning sites and on
events?

The Applicant’s response to ExA First Written Question 10.12 (Doc Ref:
SPH_GREX_FWQD2_01) confirmed that impacts to public rights of way (PRoWs),
permissive routes and cycle routes, camping and caravanning sites and on events,
would be localised, temporary and minor adverse for all high sensitivity Noise
Sensitive Receptors (NSRs) following the application of mitigation measures.
For safety reasons, the PRoWs, permissive routes and cycle routes which are in
the vicinity of Q1 and Q6 will be temporarily closed and therefore no access will be
permitted prior to the blast to ensure no one is in close proximity of the blasting
site. In addition, at Q1, diversions and fencing will be in place already to divert
users of any permissive routes away from the construction area. Therefore those
users of a sufficient distance away will still be subject to minor adverse effects
although localised and very temporary with the application of mitigation.
The nearest caravan site is the newly opened Glyn Rhonwy Caravan Park. It is not
considered appropriate or necessary to restrict access to the caravan park in the
same way as the permissive routes but the park owners will be duly notified about
the blasting by the ELO, and therefore will also experience minor adverse residual
effects.
Once the Principal Contractor is appointed, in addition to sensitive ecology
seasons, any events which use the mountain road or any other routes close to Q1
or Q6, will be programmed so that blasting within the quarries will avoid these
times. However it is likely that most of these events will happen on the weekend
and therefore will not occur at the same time as the blasting. Therefore the
impacts of noise from blasting on events are anticipated to be negligible. Should
the events be during the week, then the residual effects will be the same as for
PRoWs, permissive routes and cycle paths.
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number

Question to

Question

12.12.

Gwynedd
Council

a) Further to the applicant’s response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question
10.23], is GC content with the mitigation measures for recreation and
tourism secured through the draft DCO [REP4-009]?
b) Please could GC comment on any measures being taken outside the draft
DCO [REP4-009]?

12.13.

Applicant

a) Please could Ceris Meredith and Paul Haydock comment on the applicant’s
Property-Specific Mitigation Plan for the Glyn Peris Guest House [REP4014, Appendix 12.1]?

The Property Specific Management Plan has been prepared for Glyn Peris Guest
House for property specific reasons given the proximity to the Development and
its commercial nature, which do not apply to any other property.

b) Does the applicant consider that a similar plan would be appropriate for
any other properties with similar potential impacts or in similar proximity
to the proposed works?
12.14.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) Further to its response to matters raised at the Issue Specific Hearing
[REP4-014, item 12.1(c)], does the applicant consider whether potential
economic impacts on tourism-related businesses could be mitigated by
measures focussed on tourism (e.g. marketing, etc.) in addition to those
mentioned for traffic, noise, dust, etc.?
b) Please could GC comment?

In the socio economic assessment presented in the ES (Doc Ref: 6.02), no
significant impact on tourism-related business was identified. In terms of
potential socio-economic impacts, these are considered to arise as a consequential
effect of the technical aspects of the Development, (e.g. traffic, noise, air quality,
etc.) and accordingly are mitigated by the proposed mitigation measures
identified for each of the technical matters assessed in the ES. Where an event
could specifically be impacted upon by the Development (e.g. the Snowdon
marathon’s route on Ffordd Cefn Du), the Applicant will liaise with the event
organisers to ensure that, where possible, measures can be introduced (for
example, by sign-posting route changes) to allow the event to proceed. .
In addition the scheme brings many positive benefits to local businesses through
accommodation, services, material supply etc.
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PINS Reference

EN010072

Document Nos.

SPH_GREX_WED5_01

Authors

SPH/AECOM/GVA/BS

Revision

Date

Description

1

21st June 2016

Issued

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Development Consent
Order

Second Writtem Question

Question 1.35

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

At what depth of water do floating pumps cease to operate ?

The Applicant has provided extensive comments on the

What pumping method will be used when that depth is reached?

historical uses of the Glyn Rhonwy quarry and the previous

How will impacts from UXO be avoided with non-floating pump

sediment sampling methods have been agreed with NRW in this

method ?

regard. Due to the potential presence of UXO, and as outlined in
the Issue Specific Hearing on the 17th May 2016, it is proposed
to pause dewatering a few meters above the bed of the quarry
to observe the base. If UXO are encountered dewatering would
not continue until the specific measures, outlined in the
Ordnance Management Strategy (secured through Requirement
6) are agreed and implemented. This would consider the risks of
dewatering further such as additional or more frequent water
sampling and or treatment.

What’s the definition of ‘lowest part’ ? What surveying (e.g.

The Applicant has undertaken bathymetry of the quarries and

LIDAR) has been done to assess the topology of the bottom of

these are shown on the drawings submitted with the DCO

Q6 ?

application – we refer the Respondent to plan 2.06.9 which
shows the results of the bathymetry survey.
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Order

Second Writtem Question

Question 1.35

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Definition of ‘vast majority’ ? At what depth of water will

Based on repeated observations the water quality of the current

treatment start ? Justification for that depth ?

water body in Q6 has a low turbidity and low suspended solid
content. These observations were made during the winter when
the water body would be expected to be well mixed and without
any thermal stratification (should this occur annually). The
character of the quarry and the lack of significant fine sediment
sources results in relatively clear water extending to depth (i.e.
the free standing water column). However, there is a slightly
greater possibility of fines being suspended into the water
column when water between any slate waste at the bed of the
quarry is being removed, especially if larger boulders need to be
moved to facilitate this process. As already discussed,
dewatering would be carefully and constantly monitored and this
will inform decisions regarding when and if additional treatment
(consistent with the measures already defined in the draft Silt
Management Plan) is required prior to the water being
discharged to Llyn Padarn. .

Sampling before and after the ‘trap’ ? Is there going to be
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3

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Development Consent
Order

Second Writtem Question

Question 1.35

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

sampling of all water from ‘the base’ before discharge. What is

accredited laboratory prior to discharge to Llyn Padarn to

defined as ‘the base’ ? What about dissolved chemicals not

confirm the quality is comparable to the baseline determined

caught by the trap ?

from a programme of surface water samples, and therefore
compliant with the Environmental Permit. Additional
observational and in-situ monitoring using an in-line or hand
held water quality probe will also be carried out.

Where exactly is the ‘spillway’ ? Possible contamination of land

The route of the spillway is shown on Figure 4.1 of the

by chemicals in Q6 ?

Environmental Statement and DCO drawings 2.05.1 and 2.05.5.
Please see responses above and below regarding the water
sampling results regarding contamination.

The Health and Safety Executive should be notified of

We refer the Respondent to the Applicant’s response to

dewatering activities due to UXO and potential risks to

Question 9.8 of the ExA’s Second Written Questions (Doc Ref:

workforce.

SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01) for this response.

What’s the methodology of the monitoring ? What chemicals will

The revised draft Water Management Plan

be tested for ? What levels are deemed acceptable ?

(SPH_GREX_DCOD3_02 (Rev.1) submitted at Deadline 5)

Justification for methodology and limits ?

provides details of the proposed water quality monitoring during
dewatering of Q1 and Q6. Acceptable limits will be determined
through the Environmental Permitting process with reference to
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Order

Second Writtem Question

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.35

Applicants Response
background quality and Environmental Quality Standards.

There is no ‘sampling plan’ in Appendix B. Please provide.

Please refer to the revised Water Management Plan
(SPH_GREX_DCOD3_02 (Rev.1) submitted at Deadline 5).

How does ’freshwater’ relate to Bathing Water Status ? What

Freshwater EQS are separate to Bathing Water standards,

was the methodology of sampling ?

which are focused on bacterial contamination (i.e. faecal
contamination of water) and which is not considered a risk from
dewatering of Q6. Water samples were collected by trained and
experienced personnel in accordance with British Standards.

Tests were done in August 2012? And it was stated that Q6 was

To clarify, water quality from Q6 was sampled and tested in

not sampled. What’s the evidence of lack of ‘stratification’ ?

2012 (1 No sample), and again in 2015 (13 No samples), and in
2016 (3 No samples). In 2015 the Applicant also carried out
water quality depth profiling using DO, temperature and specific
conductance and no significant variation with depth was
observed. It is possible that the quarry water body stratifies
during the summer, but water samples collected in winter when
the quarry was well mixed (and no stratification observed) were
generally consistent with samples collected at other times.
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Order

Second Writtem Question

Question 1.35

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Only average phosphate level given - what was the maximum

There are no maximum environmental quality standards for total

value ?

phosphorus hence why averages were reported. However, on
page 26 of the WFD Assessment (Appendix 9.1 of the ES) the
max-min range was reported and Table C4 provides all of the
2015 data (range was 20ug/l to 67ug/l). However, it has since
become evident that the laboratory reported total phosphorus as
phosphate and thus when comparing with the Good Ecological
Status for Llyn Padarn the values reported in Table C4 of the
WFD Assessment should be divided approximately by 3 to
report total phosphorus as P (i.e. the standard for Llyn Padarn).
This reduces the concentrations of phosphorus in 2015 data to
between <6.52ug/l and 21.86ug/l. In addition, 3 No. additional
samples collected in 2016 and analysed by the National
Laboratory Service reported values of total phosphorus as P all
lower than 5ug/l, and thus the annual average good status
standard for Llyn Padarn.

Only average value given, what was the maximum electrical

11 No. samples from 2015 sampling were available at the time

conductivity ?

the WFD Assessment was prepared (see Table C4). Electrical
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Paragraph in Response

Second Writtem Question

Question 1.35

Applicants Response
conductivity was low and very stable ranging from 160 to 190
μS/cm

Copper and iron levels appear to be exceed limits - very poor

The results of analyses of water samples vary and the results of

methodology to ‘ignore’ maximum value. Is NRW confident

individual samples can only reflect the conditions at a specific

other measurements have not been ‘ignored’ ?

point of time and could reflect atypical conditions. Accordingly,
a programme of water quality monitoring has been undertaken
to establish the natural variations in concentrations of various
substances.
For both copper and iron, the assessment criteria are based on
annual average concentrations. Accordingly the results of ‘oneoff’ samples form only part of the database used in the
assessment. The maximum reported values have not been
ignored but are included in the data used to calculate an annual
average concentration for each determinand for use in the H1
assessment.
It also should be recognised that the assessments are based on
the biochemically available concentrations of potential
contaminants. Contaminants can be chemically bound to
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Order

Second Writtem Question

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.35

Applicants Response
natural organic substances present in the aquatic environment
and are not readily available and hence to do not pose a
contamination risk/impact. The H1 assessment is based on the
total contaminant concentrations recorded in the analysis, which
will exceed the biochemically available concentrations.
Accordingly, the base data used in the assessment is the worst
case condition where all the analysed contaminant is assumed
to be biochemically available.

Is this sentence relating to Q1 or Q6 ?.

This statement is referring to Q6.

“Average” implies some readings were higher - what was the

We have already responded to the comment regarding

maximum concentration of phosphates ?. What justification is

phosphate results above. COD and BOD were compared with

there for saying “Chemical and Biological Oxygens Demands

environmental quality standards (where applicable) and expert

were both low”

opinion of results for polluted waters.

Is this sentence correct ? implies comparison between Q6 and

The purpose of water quality sampling is to determine the

Q6 ?? What is the source of copper, iron and phenol ? Were

presence of any contamination, not to speculate as to what its

‘maximum’ values ignored as suggested in previous section.

source is. Since the Discharge Consent Supporting Statement
was first issued the Applicant has prepared an H1 Risk
Assessment. This has looked into potential water quality effects
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Order

Second Writtem Question

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.35

Applicants Response
in more detail and has again concluded that no significant
adverse effects will occur. This takes into account
Environmental Quality Standards that may include annual
averages or maximum allowable concentrations.

‘Similar’ implies there were some difference. What were the

Water quality samples only ever represent a ‘snap-shot’ of water

differences ?

quality at a particular time and conditions. It is therefore
common to describe the water quality from samples taken at
different times as similar when based on comparison to
standards and professional opinion there are no significant
differences between the results, despite some values not being
precisely the same.

What about the phosphate level ? ’average’ of 65.5ug/l above

When assessing the potential for adverse effects we need to

the 10ug/l stated in paragraph 2.5.7. What’s the justification for

also consider the potential for dilution and dispersion, the

this sentence?

frequency, rate and volume of any discharge, and the
bioavailability of metals which could be lower (tests are
dissolved) and not just the quality of the discharge. Since the
Discharge Consent Supporting Statement was first issued the
Applicant has prepared an H1 Risk Assessment. This has
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Second Writtem Question

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.35

Applicants Response
looked into potential water quality effects in more detail and has
concluded that no significant adverse effects will occur.

Where will this trap be located ? What will be the trap size /

If required the specific treatment measures would be determined

make / model ?

by the Principal Contractor, in consultation with NRW regarding
the Environmental Permit.

The Material Management Plan regarding the management of

The Materials Management Plan is specifically for the

UXO should also be agreed with NRW as this will impact on the

movement of material within the Order Limits. The Ordnance

Water Management Plan.

Management Strategy deals specifically with the removal and
remediation of UXO. Along with established procedures that will
be included in the OMS, a suitable analytical suite will also be
agreed with NRW for contaminants that may be present, and a
clear synergistic relationship between the OMS and Water
Management Plan will be implemented and maintained.

The Material Management Plan regarding the management of

Please see above

UXO should also be agreed with NRW as this will impact on the
Silt Management Plan.
This completely ignores the potential for UXO and other
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Order

Second Writtem Question

Question 1.35

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

ordnance contaminants in outflow resulting from the dewatering

advance and multiple attempts were made to sample on the

of Q6.

base of both Q1 and Q6. No discernible sediment could be
gathered for testing. This is outlined in correspondence with
NRW in Appendix 2.8 of the Environmental Statement in relation
to a meeting held on the 15th July 2015.

Where will the fish / eels be taken ?

If these species still exist in Q6, they would be translocated to a
suitable nearby water body. This may include Llyn Padarn with
agreement with NRW and Gwynedd Council.

Surely the monitoring should be upstream of the discharge

Full details of the water quality monitoring proposed during

location in order to prevent discharge of unsuitable material if

dewatering have now been detailed in the draft Water

detected. Methodology of the testing ? What is being tested for

Management Plan, with the latest version to be issued at

? What levels will be deemed ‘acceptable’ ? What is the

Deadline 5.

justification of those levels ?
Have NRW asked the MoD about non-publicly available

We refer to the Respondent to the Applicants response to

information regarding UXO in Q6 ? NRW comment

Question 9.5 and 9.8 of ExA Second Written Questions

recommended the Health and Safety Executive involvement -

(SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01).

will this be done?
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Second Writtem Question

Question 1.35

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

What will the lining be ? Effect on water pH ?

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to agenda
point 12.3 of the summary of oral case for the Issue Specific
Hearing held on the 17th May 2016 (SPH_GREX_WED4_03)
As the use of concrete and grout to line the basins will be
limited, it is not expected that there would be any significant
effect on pH in the basins during operation. In the long term
water quality will be monitored in the pumped storage scheme
so that any changes in pH can be detected and if necessary
addressed in consultation with NRW.

There is also potential contamination from UXO in Q6 which is

This section was discussing operation phase effects. If any UXO

not noted here.

were to be encountered they would have been removed in
accordance with the OMS.

This contradicts the previous statement saying phosphate level

This is referring to operation phase discharges as the

(average 65ug/l) being higher than 10ug/l

Development would have been filled with water from Llyn
Padarn.

Methodology for identifying invasive species ?

A Bio-Security Plan has been prepared and was submitted at
Deadline 3 (SPH_GREX_DCOD3_05) with an updated version
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Paragraph in Response

Second Writtem Question

Question 1.35

Applicants Response
to be submitted at Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_DCOD3_05
(Rev.1)).
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PINS Reference
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Document Nos.

SPH_GREX_WED5_01

Authors
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Revision

Date
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1

21st June 2016

Issued

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

Second Written Questions

Question 1.36

Question 1.36
Preface
The Applicant has prepared this response in relation to Question 1.36 which is
repeated here for ease of reference:
a) Please respond to the matters regarding the Water Discharge Consent
relevant to the application for development consent raised by the Snowdonia
Society [REP2-051, pages 6-8].
b) Does the applicant consider that some of the matters do not relate to the
application for development consent?
c) If so, please could the applicant set out its reasoning and how this relates to
the reliance placed on the discharge consent for mitigation of the proposed
development and for the HRA conclusions?

Please note that part b) and c) have been responded to in the main response table

Part a)
a) Please respond to the matters regarding the Water Discharge Consent
relevant to the application for development consent raised by the Snowdonia
Society [REP2-051, pages 6-8].
The Applicant has prepared the following response table.
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Order

Second Written Questions

Question 1.36

Respondent includes response to SPH public consultation and response to water discharge consent applications as appendices.
Paragraph in Response
·

The DCSS reports high levels of phosphorus from test

Applicants Response
Since the Discharge Consent Supporting Statement was first

samples in Q1 and Q6, with, for example, total phosphate issued the Applicant has prepared an H1 Risk Assessment. This
levels on average 65.5ug/l , compared with the 10ug/l

has looked into potential water quality effects in more detail and

‘good ecological status’ target for Llyn Padarn.

has concluded that no significant adverse effects will occur.

Phosphorus and its oxidation is clearly identified by

Please also note that since the WFD Assessment was

Environment Agency Wales’ report ‘Llyn Padarn

submitted to support the DCO, it has become evident that the

Investigations 2010’ as a key direct cause of elevated

laboratory reported total phosphorus as phosphate and thus

biological oxygen demand and therefore of the long

when comparing with the Good Ecological Status for Llyn

history of damage to Llyn Padarn and deterioration in the

Padarn the values reported in Table C4 of the WFD Assessment

conservation status of Llyn Padarn’s designated features.

should be divided approximately by 3 to report total phosphorus
as P (i.e. the standard for Llyn Padarn). This reduces the
concentrations of phosphorus in 2015 data to between <6.52ug/l
and 21.86ug/l. In addition, 3 No. additional samples collected in
2016 and analysed by the National Laboratory Service reported
values of total phosphorus as P all lower than 5ug/l, and thus
the annual average good status standard for Llyn Padarn.
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Second Written Questions

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.36

Applicants Response
Annual average standards allow for variability throughout the
year. In any event, the levels observed in Q6 are significantly
below the consent limit from Llanberis WwTW that aims to be
below 500ug/l as an annual average by 2020.

·

There is no information on the materials and methods for

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to agenda

lining of the head and tail ponds. Water chemistry will be

point 12.3 of the summary of oral case for the Issue Specific

of critical importance during discharge, whether those

Hearing held on the 17th May 2016 (SPH_GREX_WED4_01)

discharge events are tests, planned, emergency,
accidental or malicious. The choice of lining materials will
determine the extent and nature of chemical interaction
with the water in the so-called ‘closed system’. The
quality and characteristics of the water in the system will
be altered, in the form of pH changes and potential for
concentration of the products of chemical reactions
between the water, any contaminants and the materials
in the lining and other surface components in the system.
·

We can find no evidence of proper consideration of the

This is contained in Section 4.4.1 of ES Appendix 9.1 Water

potential impacts of temperature spikes on the receiving

Framework Directive (Doc. Ref: 6.03, Vol 3I).
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Second Written Questions

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.36

Applicants Response

water bodies and designated features, caused by inflow
of warmer water during operational discharge. The DCSS
should refer to such impacts and should address the
range of possible scenarios, including what would
happen during periods of extended intense rainfall such
as that recently experienced. EAW’s ‘Llyn Padarn
Investigations 2010’ report highlights the likely role of
releases of warmer water from an existing pumped
storage operation in reducing habitat availability and
spawning success of Arctic Charr.
·

Planned discharges of water from the so-called ‘closed

The Development is not located on the top of Snowdon and the

system’ will generally be in response to rainfall as direct

rainfall volumes at the site are considerably lower than on the

input or run-off input to the head- and tail-ponds. The

summits. There is no rain gauge at the Development site and

DCSS 3.3.5 states ‘average annual rainfall is around

therefore we do not have a recorded level for 2015. The

1850mm’. However in order to assess the impacts of

operation of the Development was modelled based on return

planned discharges you will need to assess likely worst-

period flood events and the depth of rainfall for that event and

case scenarios. What was the actual rainfall at the site in

not the full year. The freeboard provision will be used to absorb

2015? For information, the total annual rainfall

the actual event and then the Excess Water Management Plan
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Second Written Questions

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.36

Applicants Response

measurements at nearby ECN weather stations in 2015

will apply and the flood volume will be gradually released. The

were 4541mm (Snowdon) and 6185mm (Crib Goch).

system has been based on flood events being contained in the
freeboard provision with the Probable Maximum Flood being
contained within the reservoir with the spill arrangement only
operating once the freeboard has been used up. If rainfall at the
site was greater than planned this would introduce a greater
volume of water free of any contaminants that would further
dilute any substances present in the water originally abstracted
from Llyn Padarn.

·

Dewatering of Q1 to Nant y Betws ‘2.3.6 Ongoing

Please see revised Water Management Plan (document

monitoring of the water quality in relation to sediment and

reference SPH_GREX_DCOD3_02 (Rev.1)).

turbidity will be carried out throughout the operation of
pumped discharge to the local watercourse. Pumping can
be ceased at any time if there is thought to be a risk of
causing a pollution incident. Further testing of the water
quality may be implemented if deemed necessary.’ This
level of detail is entirely inadequate for discharging of
sediments and possible contaminants into a SAC
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Second Written Questions

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.36

Applicants Response

catchment:
o no methodology for the monitoring
o no indication of which chemicals will be tested for
o no indication of acceptable limits
o no justification for the selection of methodology
and limits
o no mechanism linking the monitoring regime
directly to operations management and to
contractors on site
·

‘Pumping can be ceased if there is thought to be a risk of

The revised draft Water Management Plan (document reference

causing a pollution incident’? Surely this should provide

SPH_GREX_DCOD3_02 (Rev.1)) includes an Action Plan

detail on the mechanism for identifying and notifying such

linked to a four point risk scale based on the Environment

risks and state ‘pumping will cease immediately and will

Agency’s Common Incident Reporting System.

not recommence until all risks have been eliminated’. The
application is seriously flawed in not detailing how the
‘self-monitoring’ regime will work in practice.
·

Section 2.5 on Environmental Risk Assessment for
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Second Written Questions

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.36

Applicants Response

Dewatering contains a number of statements which give
serious cause for concern. These concerns include both
the reliability of the information provided and the
composition of the water quality, sediments and
contaminants in Q1 and Q6, and therefore the risks they
pose.
·

DCSS section 2.5.1 states that the water sampling plan

The water sampling plan was previously agreed within NRW

for Q6 is provided in Appendix B. It is not present.

and can be found in Appendix B of the Water Management Plan
provided in the ES in Appendix 16.1.1 (Doc, Ref: 6.03, Vol. 3I)

·

Reference to ‘surface waters’ in 2.5.3 does not make

To clarify, 5 No. water samples from Q1 were collected and

clear what was found at depth. Without the sampling plan

tested in 2015. Water quality from Q6 was sampled and tested

we cannot see that adequate testing was actually carried

in 2012 (1 No sample), and again in 2015 (13 No samples), and

out.

in 2016 (3 No samples). In 2015 the Applicant also carried out
water quality depth profiling using DO, temperature and specific
conductance and no significant variation with depth was
observed. It is possible that the quarry water body stratifies
during the summer, but water samples collected in winter when
the quarry was well mixed (and no stratification observed) were
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Second Written Questions

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.36

Applicants Response
generally consistent with samples collected at other times.
Following the Issue Specific Hearing on the 17th May 2016, it is
proposed to pause the dewatering of Q6 at an intermittent stage
at least a few metres above the quarry bed to allow additional
water quality and potentially fine sediment sampling to be
undertaken. This has been included in the revised WTMP
submitted at Deadline 5 (document reference
SPH_GREX_DCOD3_02 (Rev.1)).

·

Section 2.5.5 reveals levels of copper in Q6 which

Please note that the standards referred to here are annual

average 6.5 times the Water Framework Directive

averages. This allows for shorter term increases in

standards and levels of iron at 20 times the

concentrations. When assessing the potential for adverse

environmental standard. The suggestion in 2.5.5, without

effects we need to also consider the potential for dilution and

any justification, that the highest figure for iron could be

dispersion, the frequency, rate and volume of any discharge,

ignored demonstrates a less than rigorous approach to

and the bioavailability of metals which could be lower (tests are

science.

dissolved). In addition, subsequent to the issue of the WFD
Assessment (Appendix 9.1 of the ES) the Applicant has clarified
in response to Deadline 3 and 4 written representations that the
dissolved iron standard and this was confirmed to be 1,000 ug/l
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Second Written Questions

Paragraph in Response

Question 1.36

Applicants Response
not 1 ug/l (i.e. it is incorrectly reported in Table 1 Part 2 of The
Water Framework Directive (Standards and Classification)
Directions (England and Wales) 2015. Concentrations of
dissolved iron in Q6 therefore do not exceed environmental
quality standards. Since the Discharge Consent Supporting
Statement was first issued the Applicant has prepared an H1
Risk Assessment. This has looked into potential water quality
effects in more detail and has concluded that no significant
exceedance of standards will occur, including from dissolved
copper and iron.

·

Total phosphate concentrations exhibited a relatively

Chapter 9 of the Environmental Statement (Doc Ref. 6.02) and

wide range with an average of 31 ug/l, above the target

Appendix 9.1 WFD Assessment (Doc Ref: 6.03) consider the

value of 10 μg/l set for oligotrophic waters under the

potential effects on the water quality of Llyn Padarn including

Habitats Directive quality guidance (JNCC 2015).’ What

the risk from nutrient enrichment. A discussion on the reported

was the highest reading? It would be useful to know how

phosphate concentrations is provided in the response to

potent a source of phosphate it is proposed to dump into

Question 1 above.

an SAC which suffers, and has historically suffered, the

Based on water quality monitoring between 2012 and 2016 the

impacts of a heavy phosphorus load.

levels of nutrients in Q1 and Q6 generally were low. Total
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Paragraph in Response

Second Written Questions

Question 1.36

Applicants Response
reported phosphorus levels were a maximum 65.5 ug/l in Q1
and 36 ug/l in Q6. As stated previously, it is considered that the
laboratory analyses did not report total phosphorous but
phosphate, so converting phosphate to phosphorous shows that
the correct maximum phosphorous concentrations were
approximately 21.8µg/l for Q6 and 12µg/l for Q1. Total
phosphorus results from additional samples collected from Q6 in
February and March 2016 were less than 5ug/l, which is below
the WFD ‘Good’ standard for Llyn Padarn of 10ug/l. Based on
the analytical results of samples collected to date, the long term
mean average phosphorous concentration for Q6 is 9ug/l.
It is considered that the current discharge from Q6 drains to Llyn
Padarn via the Glyn Rhonwy watercourse hence the proposed
dewatering of the quarry will replicate the current drainage
pattern. Overall, it is considered that the initial dewatering of Q6
would be a one-off event and would be rapidly diluted and
dispersed in Llyn Padarn. No significant adverse effects are
predicted.
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Second Written Questions

Paragraph in Response
·

Section 2.5.7 on Q1: ‘However, total phosphate levels

Question 1.36

Applicants Response
Please refer to response above.

were on average 65.5 ug/l, which is above the 10 ug/l
Good Ecological Status target for Llyn Padarn.’
Given these statements it is extraordinary that this section

Please refer to above responses.

of the DCSS report concludes, without justification or
explanation of the obvious logical disconnect: ‘ 2.5.9
Therefore it is proposed that the discharge of the existing
water within Q1 and Q6 will not cause any adverse
significant effects to the receiving water bodies.’
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Examining Authority Second
Written Questions

Question 3.12

Question 3.12

1.1

Preface

1.1.1

This Appendix to the Examining Authority’s Second Written Questions
provided the Applicant’s response to Question 3.12. For ease of reference,
the question is repeated below:
The updated NSER [REP1-001, paragraph 4.2.22 and footnote D of
corresponding matrix] confirms that the conditions of the Environmental
Permit in respect to discharges from the Q1 spillway will ensure that there
would be no LSE on the Afon Gwyrfai a Llyn Cwellyn SAC as a result of
potential changes to the flow regime. The applicant has yet to obtain an
Environmental Permit for discharge consent and therefore at present this
mitigation measure is not secured.
a) Please could the applicant NRW advise on progress made to determine
the application for a discharge permit?
b) Please could the applicant and NRW clarify whether the conclusion of no
LSE on the Afon Gwyrfai a Llyn Cwellyn SAC is reliant on the conditions
imposed through the Environmental Permit?
c) Do NRW envisage any impediments to their ability to grant the discharge
license, should this not be obtained during the course of the examination?
The applicant should note that the ExA may be unable to advise the
Secretary of State to conclude no LSE on a site (and that the site may
therefore need to be subject to appropriate assessment) without the
certainty that all required mitigation measures have been secured, or it has
been confirmed with the relevant statutory nature conservation body that
there is no likely impediment to the security of the required measures.

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

1.2

Examining Authority Second
Written Questions

Question 3.12

Part a)
Please could the applicant NRW advise on progress made to determine the
application for a discharge permit?

1.2.1

The Applicant has been in regular liaison with NRW over the submission of
the discharge consent applications throughout the DCO process. These
were submitted in January 2016 (Application Refs: WPCC4518 &
WPCC4519) with further information submitted in May 2016.

1.2.2

NRW have very recently advised that due to the lack of

technical

information required from a Principal Contractor and lack of clarity on the
Operator they cannot determine the applications and have invited the
Applicant to withdraw them and re-submit them when the Principal
Contractor and Operator are formally in place.
1.2.3

It has become apparent that NRW and the Applicant have been at crossed
purposes, in that the Applicant had thought that it would be possible for the
permits to be granted subject to conditions, which would be discharged
after the Principal Contractor and Operator were in place.

1.2.4

Having discussed the matter with NRW, the Applicant has taken NRW's
advice and withdrawn the applications. They will be re-submitted once the
Principal Contractor and Operator are in place.

1.2.5

As is normal for projects of this kind, this is not expected to take place until
the overall Financial Investment Decision is made for the project. This
Financial Investment Decision will not be made until after the DCO has
been granted.

1.3

Part b)
Please could the applicant and NRW clarify whether the conclusion of no
LSE on the Afon Gwyrfai a Llyn Cwellyn SAC is reliant on the conditions
imposed through the Environmental Permit?

1.3.1

NRW have approved the conclusion provided in the No Significant Effects
Report that there will be no LSE on the Afon Gwyrfai a Llyn Cwellyn SAC.

1.3.2

In addition this has been agreed as part of Sections M,N & O of the table
in section 3.1 of the signed Statement of Common Ground (document

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

Examining Authority Second
Written Questions

Question 3.12

reference SPH_GREX_SCG_01). This conclusion is based on the
implementation of the Water Management Plan and Silt Management Plan
under the DCO. The environmental permits, and any conditions included
within them, are not needed to reach this conclusion. Nevertheless, NRW
will have a duty as competent authority under the Environmental Permitting
Regulations 2010 to avoid an LSE when granting the permits, which will
reinforce the position.
1.4

Part c)

1.4.1

Do NRW envisage any impediments to their ability to grant the discharge
license, should this not be obtained during the course of the examination?

1.4.2

Whilst the Applicant notes that this response is for NRW, the Applicant
considers it will assist the ExA to make the following points, in the light of
the recent withdrawal of the applications in line with NRW’s request.

1.4.3

The approach in a DCO context to the parallel regime of environmental
permitting is considered in NPS EN-1 at paragraph 4.10. This guidance
makes the following points:
· The permitting regime is a separate but complementary regime to the

planning regime;
· The DCO decision maker should focus on whether the development

itself is an acceptable use of the land, and on the impacts of that use,
rather than the control of the process, emissions or discharges
themselves;
· The DCO decision maker should assume that the relevant pollution

control regime will be properly applied, and should act to complement
but not duplicate that regime;
· The DCO decision maker should be satisfied that the relevant pollution

control authority is itself satisfied that potential releases can be
adequately regulated under the pollution control framework;
· The DCO decision maker should not refuse consent on the basis of

pollution impacts unless it has good reason to believe that any relevant

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
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Examining Authority Second
Written Questions

Question 3.12

necessary operational pollution control permit will not subsequently be
granted.
· In

addition,

paragraph

4.10

encourages

applicants

to

submit

applications for environmental permits at the same time as applying for
the DCO.
1.4.4

The Applicant wishes to stress that they have duly followed this advice. All
other NRW consents have been obtained, namely the bat licence, water
abstraction licence (and a subsequent variation) and the flood defence
consents.

1.4.5

In parallel with the Applicant's discussions relating to the consents which
have been granted,

the Applicant has liaised with NRW, agreeing the

principles of the discharge consents as follows:
· Discussions regarding the permit applications have been ongoing since

March 2015 as shown in Appendix 2.8 of the Environmental Statement
(document ref 6.02);
· NRW requested further information on the 24

th

April 2015 for inclusion

within the permit applications which was collected and incorporated;
· Additional information was again requested in the meeting held on the

15th July 2015 prior to the submission of the DCO;
· A Technical Note on the modelling for the Nant Y Betws was provided

on the 17th September 2015;
· A permit-specific meeting was held on the 9

th

November 2015 which

agreed the basis of the operational discharges with subsequent
correspondence being provided to NRW via technical notes. These were
included within the submissions for the discharge consents.
1.4.6

At no point, has NRW suggested that the discharge consents could not be
determined due to the absence of a Principal Contractor or an Operator,
even though this was made apparent to NRW in the ES and in meetings.
As already noted, there has clearly been a misunderstanding on this
matter. The Applicant cannot be criticised for any failure to have obtained
the consents in these circumstances.

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
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1.4.7

Examining Authority Second
Written Questions

Question 3.12

In the Applicant's view the ExA can take comfort from the fact that the
permit applications were submitted and progressed, and that there has
been significant engagement between the Applicant and NRW in relation to
them. This will assist consideration of the renewed applications in due
course.

1.4.8

In terms of the guidance in EN-1, there is no basis for the ExA or Secretary
of State to conclude that there is "good reason to believe that [the permits]
will not subsequently be granted". Whilst the Applicant fully acknowledges
that pre-application discussions with a body like NRW are not binding, they
would make the observation that there has been no suggestion from NRW
that there was any inherent problem with the permit applications or a risk
that they would not be granted.

1.4.9

In addition, the Applicant has already demonstrated to the approval of
NRW that there is no LSE and this has been agreed in writing through the
signed SoCG (document reference SPH_GREX_SCG_01). Furthermore
several of the Management Plans (to be certified under Article 38 of the
DCO) have been progressed to an advanced stage and clearly set out how
these plans will be finalised by the Principal Contractor and / or Operator.
Accordingly the principles of the mitigation measures to be implemented
have been set out in these Plans which are being submitted for Deadline 5.
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ExA Second Written Questions

Question 7.7

Question 7.7

1.1

Preface

1.1.1

This Appendix to the Examining Authority’s Second Written Questions
provided the Applicant’s response to Question 7.7. For ease of reference,
the question is repeated below:
a) In its response [REP4-011] to a Written Representation from Tony Grant
[REP3-033, question 7.4] the applicant stated that it intends to undertake
structural surveys of all concerned properties, to undertake vibration
surveys before, during and after construction and to undertake ‘any
appropriate mitigation measures’. How is this mitigation secured through
the draft DCO [REP4-009]?
b) In its response to matters arising at the Issue Specific Hearing [REP4014, item 3.11(a)] the applicant stated that ‘a suitably qualified and
independent structural surveyor will first assess which properties along
Ffordd Cefn Du may be potentially vulnerable to vibration effects, and then
these properties will be contacted and offered an independent structural
survey at the cost of the Applicant. If they agree to the survey it will then be
carried out prior to construction start. A final survey will be undertaken post
construction and when the Development is in operation’. Please could the
applicant update the Outline Noise Management Plan [REP3-006] to
include these measures?

1.2

Introduction

1.2.1

The assessment of potential vibration effects on properties along Ffordd
Cefn Du will have a three step approach. A structural engineer will assess
how far vibrations might travel along the road and across the surrounding
area in relation to the ground conditions in order to identify which properties
will be most vulnerable to vibration effects. A Chartered Building Surveyor
will then conduct a Schedule of Condition of properties within the scope
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Question 7.7

identified along Ffordd Cefn Du to record the existing conditions prior to the
commencement of works. A Schedule of Condition is a photographic record
which would provide a source of reference in the event of any perceived
impact of the project on the property. Following the survey, the surveyor
may recommend any further surveys which might be required. Those
further surveys will then be undertaken as appropriate.
1.2.2

We note that Dr Jane Huuse and Christine Jordan have previously
provided photographs and information (REP 2-028) of houses along Ffordd
Cefn Du and this will be made available to the structural engineer who will
consider this as part of their initial assessment of potential vulnerability
alongside a site visit.

1.3

Prior to the Highway Improvements – Communication

1.3.1

Residents with properties which are deemed vulnerable by the structural
engineer will be contacted to request permission and inform them that the
Applicant will pay for their property to be surveyed in order to prepare a
Schedule of Condition. The resident will be sent a reminder letter if no initial
response is received. If a resident rejects access then they will not receive
a Schedule of Conditions survey and may find it harder to evidence any
potential claim in the future for any damages to their property unless they
have instructed their own surveys. The residents will be notified of this in
writing.

1.4

Schedule of Condition

1.4.1

Recommended by the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors, Schedules
of Condition, show the condition of a property at a set time and highlight
any existing defects. The Schedule of Condition records what the existing
conditions are before construction starts with photographic evidence and
details of what is contained in the photos (crack, old beam, low foundation,
etc).

1.4.2

A Chartered Building Surveyor will undertake a Schedule of Condition for
buildings along Ffordd Cefn Du identified as being within the area of
potential impact, prior to the start of the highway improvement works and
construction of the Development. The Schedule will then be signed by the
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resident and the developer to say that everyone agrees that it shows a true
representation of the existing conditions. The schedule would normally
cover boundary walls, gardens, outhouses / ancillary buildings in the
curtilage, front elevations and the first room of houses bordering the works
but it may be prudent to survey the whole building based on its age,
proximity to the works and condition.
1.4.3

It should be noted that the Schedule of Condition is not a structural survey
but the surveyor will make comment on more prevalent defects.

1.5

Structural Survey

1.5.1

Structural surveys are not proposed in the first instance. These should be
carried out by a qualified Structural Engineer where appropriate. The
existing poor condition of Ffordd Cefn Du, may exacerbate any vibration
effects from construction traffic. However, the Applicant will be upgrading
the road to a new surface with the proposed highway improvement works
which will make the risk of structural effects from construction traffic
unlikely.

1.5.2

The Applicant acknowledges that full structural surveys can be intrusive to
residents – there may be the need to dig up some areas to see
foundations, take some core samples, or drill into walls, for example. Other
preliminary surveys will also be required for the more intrusive work, such
as testing for asbestos before drilling into any walls.

1.6

Remediation / Repair

1.6.1

The Schedule of Condition clarifies that the developer will not be liable to
remediate or repair any existing issues during construction. The Applicant
will only remediate or repair any damage which would be the result of the
highway improvements or damage caused by construction traffic.

1.6.2

If vibration from construction traffic is causing concern to one of the
residents then it is expected the ELO will be notified, the issue investigated
and action taken to monitor and if appropriate, mitigate the cause of
vibration. Mitigation may include but is not limited to further traffic speed
controls, different vehicles, lighter loads, further road improvement of
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surface matting or other surface treatment, and where permitted and
appropriate to do so, structural work to the affected property for example
repointing, temporary scaffolding or other such structural treatment.
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