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Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

SUMMARY
1.1

Introduction

1.1.1

A number of Written Representations were made by Interested Parties at
Deadline 5 on 21st June 2016.

1.1.2

This document provides SPH’s response and comments on these written
submissions.

1.1.3

Where relevant cross-references are provided to other submission
documents.
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1

Christine Jordan

Christine Jordan submitted a photograph of a letter received from the Applicant regarding the consultation event regarding the
Fford Cefn Du Highway Improvements.
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

This is a copy of a letter received on Saturday about a

Noted

consultation meeting SPH and Gwynedd Council are organising.
Obviously it means that we cannot submit any representation
about their plans before the latest deadline,not ideal as although
we know the details of access are to be dealt with in a seperate
notice by Gwynedd Council, surely the principal of safety during
construction and appropriate access must form part of the
decision in granting the DCO. Please could you pass this on to
the Examining Inspector,his last questions highlighted the lack
of consultation between residents and Council/Applicant and I
have been e mailing appropriate Council Officers myself with no
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

response until now!

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

I am contacting you to confirm that the submission made by

Noted. The Applicant has provided a response to this in Section

Mike Vitkovitch your ref 10031993, is on behalf on Dr Jane

5 of this document

Huuse,Mrs Cherry Bartlett and myself Christine Jordan,and also
the other members of our neighbourhood group here.
I hope you will give it serious consideration in view of Mr
Vitkovich's expertise and knowledge, we must find a solution
that ensures the safety of residents, properties and workers.
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2

Dr Jane Huuse

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

I am writing this on behalf of a large number of residents in

The Applicant has provided a response to Mr Vitokvitch’s

Waunfawr, particularly those nearby and along the Q1 access

Representation in Section 5 of this document

route, Cefn Du Road.
As previously mentioned on a number of occasions we are
worried about the significant detrimental impact that the SPH
scheme will have on the village of Waunfawr both temporally
during construction and permanently. Our original concerns
were based on the assumption that the 2015 DCO application
provided a truthful and realistic representation of the traffic
numbers and associated environmental impacts, particularly
noise. These concerns remain of great concern to us, but in the
light of more recent expert analyses of the penstock design and
mode of excavation, we are now concerned about an order of
magnitude greater impact from construction traffic accessing the

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_WED6_02

2-1

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

penstock via Cefn Du Road. These impacts will be longer
lasting and far more intense than those in the DCO application
(which were already 5-10 times worse than the 2012 application
passed by Gwynedd Council). Please see Deadline 5
submission Part 1 and 2 by Mike Vitkovitch made 20/06/16
which document an alternative Q6 to Q1 access route and the
complexities of penstock construction.
We raise again the issue of why there is a need to use Cefn Du

The Applicant wishes to clarify that the penstock will have forced

Road at all. If access to the penstock is required at regular

ventilation. There is no above ground route required as all the

intervals to provide adequate ventilation, spoil removal, concrete works are underground, this includes the movement of slate
lining, etc, as indicated by expert analysis, then this access

material from Q6 to Q1.

would be best designed to also provide the access to Q1 from

The Applicant has provided an extensive response to agenda

Glyn Rhonwy. We refer again to the Deadline 5 submission by

item 3.1 of the Issue Specific Hearing Summary of Oral Case

Mike Vitkovitch for an example of how a viable direct access

(Doc ref: SPH_GREX_WED4_03) where the conclusion was

route can be constructed and the reasons why this should be

that a route between Q6 and Q1 would result in likely significant

the preferred option. We reject the SPH answer to this question

effects in numerous environmental disciplines. This has been

(that “there is always someone who has a better idea..”) as they

reiterated by NRW in their submission to Deadline 5 (REP5-
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

never properly investigated this option.

049).

We are concerned that:

Requirement 12 of the DCO provides the working hours which

1. The 2015 DCO application only reveals a small portion of the

are to be applied to this Development. The Applicant will have to

construction vehicle movements required to construct an

legally comply with these working hours.

adequate penstock as this requires far more excavation than

In relation to the construction vehicle and material movements

estimated (please see Deadline 5 submission by Mike

from Q6 to Q1, we have provided a detailed response in Mr

Vitkovitch). We are concerned with project duration and time

Mike

taken to remove and shift slate and other spoil from the

Respondent to section 5 of this document.

Vitkovitch’s

response

and

therefore

refer

to

the

penstock route. We could be looking at 24/7 excavation work
accessed from both ends of the penstock and the centre for
several years. We seek guarantees from SPH that this will not
create additional traffic impacts along Cefn Du Road, nor will it
involve a worker’s village at Q1 or any penstock construction
access from Q1. We also seek guarantee from the ExA/the final
DCO (if granted) that traffic numbers cannot be increased and
construction time frame or hours of construction not increased in
any subsequent and less scrutinized process.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

2. An access route along the penstock will be required in order

The Applicant wishes to clarify that there will be no above

to support excavation and spoil removal and this could double

ground access road above the penstock route. This has been

up as Q1 access. Landowners are sympathetic to this and none

discounted on the basis of likely significant effects in several

of the consultees have an issue with such a route as long as it

environmental disciplines including to Schedule 1 birds. This

avoids major archaeological and ecological sites of importance

conclusion is also supported by NRW and Gwynedd Council in

(please see Deadline 5 submission by M Vitkovitch and

their responses submitted at Deadline 5.

Deadline 4 submission by Jane Huuse).
We further ask these questions for the applicant:

The penstock is a single tunnel – there is no need for a second

If a second tunnel is needed, or a wider tunnel than required

tunnel.

solely for the operational phase is needed, how does that
impact on the volume of spoil produced and the time and
working hours taken to construct the tunnel(s) and disposal of
the spoil?
We are deeply concerned that in order to meet investor’s

The Applicant has confirmed within the CoCP that the

expectation of construction time, all options will be considered

transportation of slate will be via the conveyor within the

for construction and slate transport, including accessing

penstock. As this will be a certified DCO document, this will
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

penstock from Q1 (specifically stated not to be the case in the

have to be legally complied with.

DCO application and SPH communication). If the conveyor belt
option proves impractical and if there is no direct Q6 to Q1 route
then the only option would be to transported slate via the road
network through neighbouring villages. Will SPH be able to
guarantee that no slate will be transported via the highway
network?
If there is a 24 hr concrete dispatching facility needed, please

The working hours are stipulated within Requirement 12 of the

can SPG guarantee that this will not be accessed via Q1?

DCO. 24hour working is not allowed unless with the express
permission by Gwynedd Council or for underground excavation
works.

Please can SPH guarantee that there will be no worker’s village

No permission for any accommodation has been sought in the

at Q1 or accessed via Cefn Du Road?

DCO and no such provision has been included in any work. The
Applicant has not proposed or applied for a worker's village
onsite.

We look forward to your consideration of these points and
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

welcome any questions to the above or any previous points
raised (all of which remain valid).
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3

Glyn Peris Guest House

The following section addresses Ceris Meredith’s responses to the second written questions and Appendix 12.1. Ceris Meredith also submitted a series of emails exchanged between herself and
Paul Haydock and Dave Holmes; these have not been included here for ease of response.
Response to the second written questions:
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Question 1.21

Noted

ExA:
Requirement 19(3) – construction hours
Replace ‘will’ with ‘must’?
Ceris Meredith
yes, we agree
Question 1.32

Noted

ExA
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 groundborne
vibration?

Ceris Meredith
It is essential in our opinion that GC must take advice from external independent experts in the
relevant subjects listed, especially when there are certain aspects of the scheme, e.g.,
acceptable noise levels, that are going to be decided by the Applicant and GC together. We are
not confident that the right decisions will always be made and that if issues arise for local
residents, we will not have a fair advocate to turn to.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Question 1.37

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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?

Ceris Meredith
Surely it is vital that the Applicant shows that they have consulted and are aware of the act and
its relevance to this major scheme.
Question 2.1

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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?

Ceris Meredith
yes, why does the site boundary extend so far towards Lake View when it seems unnecessary?
Question 2.2

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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 late/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?
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Ceris Meredith
the fact that these questions need to be asked illustrates the lack of attention to detail on the part
of the Applicant.
Question 2.3

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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?

Ceris Meredith
What visual impact will it have on us, other local residents and on the surrounding environment?
Question 2.4

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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?

Ceris Meredith
Will there be noise and/or vibration that will affect the ambience of the lakeside location?
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Question 2.6

The Applicant has submitted a revised OMS at Deadline 5 (SPH-GREX_DCOD4_01 (Rev.1))

ExA

2.1.3 The aim of the Ordnance Management Strategy is to ensure that construction goes ahead

Please comment on the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-017] submitted by the

safely. It may be necessary to clear some UXO prior to construction. Where this is not

applicant at deadline 4 and indicate whether you are satisfied that the necessary mitigation

necessary, the Applicant will look to combine the clearance of ordnance with the construction

measures are covered appropriately.

phase (when safe to do so), limiting the impact on the environment by reducing the amount of
plant and material movement.

Ceris Meredith
In reference to the Outline Ordnance Management Plan:

2.4.2 The proposed EOD facility is addressed in the Outline OMS submitted at Deadline 5. Its
location and construction will be such that it is not anticipated to have any visual impact on the
surrounding environment.

2.1.3 For an issue as important as this, surely the cost implications should net be a factor in
making any decisions about the presence/clearance and destruction of UXO. Surely the site
should be cleared and made safe before the construction work begins.

2.5.4 The sentence currently reads “This means that any blast is not only contained, but also
any significant noise.” and should have read “This means that not only is any blast contained,
but also any significant noise.”

2.4.2 Where will the purpose built facility be located? What are the dimensions? What visual
impact will it have on the surrounding environment? Will it be a temporary or permanent
structure?

2.5.8 There is no anticipation of having to evacuate any local residents during any EOD
operations. The situation of the site lends itself well to the discreet disposal of ordnance.

2.5.4 This ends in mid sentence!
2.5.8 Presence of chemical weapons/mustard gas: what are the details for the ‘safety cordon’?
Would local residents have to be evacuated and if so, for how long?
Question 2.10

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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.

Ceris Meredith
It is a concern that there are inconsistencies between the ES, CoCP and draft DCO in reference
to mitigation measures. Surely there must be a location where all mitigation is listed.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Our response to the mitigation measure offered us by SPH are in a separate attachment.
Question 5.3

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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 before the construction of the spillway infrastructure?

Ceris Meredith
When lives are potentially at risk if the dam should fail due to the bombstore collapsing, surely it
is a matter of common sense; GC must carry out a full structural survey of the bomb store before
any construction of the dam at Q6 begins.
Question 6.1

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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?

Ceris Meredith
Another example of the Applicant’s inconsistencies!
Question 6.14

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

example) if a construction vehicle damages a residence?

Ceris Meredith
There should without doubt be a mechanism in place for any resident who has any cause to
lodge a complaint and claim for compensation due to ANY type of adverse affect on property,
business, well being etc.
Question 7.3

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

In its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 2.2(b)] the applicant stated that ‘noise contours

It is acknowledged that the ES reported different magnitudes of impact at these neighboring

are based on a ‘worst case’ scenario (e.g plant working at its closest approach to nearby noise

properties. While two receptors may be in proximity to each other, the predicted noise impacts

sensitive receptors (NSRs), all plant operating simultaneously)’.

due to construction activities may indeed differ, for example, as a result of the positioning of plant

a) Please demonstrate that this worst case closest approach has been followed for predicted

and the effects of localized shielding,. This is particularly the case for receptors close to the

noise levels at Lake View Hotel and that this includes all works permitted by the draft DCO

construction works.

[REP4- 009, Schedule 1, Part 1] in Work No 4C, including all ‘further development’ identified in

Once the Principal Contractor has been appointed, a detailed construction noise and vibration

Work No 4C in the table and all ‘further development’ items (a) to (j)?

assessment will be undertaken based on the proposed working methods and plant schedule. As

b) Please demonstrate that this worst case closest approach has been followed for predicted

stated in the CNMP (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04), the exact position of the monitoring

noise levels at Glyn Peris Guest House and Glyn Peris Cottage and that this includes all works

instrumentation at each location will be selected to represent the facade most likely to be worst

permitted by the draft DCO [REP4-009, Schedule 1, Part 1] in Works No 4A, 4B, 4D and 4E,

affected by construction of the Development. If necessary, monitoring may need to take place at

including all ‘further development’ identified in Works No 4A, 4B, 4D and 4E in the table and all

the front and rear of Glyn Peris Guest house to take account of construction traffic on the A4086

‘further development’ items (a) to (j)?

and construction in Works Nos. 4A, 4B, 4D and 4E.

c) Please could the applicant clarify the monitoring proposals for noise levels at these locations
and update the Outline Noise Management Plan [REP3-006] to include more detail on the
monitoring proposals?

Ceris Meredith
b) The Applicant’s conclusions are that we at Glyn Peris will have less impact than our neighbour
at Glyn Peris Cottage so we have little confidence in these contours.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

c) There needs to be a monitor facing the road to deal with the construction traffic noise and one
to face the site itself at the back of the house to register the noise during construction.
Question 7.5

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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?

Ceris Meredith
We have not previously been aware of the concrete batching plant potentially working out of
hours. We definitely need to know the implications of this - the noise levels and what those hours
will be. There is no mention of this in the noise mitigation plans sent to us by SPH recently.
Question 7.9

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

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 [REP3-026, 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 [REP4009] be amended to include this?

Ceris Meredith
If out of hours working is to be limited to underground works only, why is there mention of the
concrete batching plant working out of hours?
Question 7.13

Requirement 6 secures the Construction Noise Management Plan where limits on construction

ExA

noise and overpressure are to be agreed with Gwynedd Council further to an additional baseline

c) Please clarify that you do intend to agree limits for noise, vibration and air overpressure within

survey which will be undertaken prior to construction commencing. The limits will also be agreed

the final plans once further design information and assessment data is available at the post
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

consent stage (if consent is granted) in order to have a quantifiable basis on which to monitor the
potential effects?

Ceris Meredith
Can there be a condition of the consent (if given) that the noise/vibration and air overpressure
limits are agreed before any construction starts?
Question 10.6

This is secured through Requirement 6 via the Dust and Air Quality Management Plan and

ExA

Requirement 7 Baseline Air Quality Monitoring Plan. These revised Plans were submitted at

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

Deadline 5 (ref SPH_GREX_DCOD5_03 and SPH_GREX_DCOD5_02 respectively) and the
limits will be agreed prior to construction commencing

is granted) in order to have a quantifiable basis on which to monitor the potential effects?

Ceris Meredith
Can there be a condition of the consent (if given) that the dust deposition limits are agreed before
any construction starts?
Question 12.13

b) We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to this question in document

ExA

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01)

a) Please could Ceris Meredith and Paul Haydock comment on the applicant’s Property-Specific
Mitigation Plan for the Glyn Peris Guest House [REP4-014, Appendix 12.1]?
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?

Ceris Meredith
a) Yes, our response is attached along with this document.
b) Anyone who is potentially going to suffer from their proximity to this scheme, or to the access
to the sites, should be given special consideration. The Applicant should not be allowed to claim
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

immunity from compensation claims for any suffering their actions have caused!

Response to Appendix 12.1:
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

We are writing in response to the email and Appendix 12.1 (attached) received from Dave

Noted

Holmes on Friday 27th May.
Firstly, I would like to correct the Background section of Appendix 12.1; we only have 7 guest

The Applicant has corrected the Glyn Peris Property Management Plan to this affect.

bedrooms all on the first floor, not 14 as stated, and as the floor plans (attached) sent to Dave
Holmes on the 22nd September 2015 clearly show.
Our general thoughts are that we are pleased that by offering noise mitigation the Applicant has

Noted

finally acknowledged publicly that we will have major problems once construction for this scheme
begins. They have been aware of our situation from an early stage of the consultation process,
having had initial discussions with us over a year ago, when as mentioned before, at the public
consultation Dave Holmes and Peter Taylor asked us to come aside and sit down to discuss our
issues showing apparent concern for our situation and sincerity about compensation options.
They assured us ‘we are not in the business of ruining people’s lives’.
We have attached the emails that were exchanged following that both discussion and a further

Noted

meeting held with Dave Holmes at our property in June 2015. We discussed various options to
resolve our situation. The options were:
1 To buy us out completely
2 To pay us to close for the duration of the construction process (the payment would need to
include an allowance for us to spend time rebuilding the business from scratch on re-opening)
3 To rent the house for the duration of the construction process whilst we live elsewhere (the rent
would need to take into account the fact that we would need to spend time rebuilding the
business from scratch on re-opening). The house would have to be returned to our specification
by the Applicant on moving out.
4 The possible long term rental of the house by SPH with us providing bed and breakfast for
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

construction workers
We were happy to look at the first three, the fourth we were not, as it would mean a major change
of our core business to such a different customer base that we are not prepared to do it. We will
not be forced into changing our business at their whim.
The last of the subsequent emails concluded; ‘In short there does not appear to be much more

Noted

certainty that I can bring to this discussion at this point, however much I would like to have
reached a solution.
On the current timescale it does not look likely that we could start construction before early 2017,
so I suggest we stay in touch.
To help us better consider if it might be possible to find a commercial use for your building, could
you easily provide us with floor plans? Also what is your estimate of the value of the freehold of
the building, business name etc. excluded, or what price are you seeking?’
Since then we have had no further correspondence and have been left in limbo, living in fear as

Noted

to what will happen in the future. We can make no long term plans neither for the business nor for
the property itself; we do not know if it is worth investing money in improvements or repairs.
The Appendix 12.1 lists various mitigation measures that may be applied to us, both as a

Noted

business and private home, as well as to fellow local residents who will also suffer from this
project and they perhaps go a little way to potentially helping deal with the noise problems but it
does not allay our fears for reasons I will explain.
Appointment of Environmental Liaison Officer (ELO)

This is secured via Requirement 6 and therefore the Applicant and appointed Principal Contractor

This is of course essential, to ensure that there is good communication between the contractor

will have a legal obligation to appoint the ELO. The role of the ELO has been outlined in the

and the local community, but as mentioned in my submission of deadline 4, who will appoint this

revised CoCP submitted at Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_DCOD2_03 (Rev.2)

ELO and where will their loyalties lie? Will they be under pressure to protect the contractor and
essentially just try to placate any local residents who have issues? It is not in the interest of SPH,
the contractor or the council to have many problems to sort out.
Giving us advance warnings of different activities will not help us. We take bookings a year in

Once the DCO is granted, the tendering process will formally begin and the Applicant will seek to

advance so it is impossible to run a business like hours based on information supplied days,

provide as much notice as can be reasonable expected.
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weeks or even months in advance
The same thoughts arise in regard to the Environmental Liaison Group (ELG).

The creation of the ELG is outlined in the CoCP (revised version submitted at Deadline 5 as doc

As you can see, we are sceptical and distrusting of this whole process.

ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD2_03 (Rev.2)) which is secured through Requirement 6 and must be
complied with.

Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) - travelling hour restrictions

The Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) (revised version submitted at Deadline 5 as

We appreciate this is a gesture of mitigation but for accommodation-providing businesses such

doc ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_07 (Rev.2)) sets out how the Principal Contractor will monitor and

as ours, Lake View Hotel and the Gallt y Glyn, these hours will still have a detrimental effect on

report HGV movements.

our business so do not go far enough. Both Lake View and ourselves have our dining rooms at

We would also wish to restate our response made at Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_WED5_01), in that

the front of the house, just metres away from the A4086 so our guests will be subjected to HGVs

in the peak month (month 29) there is predicted to be an additional 46 HGV’s per day, which

passing by from 8.30am onwards whilst trying to have a relaxing breakfast. I would like to ask

equates to an additional 5 HGV’s per hour on average between 0830 and 1630 on the A4086,

who will police this - how do we know the drivers will stick to these times?

although it should again be restated that this includes a 25% uplift on actual predicted

Our guests are often back in the house by 3.30pm, ready for a wash and rest after climbing

construction traffic.

Snowdon. They will be disturbed by the HGVs still using the road at that time until 4.30pm.

For the majority of the construction period (months 8 to 28) there is predicted to be an additional

The HGVs are just a part of the increase in the traffic that will be passing the house as a result of

26 HGV’s per day in, which equates to an average of 3 HGV’s per hour, again including a 25%

the scheme. On studying the traffic management statistics, there will be hundreds of cars, vans

uplift, which equates to a 12% increase above existing numbers of HGV’s.

and smaller lorries that will be a constant presence throughout the four long years of the the

The average hourly traffic flow in each direction on the A4086 to the west of the Glyn Rhonwy

construction process, many before 8.30am as the construction workers etc will be travelling to the junction, along with the additional construction traffic, is included in the table at the end of this
site for a 7.00am start.

response. This is based on the results of a traffic survey undertaken in March 2015.
The table shows the hourly profile of both existing and construction traffic along the A4086 past
Glyn Peris. As can be seen there are already HGV’s on the A4086 moving past the property from
0700 for the full period of the survey until 1900. The A4086 is the main route into Llanberis from
the north and also provides the main route to Caernarfon from the west. It therefore would be
considered to be a primary route within the local area.

Blasting

As stated in the updated CNMP which was submitted at Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04):

‘Blasting will only occur during daylight hours’ seems helpful at first sight. However all of the

‘It is currently proposed that blasting will take place between 10:00 hrs to 11:00hrs and 15:00 to

specified construction working hours (7.00am - 7.00pm), can be classed as during ’daylight

16:00hrs during normal construction hours. These time periods will be shortened to a smaller

hours’ during our busiest season during the summer months so this gives no reassurance at all.

blasting window once the blasting contractor has been appointed and agreed with GC.’

The blasts would have to be after 10.00am and before 3.00pm for the best chance of avoiding
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any potential disturbance to our guests. Is this something the contractor could work with?

It is noted that the Respondent would prefer to have blasting between 10am and 3pm. This will
be taken into consideration when the blasting contractor is appointed and the time periods for
blasting to take place are agreed.

‘Timings will be agreed with Gwynedd Council’; surely they should also be discussed at a

As above

meeting of the ELG with local residents present before any decision is made?
Noise monitoring location at Glyn Peris

As stated in ES chapter 13 (Doc ref: 6.02) the baseline monitoring locations for the ES were

We welcome this of course and I reiterate what I mentioned in my earlier submission; that

agreed with GC. GC have confirmed in response to question 7.1 of the first written questions

monitoring needs to take place both at the front and the rear of the house. We still find it hard to

(Doc Ref C15/1212/15/YM) that they are satisfied with the monitoring locations which were

believe that it was not thought necessary to have any at our location from the start and

employed for the ES assessment.

demonstrates why we have little faith in SPH or for that matter, Gwynedd Council, who should

Updated baseline surveys will be undertaken prior to construction commencing and, as outlined

know better, especially as we had put in a strong opposition to the scheme when it was at the

in the updated CNMP (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04), these surveys include Glyn Peris Guest

stage of application for Planning permission.

House.
As stated in the CNMP, the exact position of the monitoring instrumentation at each location will
be selected to represent the facade most likely to be worst affected by construction of the
Scheme and, if necessary, monitoring may need to take place at the front and rear of Glyn Peris
Guest house to take account of construction traffic on the A4086 and construction in Works Nos.
4A, 4B, 4D and 4E.

We assume that we will have access to the results of this monitoring.

The Applicant confirms that this will be available through the ELO.

Noise barrier

This will be determined during the detailed construction noise assessment and mitigation design

Anything that can be done to stop the noise is of course welcomed. It must be built before the

to be undertaken prior to the start of construction.

start of the main construction process but where is the information about its construction, where
exactly will it be located? What will it look like? What will its height be? Will it be visible from our
property and will it be visible from the surrounding mountains where people walk and enjoy the
views?
Again I have to mention our lack of faith in this as we know how much sound bounces and
reverberates around the valley.
Location of noisy activities
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Yes, keeping them as far away from the site boundary as possible would of course help.

Glyn Peris guest house, as stated in the property management plan, potentially noisy activities

However, with a dam of at least 15m high and who knows how long (I cannot find a plan showing

within Works Area 4B will be located as far as reasonably possible from the north eastern edge of

the dimensions of Q6 dam) being built just metres from us we cannot see how noisy activities can that Works Area.
be avoided in our vicinity. It will be impossible to keep all noisy activities away from the north
eastern vicinity of Work Area 4B.
Natural foliage

The Development will not remove any trees or vegetation on the Respondents land.

There is little natural foliage on the edge of the site nearest us. The foliage that is at the edge of
our property is not within the site boundary so should not therefore be under threat anyway.
Exceeding noise levels

Section 6 of the updated CNMP (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04) includes the procedure to be followed

Whilst we are glad to have noise monitoring at our location, if it is established that noise levels

in the event of exceedances of noise and vibration limits identified in the routine monitoring or

are being exceeded, this is then too late for us as the damage will have been done.

identified as a result of complaints.

Guests will have suffered, complained and written poor reviews.

It is acknowledged that if limits are exceeded then guests may complain. However, the intent of
the pro-active and re-active noise and vibration monitoring is to identify exceedances as early as
possible and implement effective mitigation to remedy the situation.

‘Installation of double or triple glazing’: we would insist on triple glazing, on choosing the supplier,

As stated in the Appendix 12.1 of the Applicants written summary of oral case (document ref

and on the sound proofing of our attic. However installation after ‘it is established that agreed

SPH_GREX_WED4_03), if through the construction noise monitoring the noise levels are being

levels are being exceeded’ would be too late at this stage; it would need to be installed before

exceeded, the installation of double or triple glazing (as appropriate) with trickle ventilation will be

construction work begins. This should be done as standard, for both us and our neighbour Mr

investigated.

Hughes as the closest residential properties to this construction site. However, the installation of
new windows in itself will cause disruption, rendering rooms unusable whilst the windows are
replaced. Will there be recompense for the disruption to our business at that stage? It would have
to be installed during the quieter winter months to avoid too much disruption and cost.
Installing the new windows would of course help with noise levels in the house. However, on hot
sunny days guests will want to have their windows open as trickle vents would not allow enough
ventillation and we often have the windows in the dining room open at breakfast time, which will
render any type of glazing irrelevant.
Establishment of acceptable noise levels - what say will residents have in deciding what is an

The limits are based on recognized industry standards, guidance and the existing background

‘acceptable noise level’? There may be statistics and formulae that the Applicant may refer to but

levels at representative NSRs, as detailed in the CNMP (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04) and ONMP
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do they take into account having to live with four years of construction noise?

(SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05). The limits will be agreed with GC.

Who will be policing/deciding when noise levels are exceeded?

Section 6 of both the CNMP and ONMP includes the procedure to be followed in the event of

How will we be able to contest the ‘agreed noise levels’ when they prove to be causing us

exceedances of noise and vibration limits identified in the routine monitoring or identified as a

problems?

result of complaints.

Speaking of noise issues, I want to mention at this point that on Sunday this week there was a

As previously stated, a detailed construction noise and vibration assessment will be undertaken

concert, ‘Snowdon Rocks’ with the music going on until 10.00pm down in Llanberis High Street at

once the principal contractor has been appointed and a detailed operational noise and vibration

The Heights Pub. I was speaking to someone living across on the other side of Llyn Padarn in

assessment will be undertaken during the detailed design stage. The construction and

Dinorwig who asked me what had been going on. From there they look straight across the lake to

operational noise levels will be calculated at noise sensitive receptors (NSRs) in the vicinity of the

DMM and they could clearly hear all the music. I asked them if they new about the Glyn Rhonwy

scheme, which will include NSRs on the other side of Llyn Padarn.

scheme and although they new something was being planned they had no idea planning

The representative NSRs used in the ES chapter 13 (Doc. Ref; 6.02), for the indicative

permission had been granted for the original proposed scheme let alone there was even talk of

construction noise assessment, included NSRs in Fachwen, on the opposite side of Llyn Padarn

this version. It calls into doubt how well the scheme has been advertised and is a concern for

to the proposed scheme.

those across the lake who will also be in direct ‘line of fire’ for construction noise.
Structural survey and vibration study

We refer the Respondent to the Applicants response to the ExA’s Second Written Question 7.7

We have concerns that the increase not only in normal traffic but the large number of HGVs that

(Doc. Ref: SPH_GREX_SWQ_01). The Applicant will undertake a Schedule of Condition survey.

will be passing the front of the house will cause vibration-related damage to our property. What

Should a full structural survey be required or recommended this will be undertaken.

will the effects of blasting and tunnelling near by be on our property? We are also very worried
that once the scheme is operating, there may be issues with vibration.
Yes, we would be happy for there to be a structural survey and vibration study to be carried out
prior to construction with advance notice. We will of course have access to those reports.
Meetings with the ELO

The Applicant agrees with the Respondent that meetings with the ELO are essential. The ELO’s

This would be essential. However, as I have said several times before, having advance notice of

role is secured through Requirement 6 via the CoCP (revised version submitted at Deadline 5 as

the construction programme does not help us. We receive bookings well in advance throughout

doc ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD2_03 (Rev.2)). As above, subject to the DCO being granted, the

the year and for example, guests staying with us this year for the Snowdon Race in July and

Applicant will try to provide as much notice as can be reasonably expected.

Snowdonia Marathon in October will be booking their rooms for the same events next year, as
they have done for many years now. We have guests who come back every year looking on their
trip as their annual holiday.
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Being told perhaps a month in advance that there will be specific activities happening on a certain
date will be too late for us. We will have three ‘choices’:
1 How can we tell the guests who have already booked to stay ’sorry, when you arrive you will
hear blasting/drilling/crushing/HGVs etc’? We will be at risk of them deciding to stay elsewhere.
2 Or do we say nothing so that when they do arrive and hear the noise, they will be complaining,
cutting short their stays, asking for refunds, giving bad reviews.
3 Or do we cancel their bookings, close down for the duration of that particular activity?
None of the above are viable options so whichever way we turn, we and our guests will suffer.
Dust monitoring point

Detail of actions and measures to control emissions are described in the Dust and Air Quality

This will be helpful but I wonder what actions SPH/Gwynedd Council/the contractor will take

Management Plan. A revised Plan was submitted at Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_03) The

when dust levels are shown to be an issue for us? We need to be told what can be done before

Dust and Air Quality Management Plan includes a monitoring criterion for airborne particulate

the construction starts, what further mitigation is possible if their existing plans are not enough?

matter (PM10) that has been set in regulations as a national air quality objective value for the

What are the health implications for us as residents if there are high dust levels?

protection of human health.

Flood risk??

The Applicant has responded to this point in its response to the Respondent’s Written

There is no mention of looking at the potential flood risk that we may suffer

Representation received at Deadline 4. Please see section 5 of the Applicant’s response (Doc

(a) as a result of run off from the compacted construction area, as we have suffered once before

ref: SPH_GREX_WED5_01)

and
(b) as a result of the unknown effects water finding new channels following the disruption to the
ground, the underground wells, the pits and tunnels.
We talked to Dave Holmes at our meeting about the water pouring out through the walls in our

The hardstanding of the Glyn Rhonwy Industrial Estate is not being altered with the exception of

garden from underground sources. This had never happened before the council compacted the

the excavation of the power house and turbine hall. It is proposed to keep the hardstanding intact

area to the back of our property in readiness for this project. We did tell the council about this

and therefore no changes to the water table are anticipated. Requirements 5 and 10 of the

problem in our letter opposing the scheme but never received any response about it. What

revised DCO require detailed design of the drainage to be finalized and approved by Gwynedd

measures will be taken to allow for proper drainage on the site and what investigations will be

Council.

done to discover the routes underground water will take?
May I also point out that our neighbour Mr Selwyn Hughes, at Glyn Peris Cottage is equally close

Please see response above.

to the development, in his 70’s and had a major heart attack two years ago. Whilst we will suffer
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not only as residents but also as a business, the disruption and noise will undoubtedly cause Mr
Hughes a good deal of distress and anxiety, especially about the risk of the water table changing
and subsequent flooding. He is already stressed (as are we) by the risks of movement of the
surrounding slate waste tips which have been moving towards his house in the past and have
been stabalised for the moment; and of flooding, especially as he had four feet of water running
through his home in November 2012.
Working out of hours??

As stated in response to the ExA’s Second Written Question 7.5 (doc. ref:

The recent Second Written Questions raised the issue of working out of hours. There is no

SPH_GREX_SWQ_01), the grout batching plant will be located away from NSRs, and where

mention in Appendix 12.1 of the potential out of hours operation of the concrete batching plant in

necessary, temporary noise screening will be provided. It is not anticipated that the grout

this document , or indeed of any other reason for working out of hours - why is this? What

batching plant will be used outside normal working hours. If the batching plant is required to be

mitigation can be put in place for this? The working hours of 12 hours a day during the week and

used outside normal construction working hours due to specific circumstances, a consent under

six hours on Saturdays are bad enough for us to cope with. How often will there be a need for

Section 61 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974 can be applied for, which would detail the

working out of hours and what will those hours be?

predicted noise from the grout batching plant and any mitigation measures which will be
implemented to reduce and manage the noise impacts and which can be granted by the Council
subject to such conditions as they consider to be necessary or appropriate .

Low Frequency Noise (LFN) and Ground Borne Vibration and Noise (GBVN)??

As stated in ES Chapter 13 (Doc Ref: 6.02) and previous responses above and in written

There is no mention of of any mitigation from the effects of LFN or GBVN present both during

responses, LFN will be considered during the detailed design stage and various mitigation

construction and operation - why is this?

measures will be assessed and, where appropriate, incorporated into the final design of the
scheme. As set out in guidance, it is preferable, easier and often cheaper to address LFN
through detailed design than to try and retrofit attenuation measures once plant is operational.
The Applicant is following a pro-active approach to prevent problems arising and an Operational
Noise Management Plan (which has been agreed with Gwynedd Council and submitted at
Deadline 5 under doc ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05) will be implemented.
The applicant considers that GBV and GBN will not cause an adverse effect on NSRs, as the
Turbine House is located over 400m from the NSRs. As stated in the response to Mr Mike
Vitkovitch, which can be found in section 8 of the Applicant’s Responses to Written Submissions
made at Deadline 4 (doc ref: SPH_GREX_WED5_01) , ‘the turbines and generators will produce
vibration but the effects will not be significant at receivers located over 400 m from the source.
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However to confirm this, an assessment of GBV and GBN will be undertaken during the detailed
design stage, as detailed in the updated ONMP (which has been agreed with Gwynedd Council
and has been submitted at Deadline 5 (Doc Ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05).’

The Environmental Satement fails to give any information about the effect the turbines will have

We refer the Respondent to the Applicant’s response to Mr Mike Vitkovitch which can be found in

on the surrounding area despite the fact that it is not impossible to calculate any potential LFN or

section 8 of the ,Applicant’s Responses to Written Submissions made at Deadline 4 (doc ref:

GBVN as surely the Applicant already knows the spec of the turbines to be used. There is also

SPH_GREX_WED5_01)

no mention of the effect of the operation of transformers and fans that will have to be used for the

LFN is considered within ES Chapter 13 (doc ref: 6.02) paragraphs 13.8.12-13 and 13.9.46-48.

underground turbine house. What mitigation is there to prevent potential LFN or GBVN caused by As stated in the ONMP (issued at Deadline 5) (doc ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05) if required,
them? (Double or triple glazing will not help with this sort of noise.)
mitigation for LFN and GBV and GBN could include vibration isolation, mufflers, attenuators, etc.
and will be considered during the detailed design stage.
As stated by Rupert Taylor in his review on Groundbourne and Low Frequency Noise submitted

We refer the Respondent to the Applicant’s response to Mr Mike Vitkovitch which can be found in

by Mike Vitkovitch, in the Applicant’s ES, ‘Reliance is placed on BS4142 although that standard

section 8 of the ,Applicant’s Responses to Written Submissions made at Deadline 4 (doc ref:

expressly states that it is not intended for the assessment of indoor sound levels, and

SPH_GREX_WED5_01).

groundborne noise by its nature can only be assessed as an indoor sound level. The ES explains
(13.8.13) also that LFN can be amplified by the geometry of receptor buildings, again meaning
that indoor sound levels need to be assessed for which BS 4142 cannot be applied.’ If this is the
case, how can we have confidence in what the Applicant says or does?
Conclusion

Noted

In conclusion, whilst we acknowledge these attempts to try and help address the problems that
will arise for us and our business as a result of the construction process for this scheme, they will
never be enough to keep our business safe. By offering us this mitigation it proves that the
Applicant acknowledges the fact that we will suffer.
It also feels too little too late. SPH were aware of our situation a long time ago, they had positive

The Applicant has made its position clear that it is open to compensation talks if compensation

sounding discussions with us about options that we were happy to think about. Now, hiding

claims are valid. It cannot offer pre-emptive compensation where it believes mitigation measures

behind their legal team they have completely back-tracked on the conversations we had about

will be effective and did attempt to instead provide the guest house with the business opportunity

compensation, dismissively claiming in their draft DCO/Environmental Statement that effects on

of helping to house staff during the development. Glyn Peris made it clear it did not wish to house

us will be ‘minor’ or ‘insignificant’. After your highlighting of our written representation at the

construction staff.

meeting on the 17th May, they now begrudgingly seem to accept again that yes, we do have a
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point. However, it is disheartening that instead of an open, transparent and honest attitude, we
are having to deal with a company who do not care about those of us who will be caught in the
fall out of this whole scheme and who now try to soften us with platitudes which we personally
find to be patronising and insulting.
Whereas before, they appeared understanding and amenable to what we were telling them, they
now seem to refuse to accept how a business such as ours works. We are not a 9.00 - 5.00
operation in a normal working environment. Our business is providing a residential service, an
experience, a break from the norm. Such a huge construction project will without doubt stop us
from being able to provide that. This business alone provides an income for six people at the
moment and all of us will suffer as a result of this scheme.
And of course this is just the building phase. Once operational there is no guarantee that we will

The DCO requires an operational noise survey to be undertaken as per the agreed Operational

not be affected by vibration and the subsequent low frequency noise from the working of the

Noise Management Plan. This includes an assessment of LFN and an ONMP (which has been

turbines, transformers and cooling fans. The Environmental Statement gives no satisfactory

agreed with Gwynedd Council) was submitted at Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05)

information. Will we have to go through a whole new rigmarole of trying to get some sort of
satisfaction then?
We hope we have shown that no matter what SPH offer as mitigation there is no doubt that our

The Applicant disagrees that mitigation measures will not be effective.

business will be economically impacted by this scheme and the obvious solution is to look once
again at the original options discussed last year. As mentioned earlier, they suggested at one
point that we would benefit from the custom of visiting construction workers; if they considered
one of the options discussed, we would suggest that the commercial use for our property that
they would be looking for and benefiting from, would be to run it themselves as accommodation
for their employees. There are many possibilities for them to make good commercial use of Glyn
Peris. All these issues would so easily be resolved by SPH making the professional choice of
facing the facts and accepting the responsibility for their actions in destroying local businesses.
After all, ‘they are not in the business of ruining people’s lives’.
We just hope that you as the Inspector will surely see that SPH’s attitude towards the future of

The Applicant has no comment on this statement.

any of the businesses and residents that will be affected is unjust; that they cannot be allowed to
hide behind an immunity from compensation and that you have the authority to ensure we are all
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protected if this scheme goes ahead.

Other Issues:
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Whilst this does not relate to our response to Appendix 12.1; the noise mitigation methods

Noted

proposed by the Applicant, we did feel it important to mention the following.
There was another earthquake in Colwyn Bay this week. Whilst relatively small, there have been

Noted

36 earthquakes in Gwynedd since 2000. It has had the most seismic activity in Wales this
century. Below is a (Wikepedia) list of earthquakes in the area going back centuries:
7 October 1690 Caernarfon, Gwynedd, Wales ~5.2 Felt from Dublin to London.
22 April 1773 Caernarfon, Gwynedd, Wales, ~3.7
29 August 1780 Llanrwst, Conwy, Wales ~3.8
5 October 1782 Amlwch, Isle of Anglesey, Wales ~3.7
12 March 1800 Conwy, Wales ~3.3
9 February 1827 Caernarfon, Gwynedd, Wales ~2.8
15 August 1842 Caernarfon, Gwynedd, Wales ~3.0
9 November 1852 Caernarfon, Gwynedd, Wales ~5.3 Felt over a large area, from Galway,
Glasgow and London.
15 November 1874 Caernarfon, Gweynedd, Wales ~3.5
19 June 1903 Caernarfon, Gwynedd, Wales 4.9
19 July 1984 Llyn Peninsula, Gwynedd, Wales 5.4 Felt across Ireland and western Great Britain.
14 February 2005 Conwy, Wales 3.3
29 May 2013 Llyn Peninsula, Gwynedd, Wales 3.8 Felt across Ireland and Wales.
26 May 2015 Gwynedd, Wales 3.0
In 1984 there was a significant earthquake based at the Llyn Peninsula:
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“1984 Llyn Peninsula earthquake
From Wikipedia, the free encyclopaedia
The 1984 Llyn Peninsula earthquake struck the Llyn Peninsula in Gwynedd, north-west Wales on
Thursday 19 July 1984 at 06:56 UTC (07:56 BST). It measured 5.4 on the Richter scale, and is
the largest known onshore earthquake to occur in the UK since instrumental measurements
began.
The effects were felt throughout Wales, most of England and parts of Ireland and Scotland. There
were many reports of minor damage to chimneys and masonry throughout Wales and England,
the biggest concentration of damage being in Liverpool, which is located around 65 miles northeast of the epicentre. Minor injuries were also reported in the areas surrounding the epicentral
area, and rockslides occurred at Tremadog in Gwynedd.
It was followed by many aftershocks in the following months, the largest measuring 4.3 on the
Richter scale, which itself was felt as far away as Dublin, in Ireland.”
In consideration of all this information about continuing earthquakes in the region, who would

The Applicant has responded on this issue at Deadline 3 – please see Applicants Response to

want to take on such responsibility?

Representations made at Deadline 2 Section 14, page 14-14 (doc ref: SPH_GREX_WED3_01)

The project is to be built on an area which the MOD has confirmed is not 100% clear of

The Applicant has provided extensive comments on this matter. By removing any UXO within Q6,

grenades, bombs, shells and possibly nerve gas which all have to be cleared.

the Applicant is therefore remediating the quarries and removing the risk to the local community

We have been told that the project is already out of date as technology has moved on and it will

and environment. This is to be secured via the DCO as Requirement 6 where an Ordnance

cost more to produce the electricity than it will be worth.

Management Strategy (revised version submitted at Deadline 5 as doc ref: SPH-

If the scheme goes ahead at all is something to wonder about - with all the increased costs that

GREX_DCOD4_01 (Rev.1)) is to be approved by Gwynedd Council. This will be strictly complied

the Applicant is bound to incurr, simply with the clearance of ordnance from the site alone, brings
into doubt the economic viability of this project.

with to ensure the safety of all involved.
The Applicant disagrees that the technology has been superseded by other energy storage
technologies.

Once operating this scheme will not provide a substantial number of jobs for local people. Jobs at

The Development will provide up to 30 full time jobs.

Lake View Hotel, Gallt y Glyn, Glyn Peris and the Kent Centre will all be in jeapordy. So there is
the potential that in the long term more jobs will be lost than gained. Those who will be employed
to operate the power station will be professional, technical operatives who possibly will not all
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come from this area.
Everybody has been making alot of ‘noise’ (quite rightly) about issues we ourselves have been

Noted

talking about but a thought must go to the impact this project will have on the environment, the
flora and fauna in the area, Llyn Padarn, the disruption to the landscape and the National Park
and so on. Whilst we are staunch supporters of renewable energy, putting aside all the impact it
will have on us personally and as a business, we cannot stress how strongly we feel that this
scheme is not right for this site and will be a waste of valuable resources.

Table 1 - Traffic on the A4086
Existing traffic flow to the west of Glyn Rhonwy on the A4086, traffic flow

Average development traffic flows on the A4086, traffic flow in both

in both directions

directions. Based on the “normal months” (months 8 to 28) – WITH
25% uplift

0600 to 0700

Light Vehicles

HGV’s and Buses / Coaches

Light Vehicles

HGV’s

No base data available

No base data available

24 (workers arriving at site – some

None Restricted to between 0830

potentially from Llanberis thus

and 1630

avoiding travelling past Glyn Peris)
0700 to 0800

347

31

12

None Restricted to between 0830
and 1630

0800 to 0900

582

38

12

2 (Starting at 0830)

0900 to 1000

377

29

12

3

1000 to 1100

355

33

12

3

1100 to 1200

361

31

12

3

1200 to 1300

339

32

12

3

1300 to 1400

369

19

12

3

1400 to 1500

386

25

12

3
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Table 1 - Traffic on the A4086
Existing traffic flow to the west of Glyn Rhonwy on the A4086, traffic flow

Average development traffic flows on the A4086, traffic flow in both

in both directions

directions. Based on the “normal months” (months 8 to 28) – WITH
25% uplift

Light Vehicles

HGV’s and Buses / Coaches

Light Vehicles

HGV’s

1500 to 1600

441

32

12

3

1600 to 1700

696

29

12

2 (finishing at 1630)

1700 to 1800

496

17

12

None Restricted to between 0830
and 1630

1800 to 1900

368

8

12

None Restricted to between 0830
and 1630

1900 to 2000

No base data available

No base data available

24 (workers leaving the site –

None Restricted to between 0830

potentially to Llanberis thus avoiding and 1630
travelling past Glyn Peris)
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Question 1.7

The Applicant notes the Councils response and concurs

ExA

with it. Any works not identified or outwith the red line

Schedule 1 Part 1 – authorised development

would require consent through the appropriate regime.

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?

Gwynedd Council
c) The Council considers that detailed development carried out within the defined red line is unlikely to require further consent, works not
identified or outside the red line should be discussed and agreed with the LPA.
Question 1.15

Draft outline plans have been agreed with the Council

ExA

and will be certified documents under the DCO ensuring

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

that all matters agreed are secured.

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?

Gwynedd Council
a) and b) For the purpose of clarity and for the avoidance of doubt, clearly identified plans should include all matters as agreed.
Question 1.16

Noted

ExA
Further to the discussions noted by the applicant [REP2-011, question 8.10] and NRW [REP3-032] and the comments provided by NRW
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[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)?

Gwynedd Council
Gwynedd Council have no further comments regarding this matter,
Question 1.25

Noted

ExA
Requirement 26(1) – decommissioning plan
Are GC and NRW content with the 124 years specified?

Gwynedd Council
Yes
Question 1.32

Noted

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

Gwynedd Council
a) GC will be drawing on internal officer knowledge and expertise in the first instance when discharging requirements listed. There is no
intention to draw on external knowledge at this time however this could be an option if it is felt that additional expertise is required.
b) It is not currently envisaged that the Council cannot fulfil its responsibilities.
Question 2.2

Noted

ExA
A description of the anticipated material and waste volumes is provided in appendix 2.12 of the applicant’s response to the FWQ [REP2-
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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)?
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?

Gwynedd Council
c) It is considered that the WMP and MMP will allow for sufficient recording in relation to the movement of materials and as such, it is not
considered that further amendments are required as this will be secured via the CoCP.
Question 2.6

It is not normal practice to contact the HSE regarding

ExA

such activities, except if the storage of explosives is

Please comment on the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP4-017] submitted by the applicant at deadline 4 and indicate

required. The HSE will however be notified about the

whether you are satisfied that the necessary mitigation measures are covered appropriately.

commencement of construction under the normal CDM
regulations notifications process.

Gwynedd Council
Gwynedd Council is satisfied with the mitigation measures covered in the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy and believe section
3.2 (Liaison with Local Community and Authorities) to be particularly important. We recommend the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) is
made aware of this strategy.
Question 2.8

The Applicant can confirm that GC have approved the

ExA

following management plans:

Referring to the Schedule of Other Required Plans and Strategies [REP3-024] and the Schedule of Mitigation [REP2-011, appendix 2.26],

·

Construction Noise Management Plan

applicant has stated [REP4-014, item 11.3(a)] that ‘The revised documents reflect on-going dialogue with GC and NRW and updates

·

Operational Noise Management Plan

required as a result of the Examination process’. However, the applicant has stated [REP4-014, item 11.3(a)] that these documents are

·

Baseline Air Quality Monitoring Plan

not intended to have any formal status.
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Applicants Response
·

Dust and Air Quality Monitoring Plan

011, appendix 2.26] include mitigation measures identified during the examination that are not otherwise secured in the draft DCO [REP4-

This has been confirmed via email dated the 22nd June

009]?

2016

b) Please comment on whether the Schedule of Other Required Plans and Strategies [REP3-024] and the Schedule of Mitigation [REP2011, 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 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?
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]?

Gwynedd Council
a) to g) GC and the applicant are in the process of discussing and agreeing specific management plans covering air quality, construction
noise and operational noise which contain mitigation measures as identified in the ES and any further mitigation measures identified
during the examination process.
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Question 2.10

Noted

ExA
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.

Gwynedd Council
Comments will be provided as specified, at deadline 6.
Question 3.16

We refer Gwynedd Council to the Applicant’s response

ExA

to this question. The Applicant can find no such report

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

and therefore cannot provide comments. Furthermore

measures taken (including those described in part 8 and 9 of the Mollusc Survey Report - Cambrian Ecological Partnership 07.02.12) in

the aquatic ecology survey undertaken by the Applicant

order to avoid a harmful impact on the favourable conservation status of mollusc species. The statement must be submitted in written

(Appendix 7.19 of the ES (document reference 6.02)) did

form for the Local Planning Authority to agree upon with Natural Resources Wales before the development permitted through this

not find any indication of molluscs within the area of the

commences’.

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?

Gwynedd Council
a) Yes, unless NRW advise otherwise
Question 3.19

Noted

ExA
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?
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Gwynedd Council
Gwynedd Council is content that agreement in advance is not required for the felling or lopping of trees or shrubs not subject to a TPO.
Although, GC would be happy to be consulted should the need arise.
Question 3.23

The Applicant refers Gwynedd Council to its response to

ExA

this question submitted at Deadline 5. The tree survey to

In its response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 3.26] the applicant advised that tree loss will be quantified and appropriate mitigation

be undertaken prior to the commencement of

provided in the Habitat Management Plan, that a tree survey will be undertaken once the detailed design is finalised and that calculations

construction will assess the value, condition and status

for tree replacement will be made in agreement with GC.

of any trees likely to be affected by the Development.

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

Therefore at this present time, it is not possible to agree
to a 2:1 ratio until this survey is undertaken (as required

b) Please could the applicant clarify the securing mechanism for the need to quantify and agree tree loss?

by Requirement 6 via the Habitat Management Plan) as

c) Please could the applicant, GC and NRW comment on what tree replacement calculations are required to demonstrate that an

some trees may have a lesser value or there may be

appropriate level of mitigation will be provided?

other opportunities for enhancement through
management techniques as opposed to new plantation.

Gwynedd Council
c) GC suggest a replacement formula of 2:1
Question 3.24

Noted

ExA
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 periods, should this be agreed in advance with NRW and GC?
c) Please could GC and NRW comment?

Gwynedd Council
NRW and GC should be consulted in advance if the applicant intends to carry out works in specified sensitive periods.
Question 3.25
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ExA
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]?

Gwynedd Council
a) Yes GC is content
b) Yes GC is content
Question 5.2

The Applicant refers Gwynedd Council to the Applicant’s

ExA

response to this question submitted at Deadline 5. In

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

addition the Applicant has entered into a signed SoCG

unaccompanied site inspections undertaken in May 2016 [EV-026] both indicate that there are views of the proposed development from

with CADW including this point.

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?

Gwynedd Council
d) The ASIDOHL made an assessment of the impact on the setting of Castell Dolbadarn and acknowledged that some of the
development would be visible in distant views from the castle. Obviously the importance of the castle cannot be overstated however the
views in this direction would not be substantially altered by the elements that would be visible and the impact was consequently assessed
as very slight.
Question 5.3

The Applicant wishes again to reiterate those comments

ExA

made at Deadline 3 (SPH_GREX_WED3_01) and

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

Deadline 4 (SPH_GREX_WED4_01). The Applicant can
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existing bomb store. Does GC still consider that a detailed survey of the bomb store is required before the construction of the spillway

confirm that Gwynedd Council’s comments (made at that

infrastructure?

time) regarding the scope of the Written Scheme of
Investigation and watching brief of any excavation near

Gwynedd Council
The following comments have been received from Gwynedd Archaeological Planning Service:

the bombstore for the spillway infrastructure have been
incorporated into the revised scope of the Archaeological
Enhancement and Compensation Strategy. This was

“The bombstore is a nationally significant structure which needs to be protected from any impact by this development. Although the main
structure falls outside the red line boundary the full extent of elements associated with the bombstore has not been assessed since no
detailed survey has been undertaken to date. It is possible that the spillway will impact on extramural features associated with the

included in the revised Schedule of Other Required
Plans and Strategies (document reference
SPH_GREX_DCOD2_04 (rev2))

bombstore e.g. former railway infrastructure adjacent to Llyn Peris and I would therefore feel it is appropriate to undertake precommencement survey of the bombstore and any associated features. In addition, the public interest in the bombstore is great and there
are significant opportunities for interpretation and public engagement which could form part of the archaeological mitigation and
enhancement strategy if a detailed survey is completed”.
Question 5.4

The Applicant confirms that the Archaeological

ExA

Compensation and Enhancement Strategy has been

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

updated.

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]?

Gwynedd Council
a) It is agreed with the wording for the ‘Schedule of Other Required Plans and Strategies’. However, this section should include a
paragraph to ensure that the archaeological advisor to Gwynedd Council will maintain curatorial monitoring / oversight of all works agreed
within the WSI. This would involve monitoring the archaeological programme on behalf of Gwynedd Council to ensure compliance with
the agreed WSI and in order to maintain standards of archaeological investigation. It would also involve the written approval and sign off
of the archaeological programme.
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b) The reference to the watching brief is confusing as a Requirement as detailed in Schedule 1 Part 2 of the draft DCO. The
archaeological requirements are likely to include historic building recording, topographic survey and a range of other types of mitigation
(as set out in the schedule). As such, Schedule 1 Part 2 of the draft DCO ought to refer to a ‘programme of archaeological work’ agreed
through a WSI rather than referring to a ‘watching brief’ which is a specific type of archaeological mitigation.
c) Cadw do not need to agree the mitigation and enhancement strategy as they are not normally involved at this level. However, this
question is probably best directed at them.
Question 6.4

Noted. The Applicant can confirm that no alternative

ExA

routes are being considered.

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]?

Gwynedd Council
a) Yes, Gwynedd Council is content that the potential impacts of the use of these alternative construction routes during the construction of
the grid connection have been adequately considered in the ES.
b) Not necessarily. As any traffic management required for the grid connection work would be subject to discussions and agreements with
the Council’s Street Works Unit, the Council would be willing to discuss alternative routes at a later stage. Potential alternative routes
could be affected by other road works or schemes in the local vicinity and therefore it is considered more appropriate to agree such routes
nearer the time.
Question 6.5

Noted

ExA
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
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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]?

Gwynedd Council
b) Gwynedd Council considers the information provided in the draft DCO to be sufficient.
Question 6.6

Noted

ExA
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]?
b) Is GC content that the route beyond the A4085 would be determined by the Principal Contractor and should the Outline CTMP [REP3007] set out the alternatives that can be considered based on what has been assessed in the ES?

Gwynedd Council
b) Gwynedd Council is content that the route beyond the A4085 would be determined by the principal contractor. The route beyond the
A4085 is mostly A roads and is considered suitable for the type and level of traffic proposed.
Question 6.12

Noted

ExA
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 this has been addressed in the assessment and in the mitigation
proposals.
b) Please could GC comment?

Gwynedd Council
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b) Gwynedd Council considers that the concerns raised by Cherry Bartlett are sufficiently addressed and / or mitigated in the outline
CMTP.
Question 6.13

Noted

ExA
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?

Gwynedd Council
a) Gwynedd Council considers the concerns raised by Cherry Bartlett and Dr Jane Huuse are addressed or mitigated to a degree in the
outline CMTP, i.e. by introducing suitable speed limits, instruction for all construction traffic to give way to all other users, and scheduling
or using banksmen for abnormal loads. The additional concerns raised on specific events such as safety of school children can be
address in full detail in the final CMTP.
b) No.
Question 6.16

Noted

ExA
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.

Gwynedd Council
The use of alternative routes would require substantial engineering works to create either a new roadway directly from Glyn Rhonwy
towards Q1 or by upgrading the existing unclassified road which crosses over from the Chwarel Fawr site (Q1) towards Llanberis. The
impact of these works would be substantial in terms of visual amenities, loss of habitat, loss of archaeological features etc. The use of
these routes were and would not be seen as being a realistic option. The existing road towards Q1 from the Waunfawr side is in place, it
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is recognised that upgrading works will be required and the impact of these works and its use will inevitably affect local residents,
however the alternative of creating a new roadway or the substantial works required to upgrade the existing unclassified mountain road
are not considered to be a viable option in this instance.
Question 6.17

The Applicant can confirm that the CTMP does not refer

ExA

to the grid connection as this is (a) associated

a) Please could the applicant clarify whether the timescales of the grid connection are likely to affect or cause diversions of construction

development and not part of the DCO and (b) will be

traffic to quarry Q6 and the contingencies that would be in place to deal with this?

subject to its own planning application to be submitted

b) Please could GC comment on the interaction between the two schemes and whether this is satisfactorily mitigated within the Outline

by the end of July 2016.

CTMP [REP3-007]?

Gwynedd Council
b) The outline CMTP does not refer to the grid connection scheme, however, It is assumed that the grid connection would be one of the
last elements of the schemes. The CTMP indicates that Total Daily Traffic levels drop from month 30 onwards therefore it is envisaged
that any interaction between both schemes would be manageable and unlikely to have a significant effect. Clarity on timescales for the
grid connection scheme would help to confirm whether there would be any further affects.
Question 7.1

Please refer to the Applicants response to Question 2.8

ExA

above. The Applicant and Gwynedd Council are in

a) Further to its comments [REP4-014, item 6.3(b)] regarding ‘the potential for some noise and vibration effects from piling works’

agreement on the Construction Noise Management Plan

associated with the construction of the outfall to Llyn Padarn, please could the applicant clarify the potential impacts from these works on

and its requirements, which is secured through

a worst case basis, proposed mitigation measures and how these are secured in the draft DCO [REP4-009]?

Requirement 6

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]?
d) Please could GC and NRW comment?

Gwynedd Council
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b) A prior consent for construction noise under Section 61 of COPA74 is an appropriate means of controlling noise and vibration impact
from the potential piling operations during the construction of the outfall into Llyn Padarn and we would encourage the developer to
submit such an application. Reference to a S61 for this construction activity has been included in a newly drafted Draft Construction Noise
Management Plan by the applicant. This information will be expanded once the PC has been appointed and more information is available
at the detailed design stage.
d) As stated above, the new Draft Construction Noise Management Plan includes reference to a Piling Construction Statement, piling
noise and vibration limits, method, duration and the need to consider undertaking these works under a S61 prior consent.
Question 7.9

Please refer to the Applicants response to Question 2.8

ExA

above. The Applicant and Gwynedd Council are in

a) Requirement 19 of the draft DCO [REP4-009] specifies that working hours may be extended for specified works. There is no indication

agreement on the Construction Noise Management Plan

that this limited to underground works. Given the applicant has clarified [REP3-026, question 7.19] that GCs understanding that these

and its requirements, which is secured through

works would be limited to underground works only is correct, should Requirement 19 of the draft DCO [REP4-009] be amended to include

Requirement 6

this?
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?

Gwynedd Council
a) It is GC’s understanding that surface construction works are limited by the working hours as specified in Requirement 19(1) of the draft
DCO. Any surface construction works outside these hours can only be undertaken under the control of a S61 COPA74. Further it is GC’s
understanding that underground working is permitted 24 hours a day save as per restrictions in Condition 40 of the 2012 consent which
we believe should be secured in the Construction Noise Management Plan. For clarity, Requirement 19 of the Draft DCO may benefit
from being expanded to include these additional working hour restrictions.
c) GC is not aware that the applicant has included an assessment specifically of the construction works which may be undertaken outside
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of normal working hours within the ES.
d) GC is satisfied that concerns with regards to construction outside normal working hours have been addressed.
Question 7.10

Please refer to the Applicants response to Question 2.8

ExA

above. The Applicant and Gwynedd Council are in

a) Following GC’s response to the FWQ [REP2-041, question 7.23] please could the applicant clarify the extent to which operational

agreement on the Operational Noise Management Plan

vibration has been considered, including the identification of operational vibration sources, any mitigation measures required and how

and its requirements

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]?

Gwynedd Council
b) A Draft Operational Noise Management Plan (ONMP) is in the process of being drafted and agreed between GC and the applicant.
This ONMP includes and outlines further investigations and assessment of operational ground borne vibration and operational ground
borne vibration noise from the development.
Question 7.11

Noted

ExA
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?

Gwynedd Council
b) Given the information currently to hand, GC have no reason to believe that residual impact from blasting activities will be any worse
than the applicant has determined in the ES.
Question 7.13

Please refer to the Applicants response to Question 2.8

ExA

above. The Applicant and Gwynedd Council are in

a) Are the proposed limits for noise, vibration and air overpressure during any period greater than those which informed the assessment

agreement on the Construction Noise Management Plan
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in the ES?

and its requirements, which is secured through

b) What contingencies does the applicant have to ensure that the limits proposed are achievable?

Requirement 6

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?

Gwynedd Council
a) GC is not aware that any limits on noise, vibration and air overpressure will be greater than those which informed the assessments in
the ES.
c) It is preferred to agree and secure noise, vibration and over pressure limits within the final construction and operational noise
management plans once detailed design information and further baseline monitoring data is available. For clarity, it has been
recommended and agreed that specific limits and conditions be included and secured in the individual plans as a specific Appendix to the
plans.
d) Current noise limits are based on the lower of the 2012 and 2015 baseline monitoring data survey results and this approach should be
continued with the further assessments and surveys to be undertaken prior to the start of the development.
Question 7.15

The Applicant wishes to refer the Respondent to the

ExA

Applicant’s response to this question submitted at

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

Deadline 5.

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

Gwynedd Council
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a) & b) Trial blasting may be a useful method of blast design to ensure that blasting limits are not exceeded during the construction of this
development and should be included and considered in the PC’s detailed blasting assessment.
Question 9.12

The Applicant wishes to refer the Respondent to the

ExA

Applicant’s response to this question submitted at

a) Please could the applicant respond to the queries raised by the Snowdonia Society [REP4-040] and Jeff Taylor [REP4-031] regarding

Deadline 5.

the sampling undertaken in the quarry Q6 and clarify the extent of sampling and testing undertaken to date?
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’?

Gwynedd Council
b) GC do not have any comments to make at this time and would be grateful if the ExA could provide GC with the applicant’s response to
part 9.2a for further consideration.
c) GC do not have any comments to make regarding self regulation in this regard.
Question 9.5

Noted

ExA
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?

Gwynedd Council
a) Having assessed the Outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP-017] Gwynedd Council has no further comment regarding the
impact assessment and mitigation for ordnance. As stated in the response to question 2.6, Section 3.2 of the strategy is of high
importance and the HSE should be notified of the strategy.
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b) GC agrees that as much information as possible should be sought on the potential for chemical or radiological contamination or UXO
and so agree that the ExA should write to the MoD in this regard.
Question 9.6

The Applicant confirms that it has not sought any advice

ExA

from Public Health Wales. The response from Public

Responding to concerns expressed by Dr Dawn Wimpory [REP2-027] on the potential for health or developmental problems linked to

Health Wales, and Public Health England, did not raise

munition-related chemicals arising from discharges to Llyn Padarn the applicant stated [REP4-014, item 6.5(b)] that NRW has confirmed

this issue.

that the implementation of the Water Management Plan and Silt Management Plan will be sufficient to avoid significant effects. However,

The Applicant also refers the respondent to the response

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

made to concerns raised by Dr Dawn Wimpory at

applicant and GC comment?

Deadline 3 (SPH_GREX_WED3_01).

Gwynedd Council
GC wishes to enquire whether the applicant has sought expert advice from Public Health Wales on whether any evidence exists on the
potential health effects.
Question 9.15

The Applicant confirms that this has been incorporated

ExA

in to the revised OMS submitted at Deadline 5.

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?
b) Please could GC comment?

Gwynedd Council
b) It is suggested that communication in respect of ordnance management should be through the ELO as with the other Management
Plans.
Question 10.1

Table 3 has been removed from the Outline CoCP as

ExA

the Dust and Air Quality Management Plan has

Further to the applicant’s comments on GC’s response to the FWQ [REP3-026, question 9.2(b)], please could GC clarify what further

advanced into a standalone plan.

monitoring and assessment information and details associated with blasting activities will be required, and whether the Outline CoCP
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[REP2-013] should be amended to include any additional detail?

Gwynedd Council
A Draft Dust Management Plan has been produced on behalf of the applicant and agreed with GC in principal. The content of this
document will cover the air quality monitoring and assessment associated with blasting. We recommend that table 3 of the outline CoCP
be amended to include a summary of these details.
Question 10.3

The Applicant clarifies that the CoCP and Baseline Air

ExA

Quality Monitoring Plan are two separate documents

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]?

with the CoCP providing overarching environmental
management measures, roles and responsibilities and
generic measures.

Gwynedd Council

The Baseline Air Quality Monitoring Plan is a bespoke
management plan for the Development and therefore

GC believes that the Outline CoCP should be updated to include details of the Baseline Air Quality Monitoring Plan as outlined in the
applicant’s response. We have recently received a draft of this document.

should remain standalone to avoid confusion and
duplication. The Baseline Air Quality Management Plan
is referenced within section 5 of the CoCP regarding the
requirement for baseline monitoring but the standalone
plan has now been agreed with Gwynedd Council.

Question 10.5

This requirement has been superseded by the

ExA

certification of and requirement of compliance with the

Should the Dust Management Plan paragraph in the draft DCO [REP4-009, Requirement 13] refer to mitigation measures and monitoring

outline plan which includes all of agreed measures.

as well as the measures to be taken if there is a failure of dust controls?

Gwynedd Council
It is GC’s opinion there is no need to expand on condition 13 of the draft DCO concerning the Dust Management Plan. Mitigation
measures, monitoring and measures to be taken if there is a failure of dust controls are all within the management plan itself.
Question 12.2
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ExA

appropriate time should the DCO is granted.

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]?

Gwynedd Council
Gwynedd Council welcomes the approach taken by the applicant to maximise the local benefit associated with the proposed investment,
and would be able to provide input in the development of specific measures. In particular, the Council would be interested in discussing
the proposed procurement strategy and associated work packages. Such details are normally discussed following the confirmation of
planning permission and in line with the developer/operator selection process. Gwynedd Council would be able to assist in promoting
procurement opportunities to local businesses; and co-ordinate the activities of various agencies in the development of the local labour
market.
Question 12.3

Noted

ExA
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
It is known that a Community Trust Fund is being arranged as part of the details of a Lease agreement between SPH and Gwynedd
Council (as the landowner). This arrangement is made outside of any Planning procedure.
Question 12.4

The Applicant confirms that the CoCP has been revised

ExA

in this regard and a revised CoCP will be submitted at

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

Deadline 6.

maintenance of PRoW’s that do not fall within a highway boundary, e.g. public footpaths, bridleways, etc?

Gwynedd Council
Gwynedd Council would refer to the requirements of British Standard 5709 : 2006 “Gaps, gates and stiles” in terms of gateways on public
footpaths, however, it is not considered that there are specific standards for the creation and maintenance of public footpaths. It is
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advised that any developer contacts Gwynedd Council’s Countryside and Access Unit in order to agree a suitable specification of works
relating to public rights of way.
Question 12.9

Noted

ExA
a) Following the applicant’s comments on GC’s response to the FWQ [REP3-026, 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?

Gwynedd Council
GC is satisfied with the response as given and considers that sufficient control will be gained through an NRW approved abstraction
licence.
Question 12.12

Noted

ExA
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]?

Gwynedd Council
a) Gwynedd Council is content with the proposed mitigation measures and requirements as secured through the draft DCO (including
associated Schedules).
b) GC have no further comments regarding this matter.
Question 12.14

Noted

ExA
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
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addition to those mentioned for traffic, noise, dust, etc.?
b) Please could GC comment?

Gwynedd Counci
b) The potential impacts on tourism-related businesses - and additional to those specified by the applicant - may be difficult to quantify
due to a number of inter-related factors (both micro and macro). However, supporting measures could also be considered as part of the
proposed Community Fund. However and as previously referred to, this arrangement is made outside any Planning procedure.
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Mike Vitkovitch

Mike Vitkovitch made a representation regarding LFN and ground-borne vibration and noise, as well as a two part submission on behalf of Dr Jane Huuse regarding an Access Road from Q1 to Q6
and the penstock construction, conveyor and surplus slate.

The following two sections address Mike Vitkovitch’s submission regarding LFN and ground-borne vibration and noise and the review of responses provided by Rupert Taylor. Mike Vitkovitch also
submitted a series of attachments providing evidence to support his claims as noted in the following table and Rupert Thornely-Taylor’s qualifications and experience; these have not been included
for ease of response.
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Further to the Hearing on 17th May 2016 I provide the following supporting information.

Noted.

At that Hearing the Applicant stated that he did not see the relevance of the Dinorwic PSS to his
project. I have repeatedly referred to the cause and effect of ground borne vibration and noise
(GBVN) from that generating station and have been able to access further information to
demonstrate its significance to the affected properties and their occupants.
I attach for your information a document signed in 1985 whereby the Central Electricity

The Applicant is unable to provide comment on a third party compensation agreement for a

Generating Board confirm having paid compensation to the occupiers of ‘Bron Fuches’ for the

different scheme. The Applicant does not consider the situation to be a precedent given that it

effects of noise caused by their Dinorwig station. This states “Whereas the operation of the

concerns a different scheme designed some time ago and using different equipment to that the

Dinorwic Power Station by the Central Electricity Generating Board has given rise to, and

Applicant will install.

continues to cause, a hum or similar noise audible from time to time in this property …..”
This compensation resulted from a long and protracted process of complaint and discussion
commencing with the start of station generating operations. Hand notes on a contemporary letter
(also attached) from the Land Agent dealing with the matter on behalf of the owners, indicated
that the level of compensation paid represented 30% of the then value of the property.
This is clear evidence of cause and effect of noise generated by the operation of underground
turbines and demonstrates that the effects are significant enough to warrant a high level of
compensation. Although it is accepted that the turbines at Dinorwig are bigger than proposed at
Glyn Rhonwy, the distances to potentially affected properties at Glyn Rhonwy are significantly
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Applicants Response

less.
I also attach a letter from Sally Brown, a life time resident of Dinorwig, in which she confirms that
her father was also in receipt of the same compensation from the CEGB and for the same
reasons.
For information I have provided a photo-drawing showing the location and the distances from

Noted

Dinorwig’s turbine hall to the three properties referred to in these documents.
I also attach a statement by Rupert Thornely-Taylor, acting as my Expert Witness on the subject

Noted

of ground borne vibration, noise and low frequency noise. Mr Taylor is perhaps the country’s
leading authority on this subject. His statement fully endorses the points that I have been making
throughout my submissions:
1) The Incorrect use of BS4142 in respect of GBVN and LFN

The Applicant provided a response to this point at Deadline 5 (see doc ref:

Contrary to the beliefs of both Gwynedd Council and the Applicants, BS4142 is not an

SPH_GREX_WED5_01). A response to the detail contained in the Appendix to Mr Vitkovitch’s

appropriate way of measuring ground borne vibration and noise.

submission is provided later in this section.

Extracts from 2012 ES Vol 12 Noise

For further clarification, the majority of the operational noise section of the 2015 Environmental

12.4.5 Ms. Duell-Parri recommended that operational noise from the development would need to

Statement (doc ref: 6.02) addresses airborne noise (but not Low Frequency Noise) from the

be assessed in accordance with BS4142:1997.

Development and refers to BS 4142:2014.

12.4.6 It was communicated that as specific information on the power generating plant to be used For the assessment of Low Frequency Noise (propagating from the Development either by an
airborne or ground-borne path) paragraph 13.8.12 of the 2015 Environmental Statement (doc ref:
for the development would be unavailable, that an operational noise assessment of the
development would be excluded from this assessment. However, as requested byMs. Duell-Parri,
operational noise limits would be established and noise emissions from underground power

6.02) states that BS 4142:2014 refers to the University of Salford ‘Procedure for the assessment
of low frequency noise complaints - NANR45’ (2005).

generating plant would incur a 5 dB penalty due to low frequency noise. Accordingly, an

The approach to the calculation and assessment of Low Frequency Noise (LFN) and Ground

allowance for this 5 dB low frequency penalty has been included when determining the noise

Borne Vibration and Noise (GBVN) during the detailed design stage is fully documented in the

limits for the development.

Operational Noise Management Plan (submitted at Deadline 5 as doc ref:

And again from the 2015 ES Vol 13.4.6

SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05).

13.4.6 Gwynedd Council recommended that operational noise from the Development would need
to be assessed in accordance with BS 4142:1997. It was communicated that as specific
information on the power generating plant to be used for the Development would be unavailable,
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

that an operational noise assessment of the Development would be excluded from this
assessment. However, as requested by Gwynedd Council, operational noise limits would be
established and noise emissions from underground power generating plant would incur a 5 dB
penalty due to low frequency noise. Accordingly, an allowance for this 5 dB low frequency penalty
has been included when determining the noise limits for the Development.
As a result, much of Ch13 makes frequent references to measuring and setting levels in
accordance with BS4142 and the use of ‘background’ levels as a reference level. GBVN and LFN
should, in accordance with NANR45 be restricted to the threshold of hearing which is between 25
and 30dB. In fact NANR45 makes no mention of BS4142 whatsoever.
The following few extracts from 2015 ES Vol 13 illustrate how the wrong approach has been
adopted elsewhere in the application:
13.9.42 The noise emission of the transformers will be confirmed during detailed design.Should
the combined noise emission of the transformers be higher than a sound power level of 85dB(A),
appropriate mitigation in the form of an enclosure, attenuators, and ventilation outlets will be
required so that the rating sound level of the transformer noise at NSR locations does not exceed
the background sound level at NSRs.
Incorrect method of evaluation as transformers generate LFN at 100Hz.
13.9.45 Noise control and mitigation measures will be finalised during detailed design in order to
ensure that airborne noise emissions from operational plant will achieve suitable operational
limits following guidance from BS 4142. The rating levels of the noise emissions will be
determined following guidance from BS 4142, and will include consideration for any acoustic
features such as tonality, impulsivity and intermittency.
An incorrect statement in respect of any LFN emitters such as fans, transformers, pumps,
generators etc.
13.10.13 The depths of the turbines will mitigate any operational effects. Therefore these are
considered to be negligible and not significant. Not so, as demonstrated by Dinorwig
13.10.14 The building design of the transformers, switchgear, workshop and pumping station will
have appropriate noise attenuation measures which will mitigate any effects to negligible and
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Applicants Response

therefore is considered to be not significant.
A sweeping statement made with no evidence or supporting information.
2) That mitigation measures proposed by the Applicant for GBVN will not resolve the problem

A response to the detail contained in the Appendix to Mr Vitkovitch’s submission is provided later

and retrospective mitigation will be ineffective in resolving any issues that subsequently may

in this section.

arise after the proposed station becomes operational.

The Operational Noise Management Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05), agreed with Gwynedd

The Noise Management Plan submitted at Deadline 3 incorporates a section on Operational

Council (submitted at Deadline 5), documents the approach to Low Frequency Noise, Ground-

Noise :

Borne Noise and Ground-Borne Vibration. The Applicant has previously noted that it is aware that

3.2 Operational Noise Limits

attenuation of LFN is better undertaken at the design stage than retro-fitted and that this will be

3.2.1 Operational noise limits have been determined using the BS 4142 assessment

accounted for in the detailed design.

methodology, based on the measured daytime and night time background noise level at the
representative NSRs. A difference of zero between the background and rating sound levels has
been set as a target so as to achieve a magnitude of effects no greater than negligible (i.e. rating
sound level equals the measured background noise level.
3.4 Low Frequency Noise
3.4.1 There may be potential for LFN from the operation the turbines but this deemed unlikely
due to the advancement in technology, the depth of the turbines and the attenuation and building
design.
A totally unsupported throwaway statement without any demonstration of what is meant
by ‘advancements in technology’ and ‘the attenuation’. It is a well documented fact that
attenuation of LFN is exceptionally difficult, and in respect of ground borne vibration
induced LFN, is virtually impossible.
3) By not including a rigorous assessment and prediction of ground borne vibration and noise, the A response to the detail contained in the Appendix to Mr Vitkovitch’s submission is provided later
Environmental Statement does not provide sufficient information to meet legal requirements.

in this section. The Applicant does not accept that the ES does not meet the legal requirement.

As shown above there has been no information provided as to the levels of LFN or GBVN

The Applicant does not accept that there are no means of mitigating LFN or GBVN if

expected and there will be no available means of mitigating them once they have arisen following

experienced.

construction. This would leave the only opportunity by those suffering the effects of LFN or GBVN The Operational Noise Management Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05), agreed with Gwynedd
to make a claim of nuisance against the developer as happened at Dinorwig in 1985. It therefore
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follows that the Applicant should not receive the benefit of a “Defence to proceedings in respect

borne Noise and Ground-Borne Vibration during the detailed design stage, including the

of statutory nuisance” as given in the ‘Statement in Respect of Statutory Nuisance’ as part of any

incorporation of any required mitigation

Consent to construct the project, should it be forthcoming.
In researching these issues I have come across many Papers and Reports that discuss how the

Noted.

noise and vibration levels can be predicted. As an example I attach a design note ‘Fan Noise
Prediction’, something which the Applicant accepts are a potential source of noise, but insists that
they must form part of the detailed design. There appears to be no reason why these and other
generated noises cannot be assessed with reasonable accuracy at this stage of the project so
that the full environmental effects can be considered as part of the Planning process.
In summary the Applicant has applied a ‘least effort’ approach to documenting his submissions,

The Applicant does not agree with this statement and does not accept that the ES is deficient.

and has relied on incorrect methods of assessments and sweeping generalisations to cover
subjects which potentially prejudice his proposals.
For a scheme of this size, with a 125 year operational life and carrying with it so many potential
and irreversible impacts, the Applicant’s Environmental Statement is deficient.

The following section addresses Rupert Thornely-Taylor’s submission.
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

This note has been prepared by Rupert Thornely-Taylor of Rupert Taylor Ltd, consultants in

Noted

acoustics, noise and vibration. He is a Fellow of the Institute of Acoustics and has specialised in
the subjects for 52 years, and is an expert in the subject of vibration and groundborne noise. He
has carried out a large number of projects involving the prediction of vibration and groundborne
noise, including low frequency noise, from industrial and construction sources. He is the author of
a 3-dimensional Finite-Difference-Time-Domain numerical modelling package, which has been
used for, as examples, a waste-to-energy facility, a heavy industrial steel-cutting shear,
tunnelling, piling and other sources affecting residential receptors, marine species and geological
features such the risk of vibration-induced landslides. He is a member of BS and ISO standards
committees and working groups devoted to the subject of groundborne noise and vibration.
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This review, while encompassing the topic of noise and vibration, is particularly concerned with

Noted

groundborne noise and vibration and low frequency noise, for the reasons explained below.
These topics have already been raised in the DCO proceedings, not least because of the history
of the Dinorwig Power Station and the noise problems acknowledged and compensated for by
the former CEGB.
Groundborne noise and low frequency noise are not independent effects, in that while low
frequency noise may be a purely airborne phenomenon, it may also result from radiation of sound
by the ground surface in response to transmission of vibration through the ground.
The Environmental Statement

The Construction and Operational Noise Management Plans (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04 and

The Environmental Statement for the Glyn Rhonwy project identifies potential noise and vibration

SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05), agreed with Gwynedd Council (submitted for Deadline 5), present the

effects from construction and operation. It reports baseline survey measurements for airborne

criteria for Ground-Borne Noise from the construction and operation of the Development.

noise at a set of receptor locations. It assumes that there currently no significant sources of
vibration in the area. It sets assessment criteria for construction noise and vibration, for building
damage from vibration, for low frequency noise, blasting vibration and air overpressure,
construction traffic. No assessment criteria are presented with respect to groundborne noise.
The ES considers the topic of groundborne noise from the penstock excavation and from TBM

The Construction and Operational Noise Management Plans (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04 and

operation and finds that the effects will be negligible, although the criteria used to reach this

SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05), agreed with Gwynedd Council (submitted for Deadline 5), present the

finding are not stated. Groundborne vibration from traffic is found to be a potential issue. No

criteria for Ground-Borne Noise from the construction and operation of the Development.

predictions of blasting vibration or air overpressure are made. With regard to operation, no

For the assessment of Low Frequency Noise (propagating from the Development either by an

prediction of likely levels is made, and instead reliance is placed on an expectation that

airborne or ground-borne path) paragraph 13.8.12 of the 2015 Environmental Statement (Doc

unspecified mitigation by design will take place so as to achieve levels no worse than the

ref:6.02) states that BS 4142:2014 refers to the University of Salford ‘Procedure for the

assessment criteria at the Noise Sensitive Receivers (NSRs). With regard to the turbine Hall

assessment of low frequency noise complaints - NANR45’ (2005).

ventilation, no prediction of likely noise levels is made, and the assumption is made that design

The approach to the calculation and assessment of Low Frequency Noise (LFN) and Ground

details will be finalised in due course to achieve operational noise limits. A prediction of

Borne Vibration and Noise (GBVN) during the detailed design stage is fully documented in the

transformer noise is made on the basis of an assumed sound power level, but no prediction of

ONMP (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05) (submitted at Deadline 5).

vibration or groundborne noise from the transformers is made. Airborne noise from the pumping
station is considered in qualitative terms, but vibration and groundborne noise are not
considered. Reliance is placed on BS4142 although that standard expressly states that it is not
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intended for the assessment of indoor sound levels, and groundborne noise by its nature can
only be assessed as an indoor sound level.
The ES explains (13.8.13) also that LFN can be amplified by the geometry of receptor buildings,
again meaning that indoor sound levels need to be assessed for which BS 4142 cannot be
applied.
Mitigation of construction effects is discussed, with emphasis on control through the S61 process. Specific details of the turbines and generators, plus the design of the above and below ground
The noise limits introduced by the ES are found to be exceeded (13.7.29 and Table 13-27) and

structures were not available at the Environmental Impact Assessment stage of this project and

there will be major significance of effects at high sensitivity NSRs. For operation, likely turbine

hence predictions were not carried out. The Airborne Noise, Low Frequency Noise and Ground-

sound power levels are given, but these are not converted into sound pressure levels at the

Borne Noise will be assessed during the detailed design stage as specified in the Operational

receiver, nor are predictions of low frequency or groundborne noise made, although the

Noise Management Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05).agreed with Gwynedd Council (submitted at

conclusion is reached that there will be a localised, minor adverse effect.

Deadline 5).
In addition the detailed design, and therefore final specification of the Development including
turbines, is subject to approval via Requirement 5 of the DCO.

Commentary on the approach adopted in the Environmental Statement

As above

There is heavy reliance on an approach which overcomes a failure to report the magnitude of
effects by relying on a future design process aimed at achieving appropriate criteria or limits. This
is in place of a description of the likely significant effects, and in place of a description of the
measures envisaged to avoid, prevent, reduce or, if possible, offset any identified significant
adverse effects. The requirement in NPSE (EN-1) to include a prediction of how the noise
environment will change with the proposed development and measures employed in mitigating
noise is not fulfilled with regard to groundborne noise and low frequency noise.
The legal requirements of Environmental Assessment are outside the scope of this note, but from

Agreed. Note that the Section 61 process applies to construction sites/activities not operation.

a technical point of view, where the prediction, assessment and mitigation of noise or vibration is

A quantitative construction noise and vibration assessment was provided in chapter 13 of the

a well-established process, with source information and mitigation technology well understood,

Environmental Statement (doc ref: 6.02). As documented in section 3.4 of the Construction Noise

available, and costed, there is no great risk in relying on an intention to assess and mitigate in the Management Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04), once the Principal Contractor has been appointed,
future. It must be borne in mind that where the S61 process is relied upon, this is capable of no
a detailed construction noise and vibration assessment will be carried out, together with a
more than securing best practicable means and if after applying best practicable means there

Section 61 application if required. This will be based on the detailed schedule, working methods

remains a significant effect this needs to be foreseen at the environmental assessment stage and

and plant roster.
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reported.
In the case of both groundborne noise and low frequency noise, if reliance is placed on a future

Noted. The risk-based staged approach to Ground-Borne Noise and Vibration presented in

design process then in the event of actual levels of groundborne noise and/or low frequency

Section 4.4 of the Operational Noise Management Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05) agreed with

noise proving to be in excess of acceptable limits, retrospective mitigation may prove to be

Gwynedd Council (submitted at Deadline 5) allows for early identification of potential effects in

impracticable because of the radical nature of necessary re-engineering of the installation and/or

order to influence the design.

excessively high cost or programme implications. The ES does not take account of this risk, for
which reason it is not possible for the decision maker to know from the ES what the likely
significant effects due to groundborne noise and/or low frequency noise will be.
It follows (NPSE EN-1 5.11.9) that development consent should not be granted because the

As above

Examining Authority cannot be satisfied that the proposal will avoid significant adverse impacts
on health and quality of life from noise and that the proposals will mitigate and minimise other
adverse impacts on health and quality of life.
Responses to the Examining Authority’s written questions

The Operational Noise Management Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05) agreed with Gwynedd

Applicant’s response to the Examining Authority’s First Written Questions

Council (submitted at Deadline 5) clarifies the approach to criteria, mitigation and monitoring.

Among the list of questions is 7.22 which is relevant to the concern outlined in the preceding
paragraph above. There is no response on the question as to how compliance measures will be
identified and approved and the only response relates to the measurement and assessment
procedure to be found in the Defra NANR45 report, which does not address mitigation measures.
Applicant’s response to the Examining Authority’s Action Points for Issue Specific Hearing on

Noted

17th May 2016
Among the list of questions is 8.4 (a) asking the applicant to summarise the limits proposed for
noise (including low frequency noise), vibration and dust deposition. The response states:
“The Applicant also notes Mr Vitkovitch’s further comment about how construction noise, low
frequency noise and ground borne noise from generators is different and how this had not been
addressed in the ES. The Applicant wishes to clarify that this has been outlined in Chapter 13 of
the ES and in the previous responses to First Written Questions, Responses to Relevant
Representations and also previous responses to Written Representations. The potential for low
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frequency noise during operation will be considered during the detailed design stage using
appropriate methods such as the University of Salford NANR45. The proposed assessment
methodology of LFN will be provided in the updated operational NMP to be issued at Deadline 5.
With reference to comments about noise from Dinorwig, potential noise effects should not be
compared between the Development and Dinorwig, as technology has advanced significantly
since 1984, and that as a result of this advancement, greater opportunity now exists to manage
LFN through detailed design.”
Commentary on the responses
The notable content of the responses relates to the advancement of technology with regard to
noise from Dinorwig since 1984. That statement must be based on information which is not
provided, and not used for the purpose of predicting likely significant effects and consideration of
mitigation measures.
Further information necessary for the decision making process

A risk-based assessment along similar lines to that described in the Response is included in the

Groundborne noise

Operational Noise Management Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05) agreed with Gwynedd Council

It is possible to predict, assess and design mitigation measures for groundborne noise. The

(submitted at Deadline 5).

necessary process is as follows:
1) Obtain measurements from an existing site where sources relevant to the proposed installation
are in operation. The measurements should include amplitudes of vibration and sound together
with, in the case of vibration (which may be a source of groundborne noise and low frequency
noise) sufficient data concerning the dynamic behaviour of the foundations of the relevant items.
This will include measurements of the driving point impedance of the ground or foundation using
an instrumented force hammer.
2) Establish comparative engineering specifications of (a) the measured sources and (b) the
proposed sources and make corrections to the measured data to allow for differences in power,
speed and other characteristics.
3) Carry out a geotechnical study including measurement of wave propagation through the terrain
at the existing and proposed sites, for example using the techniques explained in ISO/TS 1483732:2015.
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4) Create a numerical model (a) of the existing site and (b) for the proposed site including
receptor buildings. Use a comparison between modelled output for the existing site with actual
measurements at the existing site to calibrate the model of the proposed site.
5) Calculate the uncertainty associated with the model predictions by varying assumptions
according the magnitude of uncertainty associated with them and the probability of those
variations occurring.
6) Set acceptability criteria for groundborne noise in addition to those selected for low frequency
noise and establish any predicted excess.
7) Design mitigation measures – for example spring-mounted inertia blocks for vibration sources.
8) Iteratively rerun the model of the proposed site incorporating mitigation measures to establish
required properties for the measures, after taking into account the uncertainty.
Low Frequency Noise

This is addressed in the Operational Noise Management Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05) agreed

The ES states (13.8.13) that “LFN can be very difficult to predict with a high level of certainty and

with Gwynedd Council (submitted at Deadline 5).

similarly hard to identify and resolve if present. This is because it can be generated by the
unexpected interactions between system components and can be amplified by the geometry of
the site and receptor buildings. However there are several risk factors that are known to make the
generation of LFN more likely.
The potential issue of LFN will be considered throughout the detailed design for the Development
and mitigated through design.”
Informed assumptions concerning the likely features of the detailed design should be made so
that the consideration which is foreseen in the ES can be brought forward to the present stage.
Uncertainty should be evaluated by varying the assumptions within the known likely range. Local
climate data should be used to predict the effects of long-distance propagation in meteorological
conditions known to cause such effects.
Conclusions

A risk-based assessment procedure has been established in the Operational Noise Management

For a scheme of this type and size, with which is associated a clear risk of adverse effects due to

Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05) agreed with Gwynedd Council (dated 21 June 2016 for Deadline

groundborne and low frequency noise, a full assessment of GBN and LFN should have been

5). The Applicant does not consider the current situation at Dinorwig to be a precedent given that
it concerns a different scheme designed some time ago and using different equipment to that the
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carried out.

Applicant will install.

The decision maker in this case does not have sufficient information to conclude whether the
proposals will avoid significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life from noise, nor
whether they adequately mitigate and minimise other adverse impacts on health and quality of
life from noise. There is no information to enable the decision maker to consider specifying the
mitigation measures to be put in place to ensure that noise levels do not exceed any limits
specified in the development consent.
The Examining Authority is requested not to recommend approval without requiring the
applicants to carry out the work identified above and receiving satisfactory responses.

The following section addresses the first part of Mike Vitkovitch’s submissions regarding the Access Road Alternatives on behalf of Dr Jane Huuse. Mr Vitkovitch also submitted the Forestry
Commission Road Specification with Reference to the DfT Highways Agency Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) and Manual of Contract Documents for Highway Works (MCHW) and
his CV as part of this submission; these have not been included for ease of response.
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Further to the Hearing on 17th May 2016 I provide the following information in support of Jane

Noted

Huuse who has raised issue with the use of the proposed improvement of the existing ‘Green
Road’ and the number of HGV movements through Waunfawr.
I have been asked to review the Applicant’s options for an access road within from Q1 to Q6
through the Glyn Rhonwy quarry and the Applicant’s justification for their dismissal.
I have also put forward for your consideration an outline for an alternative to the Applicant’s
options which satisfy the necessary criteria and demonstrate that such a route is totally practical.
I myself am a retired Chartered Civil Engineer with over 42 years experience in tunnelling and
highway design and construction. I also attach my CV separately.
The Alternative Access Route Options

The Applicant wishes to reiterate that the illustrations produced for alternative access route are

I have reviewed the Option 1 and 2 provided with the Applicants document ‘Snowdonia Pumped

intended to illustrate the reasons given why consideration of the route was discontinued at an

Hydro 16’ and make the following comments.

early stage only and are not engineering standard drawings. The Applicant has not proposed or

The Applicant’s designs for both Option 1 and 2, if measured against the scale bar on the

applied for any access route from Q6 to Q1, has not undertaken a full environmental assessment
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drawing SK008 and SK009, appear to show an access road of 20m width. This has the effect of

and such a route does not form part of the project currently under examination. It would therefore

exaggeration the effect that these options will have on the environment. It is clearly either

be unnecessary and disproportionate to produce detailed designs for this route as it was ruled

incorrect or excessive as a standard S2 single carriageway constructed to Design Manual for

out as a viable option prior to the application being made.

Roads and Bridges TD9/93 is either 6m or 7.3m wide. A maximum width of 10m would therefore

The Applicant wishes to clarify that these road alignments were presented as an illustration of the

be more than sufficient for this access road to include for verges or local widening.

potential alignments possible – in reality there are other orientations which have not been
presented.

The principle of an open cut penstock was dismissed during pre-application

discussions with statutory consultees in relation to the 2012 T&CPA planning application on
grounds of likely significant impacts on landscape, archaeology and ecology – impacts which
would equally apply to the construction of an access road from Q6 to Q1. Both NRW and
Gwynedd Council have agreed with the Applicant’s conclusion in their responses as submitted at
Deadline 5. Accordingly, an access road between Q6 and Q1 is not part of the DCO application.
The Development requires a suitable route for operational and construction access, and the route
proposed along Ffordd Cefn Du provides this without any significant detrimental environmental
impact.
The horizontal parameters shown on SK008 and SK009 for each of Options 1 and 2 respectively

The Applicant wishes to clarify that these road alignments were presented as an illustration of the

also appear to assume that the road would demand a flowing design associated with DMRB

potential alignments possible in response to the Respondent’s submissions.

practice and public road speeds. In reality, given the gradients of +10%, the nature of the traffic

The principle of an access road from Q6 to Q1 has been dismissed and is not part of the DCO

using it and that it will not be open to the public, the standards adopted by the Applicant are far

application. Both NRW and Gwynedd Council have agreed with the Applicant’s conclusion in

too high.

their responses as submitted at Deadline 5.

An example of this over design is the minimum radius, though not specifically stated on drawing
SK009 appears to measure 100m on alignment Option 2. This would approximately correspond
to a 50kph design speed under DMRB.
For this private construction road, where the speeds of vehicles using a 10% grade are unlikely,
or do not need, to exceed 25kph (15mph), radii as low as 30m would be quite acceptable.
I attach the “FORESTRY COMMISSION ROAD SPECIFICATION WITH REFERENCE TO THE

Noted.

DfT HIGHWAYS AGENCY DESIGN MANUAL FOR ROADS AND BRIDGES (DMRB) AND
MANUAL OF CONTRACT DOCUMENTS FOR HIGHWAY WORKS (MCHW)” as an example of
lower design criteria.

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_WED6_01

5-12

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

This document is far more appropriate a Standard to be used for the alignment of this type of this
access road, though a tarmac surface would be used for an access road at Glyn Rhonwy. The
design width at corners would also increase in line with this specification recognising the need for
HGVs to have a clear swept path in accordance with the Forestry Specification below.

I include below a photo-drawing titled “Dinorwic PSS Upper Access Road to Marchlyn’ illustrating

Noted.

that for the construction and maintenance of the Dinorwic PSS Upper Access Roads, corner radii
as low as 30m were adopted for construction traffic.
Similarly with regard to the access road leading to the Surge Pond, gradients of over 12% were
utilised through the slate tips.
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Furthermore the public road immediately west of Deiniolen, that was constructed for the dam
construction traffic and leads up to the Marchlyn Upper Access Roads, is at a 13% grade for a
500m length.
Although having producing a document entitled ‘CefnDdu road EN010072-001038-Snowdonia

Ffordd Cefn Du is an existing adopted highway and therefore would not necessarily meet modern

Pumped Hydro Limited 25’ it is very noticeable that these highway improvement design

design standards. Regarding the localised gradients, and the improvements proposed, the

documents do not to include a long section of the proposed improvement. However it is apparent

Applicant has met with an Abnormal Load Haulier on site and they have confirmed the road’s

from even the basic information available, such as Google Earth and OS Map contours that the

suitability. This has been confirmed by the Applicant in previous responses.

Cefn Ddu ‘Green Road’, the Applicant’s own choice of access road to Q1, has localised gradients

No long sections have been submitted as the Applicant is proposing to widen an existing

in excess of 20%. From the cattle grid (230mAOD) to the 300m contour the average grade is

alignment rather than regrade Ffordd Cefn Du.

11% over the 650m length.
Referring back to ‘Snowdonia Pumped Hydro 16’ I make the following observations:

Sk008 is a simple straight line between Q1 and Q6 to demonstrate how steep the road would

Neither of the Applicant’s two design designs for both Option 1 and 2 take any account of the

need to be to follow the most direct route.

topography of the area in positioning the line, and fail to take the opportunity of following the side

Sk009 was a more “meandering” alignment which was designed to show how Q1 and Q6 could

of the hillside to reduce the gradient albeit the expense of a 50kph horizontal alignment.

be joined aiming to achieve an average gradient of 10%.

In response to the Inspector’s question the Applicant stated that the provision of an access road

The Applicant disputes this statement as there were multiple environmental constraints which

between the quarries was prohibited only by the historic landscape features of the area. However

were considered prior to the submission of the 2012 T&CPA application. Of which, the historical
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no alignment option attempting to avoid these features was ever put forward or considered by the

and archaeological features were one such consideration in addition to multiple others, as

Applicant, or it transpires even discussed with GAPS.

outlined in our response to agenda item 3.1 of the Issue Specific Hearing Summary of Oral Case
(Doc Ref: SPH_GREX_WED4_03).

I therefore have prepared a photo-drawing of an alternative route that is based on corner radii of

Without a design based upon a topographical survey, it is not possible to comment on the

around 30metres, a gradient of less than 13%, which also avoids all the Historic Landscape

suitability of the design, the amount of cut / fill required, or its cost implications. The Applicant

features. This alignment has been created without the benefit of a full topographical survey or

again notes that the application under examination does not contain any proposal for such a

impressive 3D alignment software available to the Applicant and derives its alignment by

route.

following the grade line along the hillside. With further work the gradient can be further reduced
and the alignment improved without further compromising the historic landscape or features. The
length of the alignment shown is approximately 1.8km and requires only nominal cut and fill as it
designed to follow the ground profile so closely. It is highly unlikely that the construction of this
road will exceed the costs of reconstructing 2.5km of the Green Road to DMRB standards as the
specification standards will be considerably lower and the length much shorter.
There are several other significant advantages to the construction of a quarry access road.

Noted.

There will be a considerable number of supply, monitoring, security and other cables and
services connecting the Q1 facility to the Turbine House. Manholes and ducting (which have for
some reason not been shown in the Application) cannot be installed in the Penstock tunnel.
However these could be constructed within an access road verge.
The ‘in quarry’ route will reduce significantly the need for a disproportionate number of HGVs to

The localised widening is minor in places above the cattle grid and would not change the

pass through the village of Waunfawr. However in my discussions with the Archaeological Senior

conclusions of the ASIDHOL. In addition, the highway improvements are not part of the DCO

Planning Officer it transpires that no consultation or ASIDHOL has been prepared for the Cefn

application and therefore there is no requirement to include these works within the ASIDOHL.

Ddu improvements.
On 14th June 2016, I met with the Senior Archaeological Planning Officer, Ashley Batten to

The Applicant cannot comment on the proceedings at a meeting that neither the Applicant nor its

discuss the possibility of a route for an access road “between Q1 and Q6 avoiding archaeological

consultant team attended.

features.

The Applicant makes the following points in response:

The photo-drawing of the route below was tabled for discussion.



The ‘in principle’ acceptability of the road in historic environment terms does not take into
account the impacts on landscape, ecology, private water supplies, geology, waste
management, noise and dust on sensitive receptors such as dwellings and protected
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species including Schedule 1 birds. The Applicant has outlined in the response to agenda
item 3.1 Issue Specific Hearing Summary of Oral Case (Doc Ref: SPH_GREX_WED4_03)
that the construction and use of the access road would give rise to significant effects to
multiple other environmental features. This conclusion was confirmed by NRW and
Gwynedd Council in their responses at Deadline 5.


Without the further assessment work required by Mr Batten (as reported by Mr Vitkovich),
no conclusion can be drawn on the acceptability of Mr Vitkovich’s proposed route – any
such assessment is outwith the DCO process;

The following conclusions were reached in the meeting:



elements of historic field systems, and as a result has the potential to result in a physical

1) GAPS were unaware of the intentions of SPH to improve the ‘Green Road’ within HLCA 45.

impact on heritage assets. Therefore the Applicant dos not agree with the conclusion of no

Such a landscape change should be considered within the ASIDHOL.
2) The route proposed by MV may be acceptable as it appeared to avoid the archaeological
features in HLCA 6 through which it was routed. However, such a landscape change would need
to be considered within the ASIDHOL to establish the impact of such a route on the historic
landscape. An archaeological walkover survey of the route would also be required but the
proposal might be acceptable if the impact of construction were minimal (i.e. not a heavily

The proposed track appears to cross a number of inclines as well as boundaries forming

significant effects.


The improvement works are to be undertaken within the existing confines of the Ffordd
Cefn Du highway. The localised widening is minor in places above the cattle grid and
would not change the conclusions of the ASIDHOL. Notwithstanding this, the highway
improvements (as associated development in Wales) are not part of the DCO application
and therefore there is no requirement to include these works within the ASIDOHL.

engineered road) and if robust mitigation and reinstatement works were proposed.
The Snowdonia National Park have already indicated that they have no concerns regarding the

SNPA comments concur with Gwynedd Council’s comments that the site should be accessed

proposed works. The SNPA response was quoted word for word in Jane Huuse’s Deadline 4

from the north and via an existing route. As above Gwynedd Council have agreed with the

submission under query 3.

Applicant assessment of alternative access from Q6 which would have the potential to cause

“A joint letter was drafted between the residents group and the WCC and was sent to the Park

likely significant effects.

Authority at the end of last week querying their opinion on the proposed access route. I duly
received an email from Gareth Lloyd on behalf of the Park Authorities stating: “I cannot recall any
specific discussions regarding any preferred access routes to the proposed development. From
the SNPA’s point of view it would make more sense if the site was accessed from the north rather
from the south through the National Park”.
“The National Park Authority is not a Highways Authority and has no view on the merits of the
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proposed access. The re-evaluation of the route is a matter for SPH, Gwynedd Council and the
ExA”.”
I have also met with the landowner Mr.Alwyn Morris of Merddyn, Ceunant who owns the fields in

Noted.

the upper section of the proposed access road and he has no objections in principle to a proposal
for the road across his land. As a resident of Waunfawr he too is keen to see HGV’s avoiding the
village.
Conclusion

Noted.

The Applicant’s assessment of alternative routes to access Q1 has been carried out to standards
that are not necessary for the work required of them but are conveniently comparable with the
effect of the unacceptable ‘open cut’ penstock option.
There are possible alternative routes for accessing Q1 keeping to the south of the penstock line

As outlined above, the Applicant cannot comment on the feasibility or viability of the

and achieving a suitable geometry that may be designed in such a way as to satisfy any issues of Respondent’s proposed route as it is not based upon a topographical survey. The route is not
the Historic Landscape. The Applicant has failed to explore these opportunities to construct an

part of the DCO application under examination and the Applicant will not comment on details of

access road between Q1 and the Clegir Road. He has used inappropriate standards, alignments

speculative route which was dismissed for robust and valid reasons, and this has been agreed

and used the now abandoned Penstock ‘open cut’ criteria to reject the possibility of such a

with statutory consultees.

solution.
Assessment on this basis is inappropriate and a practical alternative route can exist that does not
necessarily create significant changes to the Historic Landscape and the Environment. It is in
keeping with the standards necessary for the construction works in Glyn Rhonwy and is typical of
the standards used on the Dinorwig Upper Access Roads and even the ‘Green Road’ proposal.
It also avoids the need for large numbers of HGVs to pass through Waunfawr.
This alternative should be developed and adopted instead of improving and changing the entire

The Applicant again notes that road improvements outwith the application site for associated

character of the ‘Green Road’.

development, cannot be included in a DCO in Wales, are not part of the current application and
are subject to their own consenting regime. We refer the Respondent to the Highway
Improvement document submitted at Deadline 3 which outlines the proposed improvements to
Ffordd Cefn Du, required for construction and operational purposes. As clarified previously,
these are contained within the existing highway with an improved surface required up to the cattle
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grid and then localized widening and the creation of passing places.

The following two sections address the second part of Mike Vitkovitch’s submission on behalf of Dr Jane Huuse regarding the penstock construction, conveyor and surplus slate. This submission
also includes a diagram of the penstock and shafts with the Applicant’s indicative and Mike Vitkovitch’s alternative as well as a map of the different alternatives which have not been included for
ease of response.
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Further to the Hearing on 17th May 2016 I have separately provided a submission in support of

Noted

Jane Huuse regarding the possible alternatives for accessing Q1 through the Glyn Rhonwy
quarry. Part of the research into the requirement for and justification of, access other parts of the
works and whether access to other areas would be required.
In reviewing that matter I found it necessary to look at the Applicant’s earlier proposal to operate
a conveyor system operating within the Penstock and also to consider the methodology of
tunnelling the Penstock. These points are relevant as they suggest a need for access to other
parts of the hillside and the identification of underestimates of the scale of the project, particularly
excavation and surplus slate disposal.
I am a retired Chartered Civil Engineer with over 42 years experience in tunnelling and highway
design and construction. I also attach my CV separately.
With regard to the construction of the Penstock I have sought advice from Mr. David Hobson, a
highly experienced consultant tunnelling engineer, whose views have been attached as a
separate document together along with his CV.
Penstock Design

The Applicant has outlined in the Chapter 3 of the 2015 Environmental Statement (Doc Ref: 6.02)

In 2012 the Applicant’s originally considered a scheme for 2 separate penstocks above ground

that further engineering assessment in combination with the preliminary ground investigation

penstocks laid in trench from Q1 to Q6.

works have been undertaken since the 2012 ES. This confirmed that the excavation of the

The 2012 ES states “ 3.6.17 As a result of public consultation events held in June and July 2012

penstock will more likely be by drill and blast, not Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM).

and consultation with regulators on these options, combined with an engineering and economic
review of the information obtained to date, it was decided that the penstock should be
constructed by use of a TBM. “
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No consideration of the engineering suitability or practicality of this option was apparently given.
For the 2015 scheme the penstock tunnel was indicated as following the shortest line possible
between the two reservoirs again without any engineering justification or design information.
Again, following the 2015 public consultation, the third and final change to drill and blast was

The Applicant can confirm, as stated above, that the construction of the penstock using a drill and

incorporated into the design. Yet again the Applicant has failed to provide sufficient technical

blast technique has been incorporated into the assessment of environmental effects as presented

consideration of the techniques, methods or scale of the construction required or how this change in the Environmental Statement (Doc ref: 6.02).
interacts with the environment and the operation requirements of a pumped storage system.
“Vol2A Ch4 Project Description Excavation Method
4.4.6 The proposed tunnelling method is to use either a tunnel boring machine (TBM) or drill and
blast methods. Due to information gained from the adjacent Dinorwig pumped storage scheme
and the confirmed presence of potentially extensive doleritic intrusions within the bedrock, it is
likely to be either drill and blast or a combination of the two approaches. This will be confirmed
upon instruction of a Principal Contractor (PC). Other factors such as cost, tunnel length, ground
conditions, ease of construction, lining requirements and required shape of the tunnel must be
must be given consideration when eventually deciding upon a tunnelling method.”
As was explained to the Geologist representing AECOM at the Public Consultation last year, at

The Applicant can confirm that no AECOM geologist was present at the public consultation

no time during the construction of Dinorwig was a TBM used for any purpose. The whole facility

undertaken in 2015. However the comment was noted at the time.

was excavated through drill and blast.
The choice of excavation is crucial to the effects on the environment and should have been

The 2015 ES (Doc Ref: 6.02) assesses the use of drill and blast and also TBM – for clarity the

established before this Application was made, and the Environmental Statement prepared.

TBM option was retained as so not to be preclude the Development of a suitable TBM solution by
a future PC. However it repeatedly states that drill and blast is the likely excavation method and,
as such, was the ‘worst case’ method assessed in the Environmental Statement.

It is clear that the change from TBM to drill and blast has not been carried fully through relevant

The Applicant can confirm that the penstock design has been fully assessed within rochdale

and important parts of the documentation. Table 4.1 of Vol.2A Ch4 Project Description refers to

envelope used for the ES (Doc Ref: 6.02). The Applicant also notes that the volume of tunnel

the volume of material excavated from the tunnel as 25,000 m³, “based on a single 4.5m

excavation is approximately 2% of the total excavation i.e. a very small proportion. If some further

diameter tunnel” and by reverse calculation, a length of 1571 metres. The FINISHED diameter of

additional excavation is, indeed, required this is well within the contingency allocated for disposal

the tunnel is to be 4.5m after lining and to achieve that the excavated face profile would, as

of excess material.

suggested on the Applicant’s drawing 2.06.5 ‘Indicative Elevation Section Penstock’ require a
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larger tunnel than 4.5m.
In my experience the likely drill profile diameter of the tunnel would be 6m to avoid under-break.
With drill ‘look-out’ the average drilled profile would out-turn at 6.3 to 6.5m. Given the naturally
jointed and blocky structure of slate, where over-break is a certainty, the resultant overall
excavated equivalent diameter would be nearer 6.5 to 6.7m. The calculated ‘in-situ’ volume of
slate removed is therefore around 55,000 m³ even without allowances for additional excavation of
plant passing places within the tunnel walls or a flattened invert to allow plant operations.
The difference between the true excavated volume of rock and the finished profile has also to be

To minimise HGV movements through Waunfawr it is currently envisaged that concrete will be

filled with concrete to achieve the smooth lining required to minimise friction losses in the

batched on site and will use as much of the site excavated material as possible.

penstock. So the statement in Table 4.1 that the excavated profile is 4.5m diameter not only

importantly, it is envisaged that the majority of tunneling works will be undertaken from the Q1

underestimates the excavation quantities by more than a factor of 2 but also underestimates the

end – again to minimise HGV movements through Waunfawr.

import of concrete to the tunnel by 30,000 m³ at a cost of over £1.5m in raw materials alone and

To further reduce on site impacts, it is envisaged that use will be made of precast concrete tunnel

perhaps £5m when placed. Structural concrete relies wholly on the importation of sand,

lining. It is, however, accepted that concrete will be required associated with the tunneling works

aggregate and cement and therefore this alone represents a further 6000 of HGV return

but because the Applicant is committed to maintaining the excavated profile to that shown on the

movements on the public highway and a similar number within the site. These additional HGV If

drawings the volume is anticipated to be in the region of 6000m3. Vehicle movements associated

concrete is to be batched in a compound near the power house, it is likely that all of these

with this quantity have been included within the Environmental Statement (Doc ref: 6.02).

‘concrete to penstock’ concrete wagons will be expected to travel over the ‘Green Road’,

The Applicant notes the reference to structural concrete. However, because it is envisaged that

suggesting HGV estimates can be significantly greater than currently estimated through

the tunnel lining will be steel, the amount of structural concrete beyond the pre-cast units is much

Waunfawr.

reduced.

A review of the Vol 2B Ch12 Transport suggest that the Applicant has failed to find any reference
to any deliveries of sand aggregates and cement at all. If the 1000 concrete truck mixer deliveries
quoted actually refer to deliveries of the concrete itself, and not purely the vehicles themselves,
then 10,000 m³ of concrete and shotcrete will not go very far at all. As shown above schemes of
this type and size can easily consume many 10s of thousands of cubic metres of concrete.
As no expected concrete requirements for the scheme have been given or provided for , it is
impossible to assess the vehicle movements that will be required to construct the scheme. Many
of these unreported HGV’s will have to pass through Waunfawr.
On the whole, it appears that from beginning to end there has been no overall coherent design or
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engineering philosophy for what is perhaps the most difficult and critical part of the project. The

philosophy” and notes that no evidence has been presented to support this assertion.

concepts appear to have been based on the 2012 submission then altered ‘on the hoof’ to keep
up with changes that should have been evident at a feasibility stage. The ES has been based on
a flawed concept from the start.
In the event that the presented scheme is given consent, this will place pressure on the
Authorities to accept changes and additions that they would perhaps at this stage find
unacceptable. I make this point because it is apparent that the ASIDOHL has produced a finely
balanced positive outcome. Any further changes to the scheme at this time could easily reverse
this decision. Another example is the possibility of an increase (Vol2A Ch4 para 4.4.3) in the
Penstock length to 1800m, an additional further 12.5% increase in excavation, deposition and
lining concrete and HGV movements onto site.
There is also no indication in the Application of the thickness of the concrete lining for any of the

The Applicant confirms that allowance has been made in the assessment of rock variability and

other lined structures and nor is there any estimate given for the over-break expected in the slate

its implications as described above.

rock. With the jointed nature of slate, over-break will occur in ALL excavations and result in

The Applicant has deliberately not shown the thickness of concrete lining as this will, indeed, vary

increases of excavated rock (to be disposed of) and replacement lining concrete elsewhere. It is

over the penstock length and be dependent on a number of variables including rock

a significant factor in determining all volumes, rates of progress, concrete, vehicle movements

characteristics and final penstock lining design.

and costs.
The Applicant has made broad assessments of the numbers of HGV movements and the traffic

Noted.

through the public road and Waunfawr within his Vol2B Ch 12submission. There is a clear case
to show they are broad brush figures will have been severely underestimated bu not including
many of the necessary material deliveries. It is not clear how, during construction, the actual
construction traffic flows are to be regulated. Should consent for this application be forthcoming
and the conveyor system subsequently prove unworkable, what condition would prevent the
Contractor from carrying all the slate waste from Q6 to Q1 sites on the public road and ‘Green
Road’??
Proposed Slate Tips

The Applicant has liaised with GAPS throughout the DCO process and the photomontages,

The forecast size of these tips and the information provided to the GAPS has been crucial in their

which were used to inform the ASIDOHL, are representative of the maximum volume of the

assessment of the effects of the project on the Historic Landscape

excess slate mounds at Q1.
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Referring to Table 4.1, assumptions are made that can have a significant effect on not only the

The Applicant acknowledges that bulking and compaction factors can vary and that there are a

vehicle movements and noise from double handling and processing of slate but also the

number of different rock types present in the excavations in this construction project. However

landscape of the tips.

the estimates provided and which form the basis of the assessment are based on the previous

The ‘bulking’ factor from bedrock to excavated loose slate is given as 1.6

experience of the Applicant’s technical advisors of similar rock types. Further, to allow for some

The compaction factor from excavated loose rock to completed slate embankment is 1.3

variation there is a contingency in the volume of the new waste tips of approximately 50 percent

These figures are nominal and unsubstantiated. However their accuracy will have a profound
effect on the size of the slate tips formed from the material surplus to construction of the dams.

of the bulked excavated volume and as a further measure, the maximum size of the excess slate
mounds are secured through the DCO. These maximum parameters cannot be exceeded.

An underestimation in the bulking factor and an overestimation of the compaction factor will both
result in an increase in the quantity of slate to be dispose of either by additional new slate tips (in
addition to those recognised by the Applicant) or disposal off site. Neither of these possibilities
have been assessed by the Applicant or a sensitivity assessment carried out. The volume of the
new tips given in para 4.9.4 of Vol 2A Ch4 is reported as being 935,000 m³. The estimated
surplus from excavations is, according to Table 4.1, 810,000 m³.
It has been demonstrated above that the true volume of in-situ excavation of the penstock is

As above, the Applicant has also acknowledged above that bulking and compaction factors can

30,000cm above that given in Table 4.1, or 48,000 m³ bulked, reducing the ‘spare tip capacity’ by

vary and has explained above that the new tips for excavated material were designed with

40%. The attached table considers the sensitivity of variations in the bulking rate of 1.6 and the

considerable levels of contingency. The Applicant considers that while the figures presented by

compaction factors of 1.3.

the Respondent are a reasonable attempt to demonstrate the sensitivity associated with the
application of said factors, the results are unnecessarily conservative i.e. they are not suitable to
form the basis of the Environmental Statement in terms of assessing the worst case scenario or
establishing the Rochdale Envelope.
However, the Applicant notes that, even if the worst case presented opposite were to occur, there
is still enough space in the proposed tips to accommodate the waste material without the need to
transport off site. The Applicant has committed to reducing excavation volumes to the volume
available in the proposed excess slate mounds if, for any reason during the final design or
construction, waste arisings appear to be exceeding the quantities available for disposal in the
excess slate mounds. This commitment, as outlined in the maximum parameters of the DCO,has
been given deliberately to avoid having to transport material through Waunfawr.
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Boxes B and E represent the Applicant’s assessment for Q1 and Q6 excavated volumes only.
A change in these factors to 1.7 (bulking) and 1.2 (compaction) represented by boxes B and E
respectively will generate an additional 163,000 m³ of material for disposal in tips.
Similarly changing the bulking factor 1.8 and the compaction factor to 1.1 as represented by
boxes A and D respectively, will generate an additional 326,000 m³ of material for disposal in tips.
The majority of this will have to be stockpiled and double handled before transporting up the
hillside to the new tip locations. An additional 14,000 loads (28,000 trips) if transported by a 40T
Moxy dump truck or double that in a conventional 20T tipper.
The chart below indicates how variable the bulking factor can be and in particular shows the

As noted above the characteristics of slate materials are acknowledged. The Applicant expects

factors for most rocks to be between 1.75 and 1.8 with slate shown as 1.85 to 1.9. The figure for

re-work/crushing/storage and multiple handling, with associated costs, will be required to achieve

slate is high because of the angular and slab like manner in which the slate is broken up during

the requirements for re-use, transportation and re-compaction envisaged.

excavation. These same properties prevent it from redistributing itself during compaction unless it
has been crushed to into a graded material.
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Summarising this matter alone, the Applicant has provided insufficient, and inaccurate,

These matters are addressed above.

information to properly justify the size of the new tips proposed under the scheme with no
alternative locations available for surplus material. The bulking figures he has provided are
unsubstantiated and conservative and the volume figures he has provided are the absolute
minimum ‘tight’ excavation figures which are totally unrealistic.
Slate Tip Engineering

The nature of the existing tips is acknowledged and the final design detail will be secured through

The existing slate tips sit at their natural angle of repose and have undergone no engineering

Requirement 7 via the Landscape and Reinstatement Plan.

compaction in their formation. They are the result of ‘end tipping’ and although they may have
undergone some small degree of consolidation and degradation, this is time related and to a
minimal degree. Compaction is difficult at steep angles of repose but these are essential to
recreate the appearance of the original tips and maintain the landscape character.
The downstream Q1 dam slope will be compacted to 1 in 2 (Drawing 2.06.1 Indicative Elevation

There appears to be wording missing the in paragraph from the Respondent. Therefore we

Section Q1 refers). The existing quarry tips lie naturally at 1 in 1.5 or steeper slope. It is more

assume the point being made is that the dams will not resemble the existing tips in terms of angle

difficult to construct as it is becomes un-safe to have working plant on the edge of such a

of face. The photomontages provided in the ES as Figure 6.4 a – i, show a visual representation

marginally stable slope. The dams are constructed by the use of is achieved by only way of

of the permanent excess slate mounds and dam at Q1. As outlined in the ES, whilst these may

creating these new spoil tips is through ‘end tipping’ with no means of compaction. Engineered

not be at the same angle as the surrounding existing and new slate mounds, the dams will be

slopes of 1 in 2 are not in keeping with the appearance of existing tips.

faced in slate to mimic the surroundings. This has been assessed in Chapter 5 of the ES (ref
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The Applicant is clear that the tips will accommodate ‘unsuitable’ and ‘surplus’ material. In

The Applicant envisages that the most suitable material will be used in the dams. This is likely to

engineering terms this will be material that has not been broken down into a small enough

be material which is excavated as “virgin” rather than re-use of the existing waste material in the

grading to be suitable for compacting in the dams. A typical specification for the material in the

quarries. It is agreed that large material cannot be compacted as appropriate so it is envisaged

dams will be a maximum size of rock of 225mm compacted in a 300mm thick layer. Slate greater

that all material, whether going into the dams or the excess slate mounds will be re-processed to

than this in size would either need re-processed or be sent to tip as it is not physically possible to

some extent.

compact large material.
This fact was self evident during the construction of the Upper Access Roads to the Dinorwig

Noted

Marchlyn Mawr dam. In 1975 I was part of the Resident Engineer’s supervisory staff on these
roads which were the first roads in the country to be use slate waste as embankment fill. The
difficulty in achieving compaction of the ‘as-dug’ slate was a major point of conjecture during the
operation. However it was established that the necessary CBR strengths were achieved without
compaction and the un-compacted structures are completely stable.
It follows that the surplus material will mainly consist of the large rocks which cannot be easily or

The Applicant has considered the costs of re-processing the material as, for example, this is

economically broken down or crushed. To break them down into suitable sizes will involve

essential to allow it to be transported by conveyor through the penstock tunnel and thus avoid

hydraulic breakers and hence significant additional cost, particularly when there will be nearly 1

multiple vehicle movements on the public roads. The compaction factor is therefore considered

million m³ of material to deal with. As a result compaction in the new slate tips will not be

achievable and, as described above, the contingency capacity in the waste tips is well able to

practical, the voids ratio of the material being very much higher than that of the graded material in

accommodate the excess excavation arisings. Further, as noted above, the Applicant has

the compacted dam.

committed to maintain arisings at the capacity of the excess slate mounds.

A compaction factor of 1.3 would never be achievable. It would be more likely, with larger rock to

The increase in the volume of the excess slate mounds is due entirely to the intention to increase

achieve a compaction factor of only 1 to 1.1. And yet the Applicant states in Vol 2A Ch4 para.

the size of the storage volume of the Development and the need, in particular, to excavate more

4.9.3

material from the Q6 quarry in addition to the advances in topographical survey data – this is

“To derive the figures above a bulking factor of 1.6 has been applied to all excavation and a

outlined in Chapter 3 Design Evolution and Alternatives of the ES (Doc Ref: 6.02). The design of

compaction factor of 1.3 has been applied to all material to be used in construction e.g. dams and the excess slate mounds was conceived to replicate, as far as possible, the existing waste tips in
order to minimise additional HGV movements on the surrounding roads while minimizing visual
excess slate mounds:”
This all serves to indicate that the statements made to compare the 2012 scheme to the 2015

impact.

larger scheme will be factually incorrect as the basic data on which they are based is incorrect:“Chapter 6 Landscape Character and Visual Amenity” 6.1.11 Due to more accurate mapping and
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modelling, the slate mounds are slightly bigger than those assessed in the 2012 assessment and
as a result Figures 6.4a, 6.4b and 6.4l have been updated. The change, however, is not
discernible and it is considered that the findings of the previous assessment remain unchanged.”
In fact the increases in reservoir size, both excavation and fill, combined with a correction of the
bulking and compaction factors will have a major effect on the findings of the ‘previous
assessment.’
Applying a bulking factor of 1.8 and a compaction factor of 1.1 to the figures in the above table
shows an increase from 520,000 m³ to 846,000 m³ for the volume of tips required just to cover
the Q1 and Q6 surplus material alone. Including the additional penstock surplus of 48,000 m³, the
new tips would therefore need to accommodate a total of 326,000 m³ + 810,000 m³ +48,000 m³ =
1,184,000 m³ of slate surplus material, 28% more than currently allowed for by the Applicant and
communicated to GAPS.
The Applicant’s Environmental Statement is insufficient to properly demonstrate the effects of his

The Applicant wishes to clarify that a new updated landscape and visual assessment has been

proposals on the environment and relies on minimum estimates and sweeping generalisations by

undertaken for the DCO application.

comparing it and using data from the 2012 scheme. For example:
“Chapter 6 Landscape Character and Visual Amenity”
6.1.11 Due to more accurate mapping and modelling, the slate mounds are slightly bigger than
those assessed in the 2012 assessment and as a result Figures 6.4a, 6.4b and 6.4l have been
updated. The change, however, is not discernible and it is considered that the findings of the
previous assessment remain unchanged.”
However, compacted crushed and graded slate is not the same material or appearance as the

The Applicant disputes this statement. The photomontages clearly show the dams and the use of

blocky slate that makes up the existing slate tips. The appearance of the exposed surface of the

slate on the faces. The use of slate and required reinstatement landscaping have been assessed

dam will be significantly different to the adjacent and new tips in perpetuity.

in the ASIDOHL using these photomontages. In addition, the final landscaping will have to be

“Vol2A Ch4 para 4.3.38 The rockfill will be visible in the ‘downstream’ face of the dam and will be

agreed with CADW as per the Landscape and Reinstatement Plan as required by DCO

generally similar in appearance to the existing slate mounds present in and around the

Requirement 7.

development. Excess rock material will be available for additional landscaping works in the areas
surrounding the reservoirs.”
This statement is therefore untrue and the ‘additional landscape works’ referred to above have

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_WED6_01

5-26

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

not been defined or considered in the ASIDOHL.
It is difficult to believe that the Applicant has managed to arrive to this stage of the project with so

The Applicant does not agree with this statement. The assessments reported in the 2012 ES

little essential information. As a result the Applicant’ s Environmental Statement is insufficient to

have been updated and reassessed and reported in the 2015 ES (Doc Ref: 6.02). It is also

properly demonstrate the effects of his proposals on the environment and relies on minimal

incorrect to state that the 2012 scheme proposed an open cut penstock. Chapter 3 of the 2012

estimates, generic descriptions and sweeping generalisations in comparing it to the 2012

ES (and again in Chapter 3 of the 2015 ES) clearly states that the open cut penstock was

scheme. (Although beyond the scope of this Examination, it would appear that the 2012 scheme

discounted prior to the submission of the application, and through agreement with statutory

itself now justifies reappraisal as just the changes from open cut penstock to drill and blast alone

consultees. The approved scheme was consented on the basis of an underground penstock.

will need to be fully reconsidered)
Penstock Conveyor System

The Applicant has no intention of transporting the excess material from Q6 to Q1 by road. As

The Applicant has relied upon the transport of surplus slate waste from Q6 to Q1 by operating a

stated previously this will be undertaken by temporary conveyor installed in the penstock tunnel.

conveyor belt system to carry the surplus slate waste from the Q6 to the Q1 area and also use a

It is acknowledged that such conveyor systems are relatively rare in construction projects but,

conveyor system for moving slate onto the new slate tips. There is no information about how this

conversely, the systems required are not uncommon in mining and mineral extraction

will operate or any specification for the conveyor equipment.

applications.

However Table 4-2 ‘Indicative Construction Programme’ suggests that the transfer will take place
over a 6 month period following the lining of the tunnel (Year 3 Quarters 1 and2). Even using the
Applicant’s own Table 4-1 figures for the quantity of surplus rock, there is 650,000 m³ of slate to
be moved. At 110,000 m³ per month, or 3,666 m³ per day, this equates to 366 HGVs (times 2 for
the return trip) of 20T HGVs per 12 hour day carrying the surplus via the public road through
Waunfawr, unless an on-site Q6 to Q1 access road is constructed. Using the higher bulk factor of
1.8 this figure would be even higher by a further 5.5% .
In Vol2B ch13, Noise and Vibration, the Applicant correctly states

Surface construction works are restricted to daytime hours, as secured in Requirement 12(1) of

‘13.9.10 During the Q6 tailpond construction, a crusher unit, graders and excavators at

the draft DCO, with the exceptions detailed in 12(2)(b).

unscreened locations provide the greatest contribution to the predicted NSR noise levels.’
It follows that this work, including the surface loading and site transport of slate waste should only
be carried out during the daytime working hours and operation of the conveyor system will need
to be restricted accordingly.
It is clear that the viability of the conveyor belt system is fully examined as its operation is crucial
to the validity of the Environmental Statement. Without the Penstock conveyor the only way of
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transporting the slate surplus will be by the ‘Green Road’.
Slate is an inherently sharp material and prone to cutting belts. It is classified as a Class 3

Noted. The Applicant wishes to clarify that the waste material will not generally be loaded onto

material for conveyor transport and the size of the pieces of slate, in an as-dug condition, will be

the conveyors in an “as dug” condition.

highly variable and generally well in excess of 300mm across. This cannot be fed onto the belt
very easily as simple hoppers will ‘wedge up easily’. Any conveyor belting required for this work
will need to be steel reinforced to minimise tearing however high wear rates on the rubber
surface will still occur during loading and transport. This will increase the frequency of
replacement and maintenance significantly.
There has been no assessment of how the conveyor will be powered but it is clear that a full

The Applicant agrees that it is likely that the conveyor will likely be made up of a number of

conveyor belt of 1500m length and 20% grade will require a major power system to propel it.

sections with overlaps.

Underground conveyor belts of this length AND grade are exceptionally rare. The length would
not be an issue if access in the event of a breakdown along the belt length was easy. A torn or
broken belt would require the belt to be cleared, repaired and re-tensioned, a particularly difficult
task in the confines of a tunnel. The conveyor belt will take up a not inconsiderable part of the
tunnel floor. If it not continuous, it will require vertically overlapping belts and additional power
units which increase the belt angle and reduce headroom.
There is no description of how the conveyor is to be loaded but the programme shows that the

The Applicant can confirm that it is envisaged that the conveyor will run up the temporary access

Power House shaft has already been lined and is being fitted out with turbines. The only access

tunnel. The function of the temporary access tunnel is to allow the power house shaft and the

is therefore down the 60m deep shaft upstream of the power house. It is patently unsafe to drop

tailrace tunnel to be constructed on an independent timeline from the penstock thus avoiding the

material this distance when there are operatives working below to load it onto a conveyor the end

issue suggested.

of which must be protected inside the tunnel. These surface works are only permitted during the
daytime so the conveyor will therefore be required to carry approximately 300 m³ or 600T per
hour.
There is no description of how the slate waste is to be recovered from the Q1 end of the penstock The Applicant can confirm that the material arriving at Q1 will be transported either by further
yet Table 4-2 ‘Indicative Construction Programme’ shows that the dam and infrastructure works

conveyor system or by vehicle up the temporary access ramp over the dam site. It is not

at Q1 are already complete. Furthermore it describes the ‘Placement of excess material in new

necessary or intended to use the Q1 access shaft for this purpose.

slate mounds’ at Q1 as already completed whilst only half the material has been moved from Q6

The construction programme is indicative, in acknowledgement that a highly complex civil

by conveyor. The only way for the material to be recovered will be by another vertical elevator in

engineering project such as this will depend to some considerable degree on the skills and
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the 60 metre deep Q1 access shaft. The timescale of this project has been significantly

experience of the PC appointed. It is envisaged that the PC will define the programme to optimise

underestimated by the simple wording of the construction processes and the avoidance of

construction efficiency and minimise delays to critical path items. However, the indicative

detailed engineering methodology.. The programme shown in Table 4-2 is not only impractical

programme has been based on rates of progress achieved on similar projects elsewhere and, as

but highly optimistic.

such, is considered a reasonable estimate of overall construction duration while acknowledging
that individual sequencing and activity durations may vary within the overall timescale.

The process of using a conveyor to transport the surplus slate is only as strong as its weakest

Please see above

link. Every aspect of this process is fraught with unresolved technical difficulties from its
extensive installation to its hazardous operation. The proposal will require substantial justification
if the likelihood of a huge increase in road traffic through Waunfawr is to be avoided, the scheme
proven as viable.
It is almost as if an application is being made to build a tower block using a helicopter. Yes it can

The Applicant notes that the conclusion opposite is based on at least three misconceptions as

be possible, but no, this is not how projects are carried out. The Applicant is suggesting that the

follows:

‘Principal Contractor’ will be content to
1) excavate material from the shafts, tunnels and reservoirs and load it into large dump trucks

1. That excess material will be moved via the vertical shafts at Q1 and Q6. As described
above this is not the case.

2) carry it to a temporary stockpile (where is this to be on an already highly confined site?) until

2. That a haul road between Q1 and Q6 is achievable.

he has accumulated the best part of 1.5million tons.

3. That the Applicant wants to complete the project for the least envisionable cost

3) reload it and transport to the temporary shaft where he has spent considerable time and
money installing 1500m of heavy duty conveyor complete with 60m high elevators

The Applicant has chosen this laborious and expensive method of constructing the Development

4) reload it at the other end into dump trucks or onto more conveyors

to minimise the potential detrimental impacts associated with the scheme’s construction.

5) deposit it in tips
With the construction of a temporary direct haul road from Q6 to Q1 means the PC can avoid
steps 3, 4 and 5 completely and save many £millions, save time, reduce noise and eliminate
huge project risk.
Although the Noise assessment for this project includes the noise from vehicles, crushers and

Surface construction works are restricted to daytime hours, as secured in Requirement 12(1) of

machinery, there is no mention of the noise generated when a lorry full of slate waste tips its

the draft DCO, with the exceptions detailed in 12(2)(b).

load. The villages of Bethesda and Mynydd Llandegai overlook the Penrhyn Quarry, the biggest

Once the Primary Contractor has been appointed, a detailed construction noise and vibration

operational quarry in Gwynedd. The noise that affects the residents is not the noise of wheels or

assessment will be undertaken, based on the proposed working methods and plant schedule.
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engines, but the sound of slate waste being tipped or loaded in wagons. With the Applicants

The tipping of waste material will be fully addressed in this detailed assessment.

current proposals this surface operation will occur hundreds of times a day more often with the
stockpile/conveyor than with the direct haul of material from dig to tip. It is an activity that should
not be allowed to be carried on outside of normal daylight working hours.
An alternative access road as indicated as a feasible option in the first part of this submission, will The Applicant has provided extensive comments on the alternative access and refers the
be the first thing a Principal Contractor will seek to construct. It should be explored fully and

Respondent to these.

properly assessed within this application.
More information is essential if informed judgements on the suitability of this project are to be
made.
Penstock Excavation

The Applicant does not agree that the tunnel construction is impractical. The Applicant notes that

The services of Consultant Mr David Hobson were requested as it was clear that the drill and

the graded tunnel was designed not just as it is possible to use such a tunnel, but also to avoid

blast excavation of the penstock tunnel was impractical because of its 1:5 gradient. Mr Hobson’s

significant adverse effects to the environment from any above ground features but also to avoid

was selected because of his knowledge and long experience in tunnelling design and

the transportation of excess material from Q6 to Q1 by road. The conveyor system with the

construction. General research supported this argument and it was apparent that driving the

current penstock configuration avoids the requirement for any movement of excess slate to Q1 by

tunnel from only two faces, at Q1 and by the Power House, was not necessarily the manner in

road and through the village of Waunfawr. Whilst other configurations may be possible as

which ‘the Principal Contractor’ would wish to carry the operation out. On schemes of this size it

outlined by the Respondent, these would involve a vertical conveyor to a considerable depth, the

would be expected that a considerable amount of discussion with tunnelling consultants and

installation and subsequent removal of such conveyor equipment and the use of specialized

contractors would alreadt have taken place. The tunnelling and lining methods, access and

engineering and design without any damage to the penstock shaft. This would increase the

service requirements, muck disposal arrangements and programme and costs should have been

programme of the Development and also drive up capital construction costs making it an unviable

finalised in principle, if for no other reason but to determine the real environmental effects of the

option. Therefore the Applicant considers the current configuration of the penstock to be

project.

appropriate.

This information combines to create a full picture of what will happen not only below ground, but
also above.
In 1977, I was the Project Engineer on the Dinorwig PSS Diversion Tunnel which carries the Afon

The comments from the Respondent are noted and it is agreed that other measures could be

Nant Peris around the south shore of Llyn Peris. As a 6m wide horseshoe section tunnel driven

introduced to reduce construction costs and complexity. However, the Applicant wishes to avoid,

by drill and blast, it was constructed with the benefit of a central access enabling the tunnel to be

wherever possible, environmental impact on the surface above the penstock and has therefore

driven from 4 faces thus halving the excavation time compared to only using two. At 6.5m

opted to exclude a central access shaft.

diameter and 2100m length, the Diversion Tunnel was very similar to the proposed Penstock
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Tunnel in length and size but without the steep gradient. Accessing and driving a tunnel from the
centre as well as both ends significantly reduces forced ventilation, service requirements,
transport and cycle times whilst increasing production rates. The additional excavation faces
allow early lining installation to take place at one end whilst blasting continues from the other.
Furthermore the effects of any delay, due perhaps to adverse ground conditions or equipment
breakdown, would only affect one face.
Excavation at the other faces would continue, thus increasing programme certainty. Given that
the Applicant considers this part of the works as critical it would be appropriate for the Glyn
Rhonwy scheme to have considered the possibility of a central shaft to open up an additional
excavation face for the programme benefits alone.
As identified by Mr Hobson’s statement, there are additional difficulties in driving a steep 20%

The comments are noted and are addressed above. The Applicant notes that while it is true to

grade tunnel, particularly Health and Safety, vehicle operations, drainage, ventilation and muck

say that steeper tunnels are generally avoided there are a number of examples of hydro tunnels

removal, issues that appear to have been totally un-assessed or underestimated by the

at this gradient. The Applicant notes that the alternative of having a shallow gradient tunnel to an

Applicant. It is very rare to find a tunnel of this size and length being constructed at this grade in

underground turbine hall fed by a vertical high pressure shaft was considered and rejected due to

this day and age. In Norway, where the construction of hydro-electric schemes is commonplace,

the requirement to have multiple entry tunnels for emergency access and ventilation in addition to

the designs and methods now employed deliberately reduce the gradients to about 10%.

the requirement for movement of material from Q6 to Q1.

It is therefore essential to reduce the grade of the penstock and this would normally be done with
a shaft, in this case of maybe of around 8m diameter driven downwards from the surface to
intersect the line of the penstock. The gradient of the penstock can then be reduced to say a
nominal 10% enabling conventional wheeled tunnelling equipment to be employed and a second
face opened up to drive the tunnel down to the turbine end.
The optimum location of this shaft, which will need an access road, services, winding gear etc.

The Applicant has no further comments on this point.

offices and welfare facilities, would probably be one third of the distance down the Penstock. The
increased rock cover on the high pressure side of the shaft would enable a reduction in the
necessary length of steel lining required in the HP tunnel. The Applicant has anticipated over half
the tunnel 750m would otherwise require lining.
A drawing illustrating the use of such a shaft to reduce tunnel grades to 10% is attached as
‘Alternative Penstock Arrangement’ and a photo-drawing showing its surface position.
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As the difficulty of driving a steep tunnel has not been properly investigated by the Applicant his

The Applicant has no further comments on this point.

Environmental Statement does not include the significant effects of such a shaft and the essential
access route to service it with plant and materials. Clearly this will also impact on the viability of
the conveyor system discussed above.
However on 14th June 2016, I met with the Senior Archaeological Planning Officer, Ashley

The Applicant cannot comment on the proceedings at a meeting that neither the Applicant nor its

Batten to discuss the possibility of a route for an access road between Q1 and Q6 avoiding

consultant team attended.

archaeological features. In the discussion Mr. Batten indicated that ‘the possible need for the

The Applicant notes the Respondent’s reporting of his discussions with Mr Ashley Batten and that

construction of an access shaft and access road on the line of the penstock between Q1 and Q6

the construction of the access shaft and access road to be unacceptable. This supports the

would be highly unlikely to be acceptable, particularly if it involved any raised structures above

Applicant’s decision not to propose an intermediate shaft.

ground level.’ This indicates the sensitivity of HLCQ 6.
This therefore suggests that the only way of achieving workable grades for the penstock will be a
significant increase in the depth of the Q1 access shaft to 150 metres. This in turn will require a
150m high vertical elevator to carry the 1.5 million tons of surplus slate blocks. This method
needs a detailed investigation as to its feasibility and how such a system will operate as it is
pivotal to the fundamental construction processes and outcomes laid out in the Environmental
Statement and associated reports.
ES Vol 2B Ch12 12.2.4 “The traffic for the construction effect has been based upon the
construction methodology and information provided relating to numbers of workers onsite and
types, sizes and numbers of any larger abnormal loads to the site.”
There is clear evidence that statements such as this will not reflect reality if the project were to
move to construction.
Mr. Hobson’s statement throws considerable doubt as to the practicality and safety of

By way of summary, the Applicant acknowledges that there are engineering challenges but has

constructing the penstock tunnel at a 1:5 gradient. Although theoretically possible, in a properly

deliberately selected the Development arrangement to avoid, reduce or mitigate any likely

and coherently engineered scheme this would not be the chosen option. It is therefore essential

significant effects. The Development has been through an extensive design evolution process

that the Applicant demonstrates the viability and methodology of how the penstock is to be driven

since the start of the approved scheme in 2011, and a significant amount of baseline data has

without additional shafts, and that this is properly considered in the light of the operation of the

been collated in that time which has refined and defined the Development as submitted for DCO

conveyor and access across the site. By this stage of a project, particularly one of such size and

consent. This has been supplemented with increased topographical data, laser scanning of the

complexity, it is insufficient to state that these crucial matters are to be the responsibility of the

quarries, bathymetry, ground investigation and engineering design including the review from a
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Principal Contractor.

Panel Engineer with respect to the Reservoirs Act.

In summarising both this submission and Mr. Hobson’s statement, there has been insufficient

The Environmental Statement (Doc ref: 6.02) does not consider effects of above tunnel

information provided by the Applicant to demonstrate that his tunnelling and surplus rock removal

operations because there are no such operations planned with the exception of the potential

methods can achieve his project aims without significant changes that impact on the

secondary ground investigation. The effects of other underground excavations have been

environment. Considerably more information is required in order that an informed decision can be considered in the Environmental Statement.
fairly made at this Examination. The Environmental Statement is incomplete as it does not
identify the significant effects of above tunnel operations during tunnelling, lining and surplus
slate transfers in and out of the Penstock. It also fails to provide any engineering basis for the
critical operations of tunnelling, lining and the loading, unloading and operation of the conveyor
system at a 1:5 gradient within the lined 4.5m diameter Penstock.
It is unlikely that the construction of the Penstock Tunnel by drill and blast can be achieved

The Applicant has no further comments to this point which have not already been addressed

without the introduction of a deeper shaft partway along its length for both practical construction

above.

and programme reasons. This will also require a sophisticated conveyor system, an access road
through the quarry, the construction of which will relieve Waunfawr of the threat of HGVs in
numbers greater than those forecast by the Applicant and offer him the flexibility he clearly
needs.
In the light of the forgoing submissions a complete reappraisal of the engineering practicality of
tunnel excavations, slate disposal, conveyor system and access road routes should be carried
out so that the full environmental effects of this substantial and visually significant scheme can be
properly assessed.

Mike Vitkovitch also submitted a review of the design and construction methods for the penstock tunnel prepared by David Hobson, a Chartered Civil and Tunnelling Engineer, as well as Mr
Hobson’s CV which has not been included here. The following section addresses this submission.
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

I have been a Consultant Engineer working on the design and construction of major tunnelling

Noted

projects in the UK and overseas utilizing the processes of TBM, drill and blast, sprayed concrete
support, segmental and in-situ concrete linings for more than 30 years. I am a Fellow of the
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Institution of Civil Engineers and the Chartered Institution of Water and Environmental
Management
I have specifically been involved in drill and blast tunnelling for hydro schemes in the UK and
Laos and for transportation tunnels in the UK and China
Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Scheme

Noted.

I have reviewed the Environmental Statement and drawings supplied with the Application for the
Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Scheme and make the following observations.
The Application provides only basic information on the proposed penstock and shafts required for
the project and provides little consideration of the risk and health and safety aspects of tunnelling
in such conditions. The concern is that very little advice on tunnel construction has been obtained
from knowledgeable tunnel design or construction sources.
Drawing 2.06.4 “Indicative Elevations & Section of Penstock Inlet / Outlet Configuration” details

The penstock intake does not pass through the upper dam but, rather, is located at the other side

the penstock intake through the upper dam showing a 61.5m deep 6m diameter concrete lined

of the reservoir. This is shown on the drawing as referred to.

shaft.
Drawing 2.06.5 “Indicative Elevations & Section of Penstock Configuration” provide cross section

No comment required.

of the penstock from intake to the turbine house as a circular 4.5m diameter concrete lined
tunnel. The level is shown dropping from approximately 334m down to a level of 57m over an
approximate length of 1420m. This equates to a gradient of approximately 19.5%. The length
between access shaft centres is approximately 1410m.
The information on this tunnel is given in the Environmental Statement Vol2A Ch 4 ‘Project
Description’ Section 4.4 Description and Construction of Penstock and Tailrace’.
I confine this note to these elements only, and in particular the tunnel gradient and length. The

No comment required.

tunnel grade of 20% is very challenging and there is little discussion on the practicality and safety
of tunnelling at such grades. Basic aspects such as the difficulty in mucking out on inclined
tunnels leads to the conclusion that TBM tunnelling is not practical without very specialised
equipment.
Furthermore the relatively total length of TBM drive is far too short to make the provision,
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installation and removal of a tunnel boring machine an economic option. If the length was
approaching 3km then the TBM may start to become viable. I understand that the developer has
recognised the limitations of a TBM for this project and has settled for drill and blast.
The tunnel profile shown on drawing 2.06.5 is somewhat unusual with a narrow invert and

Mr Hobson’s opinion is noted.

practically represents a horseshoe cross-section with a consequential increase in face area,
muck volume and drilling times. For a finished diameter of 4-4.5m the practical excavated tunnel
diameter would be around 6.5m. At this diameter round lengths of between 1-4m would be
expected depending on ground conditions and considering the unsupported stand up times of the
rock.
Drill and blast techniques can most certainly be used for the penstock excavation but there are

Mr Hobson’s opinion is noted.

also limits on maximum gradients for the plant required for every operation involved.
For example rail mounted equipment is limited to 2-3% with special equipment required for up to
6% grades, whereas wheeled vehicles can be found to work at 20% but practically fully loaded
spoil removal vehicles are limited to around 10-14%. There must be provision for arresting
runaway vehicles both up and downhill. The ventilation ducting carrying fresh air from the jet fans
to the tunnel face would for a tunnel of this size be 1.2 to 1.4m diameter. The fresh air would be
carried in bagging hanging down from the tunnel roof, thus restricting the available headroom and
size of plant used for spoil removal.
Whilst conveyors provide an option for muck removal they are reaching their operating limits at

Mr Hobson’s opinion is noted.

18-20%, depending on particle size and the presence of water. A conveyor system is a fixed
installation and restricts space and access on the tunnel floor. The use of conveyors does not
negate the need for vehicle transportation for personnel and materials, however a review of
practical examples of even specialist tunnel plant does not give significant precedent of operating
at such grades over long distances.
In the confined environs of a 6-6.5m tunnel there is insufficient width for passing vehicles so

Mr Hobson’s opinion is noted.

passing niches would be required and travel times will in any case become considerable as the
tunnel face progresses.
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The sequence of operations at the face of a tunnel of this size will be as follows:

The Applicant is in general agreement with the sequence proposed by Mr Hobson although

1) Drill 60 to 80 No holes up to 4m deep as blast holes using a wheeled multi-boom drill platform

would question the durations proposed for the individual activities. An average rate of progress

2) Charge the face with approximately 100Kg of explosives

at 5m per day is as assumed in the indicative programme.

3) Clear the equipment back at least 50metres (niches would be required at regular intervals to
part drilling plant and allow access for much removal, unless drilling plant was removed from the
tunnel each round, extending cycle times significantly.
4) Blast the face and carry out a visual inspection of the roof
5) Remove 250Tonnes of blasted material from the face to a point where it can be subsequently
removed from the tunnel. Scale the rock surface for loose material,
Carry out a geological survey of the exposed rock,
6) If necessary bring a mechanical breaker to the face to trim any underbreak from the walls and
invert.
7) Install 3 to 5m long temporary rockbolts using drill rig and access basket,
8) Bring in sprayed shotcrete equipment and supply concrete to the machine.
9) Remove all equipment and prepare for drilling the next round.
This cyclic operation could be achieved in a 24 hour turn-around time in good ground conditions
and without plant breakdowns. The progress of the tunnel excavation would therefore be a
maximum 3 to 3.5m per day without allowing for the subsequent installation of any permanent
lining, based in limitations on the numbers and timings of blasts per day.
The developer’s statement of 15m per day given in E.S Vol2A Ch 4 para 4.4.8 is highly doubtful
and his duration for this phase of the works highly optimistic.
As can be seen there are multiple operations all using wheeled equipment travelling up and down Agreed, ventilation will be via forced ventilation.
the tunnel. Ventilation is essential at all times and this is provided by large jet fans on the surface
which will run constantly throughout the construction of the tunnel until natural ventilation
commences with breakthrough. Surface compressors will also be running 24 hours a day to
provide power for most tunnel equipment and tunnel water pumps.
Although the developer contends that the entire tunnelling operation is underground he omits to
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mention the surface works required to support and maintain 24 hour operations underground.

Statement (Doc ref: 6.02). These activities will be conducted from within the confines of the

This includes the batching of shotcrete, supply of rockbolts and other materials and continuous

existing quarries.

fan and compressor operation together with the removal of excavated rock to tips.
It is obvious that the tunnel itself is a congested workplace which operates in a strict sequential

Agreed.

cycle. A breakdown in any single operation can delay the progress of the whole drive with no
opportunity to recover lost time.
Furthermore, not until all the tunnel has been excavated is it possible to commence the

It is acknowledged by the Applicant, and reflected in the Environmental Statement (Doc ref:

installation of a permanent lining. If it is to be a steel lining, as has been anticipated by the

6.02), that the underground excavation works will be undertaken on a 24 hour basis subject to

developer for the high pressure side of the tunnel, then this has to be installed working from one

agreement with Gwynedd Council as part of the agreed Construction Noise Management Plan

end of the tunnel to the other as one lining tube cannot pass through another. If a concrete lining

(as required by Requirement 6).

is to be formed instead of steel then vehicles will not be able to pass through the rail mounted
lining formwork at the proposed diameter of the tunnel.
In either case, a substantial amount of wet concrete will need to be transported along the tunnel
to be placed pumped behind the steel lining or the concrete lining formwork. As with the driving of
the tunnel this operation will become virtually impossible at a grade of 20% over the tunnel
lengths shown. Its 24 hour cycle will almost certainly demand 24 hour batching plant operation.
I would suggest that it is necessary to reduce the gradient of the tunnel if it is to be constructed

This alternative is noted but has not been adopted for the reasons explained above.

by drill and blast.
Because the top and bottom levels of the tunnel are fixed by the upper dam and the turbine hall
respectively, the only way in which the tunnel grade can be reduced to an acceptable working
figure is by the introduction of a drop shaft between the two. In many hydro-electric schemes this
is also the conventional way of separating the low pressure tunnel from the high pressure tunnel,
enabling a reduction in the length of high pressure lining required. The use of an intermediate
shaft also enables the penstock to be driven from an additional face, back to meet the drive
coming up from the turbine hall. The combined effect of this is to further reduce the risk of delays,
increase flexibility, particularly in respect of linings and the overall improvement of the
programme.
In my opinion, the penstock tunnel cannot realistically be driven without the need for this
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intermediate shaft driven from the ground level above the penstock. The location for this would
be no more than one third of the way down from the upper dam access shaft. The intermediate
shaft would be driven at the same time as the upper and lower penstock access shafts but to a
depth below ground level of around 200m. It would need a diameter in excess of the 6m nominal
tunnel size, probably at around 8 to 10m. Gradients on the penstock could then be reduced to a
manageable 10 % for the low pressure section and 10% for the High Pressure.
At the Dinorwic Pumped Storage Scheme, this intermediate shaft was also used as the ‘surge

The Applicant notes that a surge shaft is not included within the design. The turbine is, instead,

shaft’.

lowered to counteract surge.

Although the ES Vol 2A ch4 para 4.4.12 makes a passing reference to the effects of pressure

We refer the Respondent to the above points. This has been considered in the design of the

surge, the document makes no attempt to consider the implications thereof. On a scheme of this

penstock lining, the positioning of the pump turbine and the startup and closure times on the

size pressure surges caused by the daily opening and closing of penstock valves to start and

valving. Requirement 5 of the DCO relates to the detailed design of the Development which must

stop the water flow are considerable but easily estimated. The surges are independent of the

be agreed with Gwynedd Council prior to works commencing.

design of the turbines. However the use of an intermediate shaft for this purpose requires that the
surge shaft must be able to hold water at the same level as the upper reservoir. In the case of the
Glyn Rhonwy scheme this would not be possible without a very tall tower structure, a clearly
impractical solution. For this reason the intermediate shaft will need to be capped on completion
of the scheme. Furthermore, a surge shaft should ideally be located as close to the penstock
turbine valves as possible as it is from there that the pressure wave originates.
In the case of Glyn Rhonwy, this means that some form of ‘surge chamber’ would need to be
excavated underground and this would need to be lined in the same manner as the High
Pressure shaft to which it is connected.
Whilst there are other options such as unlined underground surge chambers, it is questionable
whether they would be effective in this geology and rock cover.
These are critical considerations for time and cost and I find it most unusual that these matters

As above

have not been adequately considered and included within the Developer’s design at this stage of
the project. This would normally have been included within the Feasibility Study for such a
Scheme.
A key aspect of delivering underground works in the UK is early consideration of safe working
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conditions during the construction, operation and demolition of the scheme. This is fundamental

the timescale assessed. The method of working will be agreed with the PC when appointed and

to complying with the CDM regulations and also the guidance for Risk Management in

as per Requirement 5 of the DCO. This will, clearly, have to satisfy all safety considerations.

Underground Works issued by the insurance industry in collaboration with the British Tunnelling
Society. As such I suggest the proposer is asked to provide details to justify the advance rates,
safety of working at such steep inclines (with precedents) risk of extending the construction
period due to the optimistic rates put forward and details of how, during operation, transient
pressures are mitigated in the simplistic layout proposed. Without this, on first view, with the
limited information available, the impact on the environs of the scheme with regard to disruption
during construction due to noise, dust and vehicle movements appears to have been significantly
underestimated.
If the assessment by the proposer concludes that an intermediate shaft is essential, as I fully
explained it probably will be, then the implications of this additional construction activity must be
fully assessed. Similarly if the option is to deepen the upstream access shaft significantly (which
may not address surge and confinement issues) and hence reduce the gradient of the tunnel
there consequences on schedule and impact must be fully assessed.
Conclusion

The Applicant acknowledges the suggestions made but, as stated, no surge shaft is required and

The proposer has failed to carry out a full assessment of the practicalities and implications of

it is not intended to deepen the intermediate shaft.

tunnelling the penstock required for this project. The location and levels of the upper and lower
reservoirs is fixed and this dictates the level of the turbines. The penstock is shown as a
hypothetical direct link between turbines and upper reservoir without a discussion of the
implications of the 19.5% average gradient shown. There has been no attempt to assess the
working methods or consider alternatives for the practical construction of the penstock.
As outlined above and in my opinion, this will require an intermediate drop shaft or deepening the
upstream shaft which owing to the topography and dam height, cannot then function efficiently as
a surge shaft.
Therefore the design for high pressure surge chambers adjacent to the turbines should also have
been included in the design submitted by the proposer.
Addressing these issue will have a significant effect on access, programme and environmental
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impact on the surrounding areas and therefore should be carefully considered.
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Natural Resources Wales

Natural Resources Wales have submitted comments on the applicant’s revised draft DCO (Version 5), responses to the ExA’s second written questions and comments on agenda items 6.6 and
11.1.
The following section addresses NRW’s comments on the revised draft DCO:
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

We provided comments on the draft DCO (revision 4) within our letter dated 13th May 2016, in

The Applicant can confirm that these were incorporated into Version 6 of the DCO (Doc Ref: 3.01

advance of the DCO hearing. The majority of these have not been acted upon in Version 5, and

Rev.6A) submitted at Deadline 5.

therefore our previous comments still apply. They are repeated here as follows (please note that
DCO references have been updated in light of other DCO amendments):
Requirement 9 (Water Management Plan)

This has been amended at Deadline 5, see the table of DCO amendments for Deadline 5

NRW is satisfied with the wording of this requirement, subject to the following:

(SPH_GREX_DCOD5_06)_

Requirement 9 (4) – the list of sampling suite parameters should include ‘turbidity (measured in
Nephelometric Turbidity Units NTUs)’.
Requirement 9 (5) (i) and (ii) – The stipulated timescales should be amended to ’12 months’
Requirement 9 (8) – Reference to ‘subsection 6’ is incorrect. This should read ‘subsection 7’
Requirement 9 (9) – Reference to ‘subsection 7’’ is incorrect. This should read ‘subsection 8’
Requirement 11 (Drainage)

This requirement (now numbered 10) was amended at Deadline 5,

Requirement 11 (2) – the ‘written details’ referred to have not been provided.

amendments for Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_06)

see the table of DCO

Requirement 11 (3) –, the sewerage undertaker (Dwr Cymru) should also be consulted if the foul
drainage is to be connected to the public sewer.
Requirement 23 (Excess Water Management Strategy)

This requirement (now numbered 16)

was amended at Deadline 5, see the table of DCO

Requirement 23(1) –The Excess Water Management Strategy controls discharge from the

amendments for Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_06)

development and is important in managing flood risk. This is a matter upon which NRW should
be consulted. Therefore, this provision should include ‘in consultation with NRW’.
Schedule 8 (Discharge of Requirements)
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The Statement of Common Ground between the applicant and NRW details at 5.1.2 that the
provisions of the draft DCO relating to the Discharge of Requirements are agreed between the
applicant and NRW. This was based upon the applicant’s revision 3 to the draft DCO, with the
provisions in question detailed under Schedule 9. However, the applicant has issued a further
revision to the draft DCO (revision 5) incorporating substantive amendments to the Schedule
(which has been re-numbered, now being Schedule 8).
The amendment to paragraph 2(3) relates to ‘reasonable further information’ required by the

As set out in the table of DCO amendments for Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_DCOD5¬¬_06) the

relevant planning authority and provides that NRW upon being consulted must notify the relevant

Applicant notes NRW’s concern that the time period may be insufficient but considers that the

planning authority in writing within 5 business days specifying the further information required.

proposed change to an unspecified timescale is contrary to the objective of the changes made

This amendment is not acceptable to NRW in the absence at this time of further details of the

which were to provide clear and certain timescales. As however NRW have advised that they

nature and complexity of the information in question. Accordingly, NRW may not be in a position

may not be able to do this within the timeframe the Applicant has amended the time stipulate to

to provide such response within the stipulated timeframe. It is suggested that the wording should

21 days to allow a longer period for NRW to establish if further information is required. Schedule

be amended as follows ‘Where the consultee requires further information it must notify the

8 sub-paragragh 2(3) has been amended as follows:

relevant planning authority in writing specifying the further information required within a

(3) If the requirement indicates the consultation must take place with a consultee the relevant

reasonable timescale following receipt of consultation’.

planning authority must issue the consultation to the requirement consultee within 35 business
days of receipt of the application and in any event within 28 days of receipt of the application.
Where the consultee requires further information they must notify the relevant planning authority
in writing specifying the further information required within 5 business 21 days of receipt of the
consultation. The relevant planning authority must notify the undertaker in writing specifying any
further information requested by the consultee within 3 business days of receipt of such a
request. In the event the consultee does not require any further information, then they must
respond to the consultation within 2128 days from receipt of the consultation notification from the
relevant planning authority.

Our comments are also provided without prejudice to any decision NRW may make on any

Noted

application made to it by the applicant for an Environmental Permit under the Environmental
Permit Regulations 2010 (EPR), or Abstraction Licence under the Water Resources Act 1991.

The following section addresses NRW’s responses to the ExA’s second written questions:
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Question 1.15

The Applicant wishes to reiterate to NRW that all their comments made to date have been

ExA

incorporated into the Management Plans, and in other cases, additional measures have been

a) Please could GC and NRW comment on whether it would be helpful for it to be required that

volunteered. As the DCO Requirements require the Plans to be approved by Gwynedd Council

the following final plans incorporate the matters agreed during the examination:

in consultation with NRW, the Applicant and its appointed Principal Contractor will seek to



Common, Access Land and Public Rights of Way



Strategy [REP3-005]?



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]?



Schedule of Required Plans and Strategies [REP3-



024]?

incorporate any further measures specific to those plans as reasonably possible.

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?
NRW
a) – NRW advises that the versions of plans that contain changes agreed during the examination
period should be the plans to which the final DCO will apply.
b) – NRW has concerns because we wish to ensure that NRW’s representations are reflected in
the final plans
Question 1.16

NRW’s comments were responded to in detail at Deadline 5, see the table of DCO amendments

ExA

for Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_06)

Further to the discussions noted by the applicant [REP2- 011, question 8.10] and NRW [REP3032] 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
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plan) or Requirement 11 (drainage)?
NRW
We provided comments on the draft DCO (revision 4) within our letter dated 13th May 2016, in
advance of the DCO hearing. The majority of our comments have not been acted upon by the
applicant,
Question 1.25

Noted

ExA
Requirement 26(1) – decommissioning plan
Are GC and NRW content with the 124 years specified?
NRW
Although the Local Authority should lead on this point, 124 years appears reasonable.
Question 1.34

Noted

ExA
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?
NRW
The DSCO consent referred to is a consent under Section 28E of the Wildlife and Countryside
Act 1981. Section 28P(4)(a), of the Act provides that it is a reasonable excuse to carry out an
operation on a SSSI without consent if the operation in question is authorised by a planning
permission. In the event that the DCO is granted,
NRW would be satisfied that a separate DSCO consent would not be required.
Question 1.35

The Applicant has provided comments to this question and refers the Respondent to the

ExA

Applicant’s

a) Please respond to the matters relevant to the application for development consent raised by

SPH_GREX_WED5_01) which was submitted at Deadline 5

Responses

to

Written

Submissions

made

at

Deadline

4

(Doc

Oggy East [REP2- 049] in the form of comments on the applicant’s Discharge Consent
Supporting Statement, dated January 2016?
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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?
NRW
We are unable to respond to Mr East’s comments. The format that has been presented is difficult
to follow, and it would be useful for the representation to be resubmitted in a separate document,
rather than editing / adding to one of SPH’s submissions.
Any sampling issues will be relevant to the Environmental Permit application process and
necessary controls be written as conditions into an environmental permit.
Question 1.36

Noted

ExA
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?
NRW
The Afon Gwyrfai is a SAC and SSSI, Llyn Padarn is a SSSI – the assessment of any impact
from a discharge consent would be determined by NRW’s permitting function.
Question 1.37

a) The Applicant has referred to compliance with the provisions of the Reservoirs Act in a

ExA

number of previous responses (Applicants Responses to First Written Questions

a) Following NRW’s responses to the FWQ [REP2-047, questions 8.5 and 8.38] please could the

(SPH_GREX_FWQD2_01 Questions 2.8, 2.10 and 8.2) and multiple responses in Deadline 3

applicant outline how it intends to meet the requirements of the Reservoirs Act 1975 and what

Applicants Response to Written Representations (SPH_GREX_WED3_01)). The Act
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confidence can be provided that this is capable of being achieved?

stipulates how the final design, construction, operation and maintenance of the dams and

b) There is no reference to the Reservoir Act 1975 in the draft DCO [REP4-009]. Are there any

reservoirs must be implemented and monitored. The Act requires compliance through the

provisions/ requirements in the draft DCO [REP4-009] which relate to measures required under

appointment of a Construction Engineer by the Applicant.

the Reservoir Act 1975?

Once the construction phase has been completed, Inspecting and Supervising Engineers will

c) Is it intended to secure the Onsite Emergency Plan in the draft DCO [REP4-009] or would this

be appointed by the Operator. All these appointments must be made from the Panels

be secured by other means?

maintained by DEFRA/NRW in accordance with the Act and are Statutory requirements.

d) There is no reference to the Reservoir Act 1975 in the Other Consents and Licence Status

SPH’s consultants have a dedicated reservoir engineering team with in excess of 10

document [REP3- 024]. Should this be included in this Schedule to clarify how this sits alongside

engineers who are appointed on the Reservoirs Act panels. The due process for certification

the DCO consent and progress made/timescales for securing this consent?

of the reservoirs will be carried out as set out the Act. A Preliminary Certificate will be issued

e) Do NRW have any views on what information needs to be included in the draft DCO [REP4-

by the Construction Engineer under the Act once works have been carried out to his

009] and what information can be appropriately provided outside of the DCO process in respect

satisfaction and capable of impounding water safely. It is only on the issue of the Preliminary

to compliance with the Reservoir Act 1975?

Certificate that water can be impounded within the reservoirs.

NRW

A Final Certificate will be issued within 3 – 5 years upon the completion of the works to the

b) Reservoirs - The requirements of the Reservoirs Act 1975 remain extant and separate to the
DCO. The Reservoirs Act 1975 includes provision for Ministers to direct reservoir undertakers to
produce onsite plans, however this has not been implemented as a statutory regulation and
remains best practice. The DCO may therefore include the requirement to produce an onsite
emergency flood plan, which should be specified, reviewed and certified by an All Reservoirs
Panel Engineer as satisfactory. See also item (c).

satisfaction of the Construction Engineer.
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.
e) 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.

c) Reservoirs - The Flood Consequence Assessment, p31 states: “An appropriate emergency
plan will be developed in conjunction with the EAW and GC to ensure that an effective and
coordinated response to any emergency can be implemented to further mitigate the potential
consequences of such an event.” It is Natural Resources Wales that is the relevant body (having
assumed the functions of EAW) with respect to this.
Within requirement 6 of the draft DCO, requires an emergency response and flood risk
management plan prior to any development. The CoCP appears to relate to managing
emergency and flood risks to mitigate the impachts of construction works, rather than ongoing
risk management during the lifetime of the development.
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The DCO should underpin the best practice element of producing onsite emergency flood plans
by including a requirement for the reservoir undertakers to produce an onsite emergency flood
plan, the specification of which should be agreed by a qualified civil engineer within the meaning
of the Reservoirs Act. Further, the completed onsite plan should be reviewed and certified as
satisfactory by an All Reservoirs Panel Engineer. The requirement should also consider the need
for periodic review of the plan.
d) The Reservoirs Act 1975 prescribes minimum standards to be implemented by undertakers in
the construction, supervision, inspection, monitoring, maintenance, abandonment and
discontinuance of large raised reservoirs. The requirements of the Reservoirs Act 1975 remain
extant independent of the Planning Act 2008 and other statutory regimes.
e) Further to comments made under items (c) & (d) above, the DCO should include a
requirement for the production of an onsite plan as described, and direct the undertaker to
comply with that the Reservoirs Act 1975.
Question 2.6

Noted

ExA
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
As we advised previously in the process, while we welcome the ordnance management strategy,
this is outside our remit and therefore we are not able to comment on the adequacy of the
strategy.
Question 2.10

Noted

ExA
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
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covered appropriately.
NRW
Agreed
Question 3.10

Noted and agreed

ExA
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?
NRW
Yes. The Traeth Lafan / Lavan Sands Conwy Bay SPA conclusions would be the same.
Question 3.11

Noted

ExA
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?
NRW
Yes. They are listed as requirements within the draft DCO.
Question 3.12

We refer NRW to the comments provided to the ExA in response to the Rule 7 request.

ExA
The updated NSER [REP1-001, paragraph 4.2.22 and footnote D of corresponding matrix]
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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.
NRW
a) NRW's permitting function states that the applicant has withdrawn its permit applications
because it had not provided sufficient information for NRW to continue with its permitting process.
b) While the Secretary of State’s Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the project as a
whole may have some reliance on the permitting system to ensure compliance with the Habitats
Regulations (The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010), before granting any
permit that would allow the discharge of water into the Afon Gwyrfai a Llyn Cwellyn SAC, NRW’s
permitting function would have to undertake its own HRA and if necessary impose appropriate
conditions.
c) As stated for a), (above) the applicant has withdrawn its permit applications. Therefore
currently there is an impediment to NRW’s ability to grant a consent.
Question 3.13
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ExA

Receptors as follows:

In its response to the FWQ [REP2-047, question 3.6] regarding indirect impacts on lesser

BS 6472-2 states that "Accurate prediction of air overpressure (from blasting) is almost

horseshoe bats linked to the Glynllifon SAC, NRW agreed with the with the applicant’s

impossible due to the variable effects of the prevailing weather conditions and the large distances

assessment that ‘the impact of noise from blasting and drilling would not have a significant effect

often involved." Whilst not providing any specific air overblast limit, BS 6472-2 provides the

on the bats using the tunnels to be maintained as roosts’.

following information on acceptable overblast pressures: ‘Windows are generally the weakest

a) Please could the NRW comment on other potential indirect impacts on the bats using the

parts of a structure exposed to air overpressure. Research by the United States Bureau of Mines

tunnels as well as due to noise from blasting and drilling (including vibration, air overpressure and has shown that a poorly mounted window that is pre-stressed can crack at around 150 dB(lin),
with most windows cracking at around 170 dB(lin). Structural damage would not be expected at
lighting) and as well as the maintenance of the tunnels as roosts (including foraging)?
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

air overpressure levels below 180 dB(lin).’
The ES Noise Chapter recommends that: an air overblast [overpressure] limit at Noise Sensitive
Receptors should follow the guidance provided within BS 6472-2 (120 - 150 dB (lin)) and be
agreed upon with Gwynedd Council.

conclusion of no LSE?

There is little published information about the impacts of air over pressure on bats. However, a

d) Is NRW (still) satisfied that the measures are appropriately secured in the draft DCO [REP4-

number of studies have shown that non tactile stimuli (including vibration) have little effect on

009]?
NRW
a) We don’t have significant concerns regarding blasting and drilling on lesser horseshoe bats,
although we don’t have any information regarding the potential effects of ‘air overpressure’. The
applicants will have to demonstrate that this will not have an effect on the bats, or other protected

torpid bats whereas handling bats or human presence within hibernacula present a more serious
threat (Speakman et. al, 1991; Hutson and Mickleburgh, 1988; Stebbings, 1969; Swift, 1998).
Tunnels 1 and 2 at Q1 and Tunnel 6 near the penstock will have bats excluded prior to works (as
per the approved Bat License). There will be no impact from air over pressure on bats at these
tunnels, as they will have been excluded from the tunnels.

species. There should be no light illumination of the roost tunnels or the direct flight paths to and

Tunnels 11, 11a, 12, 13, and 14 at Q6 will have bats excluded prior to works (as per Bat

from the tunnels.

License). There will be no impact from air over pressure on bats at these tunnels, as they will

b) We are content with the level of detail provided on the mitigation/enhancement measures for
lesser horseshoe bats.
c) The measures concerned are not required to reach a conclusion of no likely significant effect
on any European sites.
d) Yes – these are detailed within Chapter 18 (Schedule of Mitigation), will be part of the Habitat

have been excluded from the tunnels.
As per ground borne vibration impacts discussed in the Bat License it is anticipated that air
overpressure impacts are likely to be insignificant in retained Tunnels 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9 , 15, 16 and
17 due to the distances (given below) between the tunnels and blasting and the limits on air
overpressure recommended in the ES, 2015, Chapter 13.

Management Plan which is part of requirement 6, Code of Construction Practice, and are also
covered separately by an appropriate European Protected Species licence.
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Tunnel

Distance from Q1 (m)

Distance from Q6 (m)

3

517

885

4

871

562

5

948

493

7

1215

164

8

1221

159

9

1309

94

15

1814

193

16

2037

410

17

485

915

Number

Considering exclusion of bats prior to works, available information on non-tactile disturbance
impacts to hibernating bats and proposed limits to the extent of air over pressure, it is considered
likely that air-over pressure will not impact hibernating bats.
Question 3.14

The Applicant has been in liaison with the protected species licensing team over the variation and

ExA

an application will be submitted before Deadline 6.

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?
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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? 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.
NRW
b) No, this does not affect NRW’s view given in 3.13c above.
c) Without receiving a variation application, we cannot give any certainty to granting any variation
to the existing licence.
Question 3.15

Noted

ExA
Please could NRW provide comments on the updated NSER and screening matrices at deadline
6?
NRW
Noted.
Question 3.19

Noted

ExA
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?
NRW
Yes, subject to any necessary mitigation measures relevant to the CoCP (Breeding Bird Method
Statement).
Question 3.20
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ExA
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]?
NRW
Yes, NRW are content with the provisions for recommencement surveys and tree replacement
included in the Outline CoCP.
Question 3.23

Noted

ExA
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) Please could the applicant clarify the securing mechanism for the need for a tree survey?
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?
NRW
(c) NRW will only have a view on tree replacement if it is relevant to species licencing matters.
Question 3.24

Noted

ExA
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 [REP2013]?
b) If the applicant intends to carry out works in the specified sensitive periods, should this be
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agreed in advance with NRW and GC?
c) Please could GC and NRW comment?
NRW
(c) We request to be notified of any works which deviate from what had been specified in the
outline CoCP and supporting plans. Works that could adversely affect bats during the hibernation
period (mid-winter) should be avoided. Works that could affect birds during the bird nesting
period should be avoided.
Question 3.26

The Applicant submitted the CoCP at Deadline 2 as an Appendix to Question 2.28 for the ExA

ExA

First Written Questions (Doc Ref: SPH_GREX_FWQD2_01) which included the Breeding Bird

In its SoCG with the applicant [REP3-010, ID 3.I.1] NRW agreed that the applicant’s approach to

Method Statement.

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]?
NRW
NRW have not been consulted on a draft Breeding Bird Method Statement but production of this
document is a requirement within the draft DCO and as Gwynedd Council will be required to
consult NRW on the CoCP and incorporated plans, we anticipate that relevant mitigation
measures will be secured through this process
Question 4.2

The Applicant wishes to clarify that the route of the grid connection was included within the

ExA

Environmental Statement (Doc Ref: 6.02) as Figure 4.14 as outlined in Chapter 4 Project

Further to its response to the FWQ [REP2-047, question 4.1(a) and 4.9] please could NRW

Description section 4.7.

comment on the cumulative landscape and visual impact with an underground grid connection?

Chapter 17 Cumulative Effects, paragraphs 17.8.1 to 17.8.9, provide details of the potential
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NRW

construction method, route, location and potential effects on receptors. This includes impacts on

The Environmental Statement provides only very brief information on the proposed grid

trees and vegetation which is assessed as being temporary negligible to minor adverse. The

connection. We can therefore only provide outline comments on the underground grid connection

Applicant confirms that this grid connection will be underground.

referred to and its potential for significant cumulative landscape and visual effects.

The grid connection will be subject to its own planning permission, an application for which will be

The route indicated on Figure 1.14 appears to be entirely along roadways but with a potential

submitted to Gwynedd Council by the end of July 2016.

deviation “to the north of the A4086 on the footpath along the southern bank of Llyn Padarn, prior
to joining the Glyn Rhonwy Industrial Estate roads”. The route of this deviation is not mapped and
there is no information as to the working width required for cable installation or of possible
mitigation methods. Therefore, other than to say that there may be some impact upon trees if this
option is selected, its landscape and visual impact is unclear.
For the option to place the underground grid connection within the public highway, assuming that
all operations are within the carriageway and that consequently visible structures, trees and other
tall vegetation would not be markedly altered, this option is likely to help maintain the landscape
integrity of the valley both within local views and more distant views from Snowdonia National
Park, thus avoiding significant cumulative adverse effects.”
Question 6.16

The Applicant notes this response and agrees with NRW’s conclusions.

ExA
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
Appendix 3.1 – Alternatives Access to Q1 (AECOM document no. SPH_GREX_WED4_03 –
Q3.1) sets out the applicant’s consideration of alternative routes to Q1 for construction and
operational access purposes, which include use of Mountain Road; and below ground penstock
and above ground access road within the site.
We concur with the summary table set out in the report - that these options are likely to result in
significant adverse effects upon the landscape and visual amenity of Snowdonia National Park
and the character of the Dinorwig
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Landscape of Outstanding Historic Interest. The development characteristics likely to result in
significant effects include:
Below ground

Above

Mountain

Penstock

ground

Road

access
road
Substantial engineering cutting and

√

√

√

√

embankments within the hillside. The width of
cutting slopes in places would be 240m
across.
Development would be conspicuous from the
national park as an artificial intrusion, at odds
with and disturbing both the existing landform
and land cover
pattern.
Long term integration and naturalisation of
disturbed areas would be problematic and
unlikely to be achievable
The new landscape pattern would disturb and
remove historic elements referred to in the
Dinorwic Landscape of Outstanding Historic
Interest
Modern highway upgrades to narrow country

√

lanes and trackways; removal of and
reconstruction of traditional boundaries;
widening and surfacing of old trackways would significantly alter the character of

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_WED6_02

6-16

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Mountain Road which gives access to the
Snowdonia hills
√

Construction disturbance on amenity of local
communities
Potential need for night time lighting during

√

√

√

construction phase, with effects upon qualities
of tranquillity and semi-remoteness on
landscape within the setting of Snowdonia
National Park
Question 7.1

The Applicant refers the Respondent to its response provided to this question submitted at

ExA

Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01).

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 [REP4-009]?
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]?
d) Please could GC and NRW comment?
NRW
NRW will provide its comments upon reviewing the Applicant’s response.
Question 8.1

Noted

ExA
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a) Following its response to the FWQ [REP2-047, question8.29] 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]?
NRW
The relevant mitigation measures secured by the DCO are contained within the water
management plan, pollution prevention plan, habitat management plan, silt management plan.
We are satisfied that the DCO, and supporting plans, will ensure no deterioration in the WFD
status of the affected waterbodies. This is in line with the conclusions of SPH’s submitted
document: “Appendix 9.1 Water Framework Directive Assessment”.
Question 8.6

The Applicant wishes to clarify again that this proposed arrangement has been suggested as a

ExA

precautionary position to ensure that the current drainage mechanism between Q5 and Q6 is

a) Further to the applicant’s further response [REP4-011] to NRW’s comments [REP3-032]

maintained. Under current arrangements water does not pond at the base of Q5. Water drains

regarding the proposal to form a drain between Q5 and Q6, does NRW still consider that an

into the ground and further down into the existing groundwater system. In order to ensure that

amendment to the discharge consent application is required?

any works to Q6 does not obstruct such below ground drainage routes and cause a change to

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?

the drainage mechanisms within Q5, a drainage pipe was proposed between Q5 and Q6. Should
the bottom level of Q5 be above the operational water level of Q6 this will not be required and
therefore is subject to confirmation as part of Requirement 5 of the DCO.

c) Do NRW consider that that the content of the revised discharge consent permit could affect the
conclusions of the HRA?

The Applicant maintains that discharge consent is not required and has requested clarification for
this requirement from NRW. If the detailed design identifies that some form of drainage

NRW
Our permitting group advise us that an amendment to any discharge consent application would

arrangement is required, this would be a replication of the natural arrangement, albeit a
formalized arrangement of the surface water drainage which has existed since the quarries were

be needed if this drainage option is required, as the volumes, frequency and drainage strategy for worked.
the development may have changed. If such a change is applied for NRW will assess this as
The water in question is uncontaminated surface water and therefore does not require an
necessary. Assessments will include an HRA.
Environmental Permit. The proposed measures do not change the drainage strategy for the
Development and has no impact on the other discharge consent applications.
Question 8.9
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ExA

submitted at Deadline 5 (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_03)

Further to its response to matters raised in the Issue Specific Hearing [OD-007, item 6.6], please
could NRW clarify whether it is content with the applicant’s mitigation measures for fine
particulates leaching from the development?
NRW
Any mitigation should be based on risk and proximity of sensitive receptors rather than a
standard numerical buffer distance of 10m. This mitigation is required within the Silt Management
Plan.
Question 8.11

Discharge consents are required for the initial de-watering of the quarries. This has an agreed

ExA

discharge rate based on discussions between NRW and the Applicant and is based on

Further to the applicant’s response to the FWQ [REP2-011, question 8.37] does NRW require the

assessment of impact on flood risk in downstream waterbodies and the volume that requires to

discharge rate for pumping during the initial dewatering exercise to be specified within the Outline be pumped.
The suggestion by NRW that thus should be specified within the CoCP was based on a
CoCP [REP2-013] or otherwise secured in the draft DCO?
NRW
We note that the maximum pipe diameter for the Q1 scour/discharge infrastructure has increased
from 800mm to 900mm. NRW have not been consulted on this increase in maximum diameter.

mechanism to formalise the arrangement. However the CoCP is the overarching management
document which outlines the general mitigation and environmental protection measures for the
development including roles and responsibilities, whilst signposting to the topic-specific
management plans as required. Therefore the CoCP is not the appropriate place for this rate as it

NRW requests that the precise discharge rates is detailed in the CoCP, as described in the DCO.

will be secured through the conditions of the Environmental Permit and is as stated in the
Discharge Consent Supporting Document.

Question 8.16

Noted

ExA
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?
NRW
The FCA is a requirement of TAN15: Development and Flood Risk. The TAN (and guidance
notes) state that fluvial flooding should consider the 1% Annual Exceedance flood event ( 1 in
100 chance in any one year) with an allowance for climate change (+20% in volume) and the
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0.1% (1 in 1000 chance). With this application pluvial flood risk associated with surface water
disposal should consider the 1 in 100 rainfall event with allowance for cc (+30% in intensity). The
Reservoir Act is a separate requirement.
Question 8.17

Noted

ExA
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 pre-development’. Please could the applicant clarify
whether this is achievable?
b) What are the consequences if it is not - for flood defence consent, for example?
NRW
There is No requirement for a FDC from NRW (nor FRAP). Surface water is controlled by the
Drainage Plan requirement (requirement 11).
Question 9.1

The Applicant wishes to clarify the role of the OMS with respect to further ground investigation.

ExA

Therefore we refer the Respondent to our response to Question 8.14 at Deadline 5

a) Further to the applicant’s comments on NRW’s response to the FWQ [REP3-026, question

(SPH_GREX_SWQD5_01). Any land contamination will be dealt with via the Land Discovery

8.7], is NRW content with the applicant’s proposals for intrusive site investigation in the quarries?

Strategy.

b) If not, what further clarification is required from the applicant?

The Applicant has already stated in its response to NRWs response to Question 8.7 of ExA First

c) Please could NRW clarify its advice regarding the need for radiological surveys during the site
investigations?

Written Questions (SPH_GREX_WED3_01) that it does not consider radioactivity surveys to be
required. Investigations and research undertaken to date does not indicate that weapons or
radioactive waste has been or was stored at Glyn Rhonwy. Gwynedd Council concur with this

NRW

conclusion.

NRW have not seen proposals for intrusive SI in the quarry. As stated above (2.6), we expect the
OMS to inform the design of the intrusive land contamination site investigation.
b) No further clarification is required at this stage, as detailed proposals can be discussed when
these are available.
c) We are satisfied that the studies to date conclude that there is a low/no expectation of sources
of radiological contamination being present on site. Our understanding is that should new
information come to light during the OMS, then radiological contamination could be addressed; or
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measures could be put in place to investigate further and deal with such contamination
appropriately. If the applicant can confirm that this is the case, then we would be satisfied.
Question 9.2

The Applicant can confirm that it was agreed to withdraw the Applicant’s discharge consent

ExA

application based on discussions with NRW. It is understood that the concerns relate to the

a) Please could the applicant respond to the queries raised by the Snowdonia Society [REP4-

appointment of Principal Contractor and a defined Operator, not the technical detail. We have

040] and Jeff Taylor [REP4-031] regarding the sampling undertaken in the quarry Q6 and clarify

requested exact details of what is required to complete the permit process and will liaise with

the extent of sampling and testing undertaken to date?

NRW at the appropriate time.

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 ‘selfregulation’?
NRW
These are concerns relating to the permit application process which is independent to the DCO
process. SPH have been made aware by NRW’s permitting functions and of the data required for
a permit application.
Question 12.9

Noted

ExA
a) Following the applicant’s comments on GC’s response to the FWQ [REP3-026, 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?
NRW
Abstraction and discharge environmental permits do not take into consideration the safety of
water users. The permits only take into consideration the environmental impacts of the
abstraction and discharges.
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Agenda Item 6.6

The Applicant can confirm that it volunteered this distance.

With regard to the 10 metre buffer zone, we have not specifically requested for a buffer zone in
the past. Each area needs to be considered according to the risk in that location i.e. site aspect &
environmental risk. This potential pollution risk of run-off entering watercourses will be covered by
the Pollution Prevention Plan and Silt Management Plan.
Agenda item 11.1

The Applicant can confirm that the Excess Water Management Strategy is based on a

Excess Water Management Strategy

presentation given to NRW by the Applicant at a meeting held on the 9th November 2015. At the

We have reviewed the submitted Excess Water Management Strategy (Document No

meeting, it was agreed that the presentation would be used as the basis of the Strategy. The

SPH_GREX_DCOD3_04 Rev 0 dated 27 April 2016) with regards to flood risk and noted that the

Excess Water Management Strategy was prepared by the Applicant and submitted at Deadline 3

document is described as that of an outline strategy describing the principles of managing the

(Doc Ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_04). The Strategy was also submitted as part of the discharge

water. As such we can only comment on the principles to be adopted and will need further

permit applications. The Applicant can provide the agreed minutes of this meeting if this would

dialogue during the detailed design stage to discuss flow rates and volumes. This will depend on

assist the ExA.

the independent input of NRW’s permitting function.
The water input and outputs are noted and it is accepted that rainfall will be the only input once

The Excess Water Management Strategy (Doc Ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_04) sets out the

the system is operational. Of the four possible outputs (water losses) the concerns relating to

proposed release mechanisms from the reservoir based on the excess water scenario and for the

flood risks would be the controlled release or the uncontrolled release. With regards to

occasional operation of the valves for the purpose of testing. The input into the system once

infiltration/seepage, the reservoirs will be designed in accordance with the recommendations of

operational is direct rainfall. A number of potential outputs exist as stated in the Excess Water

the engineer in accordance with the requirements of the Reservoirs Act (with regards to reservoir

Management Plan and the Discharge Consent supporting Statement

safety). The document suggests that there are no controlled releases associated with the

The Excess Water Management Plan and the Discharge Consent Supporting Statement provide

proposal i.e. no compensation flow is required; however the scour valve testing (as per para. 2.4)

further detail with regard to the circumstances at which these would operate and what the

would fall under this method of water loss from the system. Uncontrolled releases, although

capacity of the arrangements are.

would not be planned, could occur as flow over spillway.
Paragraph 2.2.2 states that the “…maximum allowable rate of water release is to be

Section 2.4.10 of the Excess Water Management Strategy (Doc Ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_04)

addressed……will be incorporated in the final ‘Excess Water Management Strategy’ for as

states that the minimum draw down capacity for the relief valve would be 0.3m 3/s. A review of the

required by Requirement 20 of the DCO…….”. We assume that this statement has been made as current runoff from the catchment feeding into Llyn Padarn would suggest that it is feasible to
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a result of the applicant’s intention to provide detailed information at a later (detailed) design

discharge in excess of this rate with negligible increase in flood risk.

stage. As part of the DCO, details will need to be provided and agreed to satisfy the requirement.

The Discharge Consent Supporting Statement clearly states in paragraph 3.3.1 that the

We do however note and accept the content of para. 2.2.8 which states:

discharge capacity of the relief valve is 0.3 m3/s.

“In the event of an extreme rainfall event, the available storage between Max OWL and the
reservoir spillway allows + excess water to be held safely within the system, and subsequently
released days after the event. Depending on the position in the generation cycle, the system will
have varying capacity to accept incoming water without spill. In the worst case position (Q6 at
Max OWL) the system has capacity to accommodate 0.5m depth of rainfall without spill.”
Allowable flow volumes and rates must be agreed by NRW to ensure that the releases will not
overload the capacity of the channel/structures along Nant y Betws and contribute to any
flooding/erosion.
The statement regarding Q1 spillway (para 2.4.8) is again noted and accepted however we

This is not necessarily the case. Prolonged or consecutive rainfall can lead to large volumes of

advise that this is expanded to state that such prolonged rainfall events would lead to out of

water being attenuated. The likely hood of the reservoir spilling is dependent on the water levels

channel flows in the Nant y Betws regardless of the development.

within the reservoir at the start of the event. If the system has been non-operational for a long
period and water levels have not been managed the freeboard provision provided to manage
flood lift will be utilized. The Development and the Excess Water Management Plan have been
designed to allow flood water to be managed ensuring that the freeboard is available for such
events. In the event of flood levels exceeding the reservoir spill level flood water will spill into
Nant y Betws. Spill flows will not exceed the natural runoff from the contributing area.
Under current circumstances extreme rainfall events can lead to out of channel flows within Nant
y Betws. The proposed scheme will not increase this likelihood of such events.

In the final Strategy and following detailed design, it would be advisable to support the statement

Section 2.4.10 of the Excess Water Management Strategy (Doc Ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_04)

made in paragraph 2.4.10 regarding relief valve at Q6 which currently reads, ‘…..it is considered

states that the minimum draw down capacity for the relief valve would be 0.3m 3/s. A review of the

that the design draw-down……..0.6 – 1.0m3/s with negligible increase in flood risk….’.

current runoff form the catchment feeding into Llyn Padarn would suggest that it is feasible to
discharge in excess of this rate with negligible increase in flood risk.
The Discharge Consent Supporting Statement clearly states in paragraph 3.3.1 that the
discharge capacity of the relief valve is 0.3 m3/s.

Subject to the above, NRW is satisfied with the outline strategy and approach taken but as
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stated, we would require to agree the strategy once the detailed design has been done and to
release requirement 22 of the draft DCO (revision 4).
Biosecurity Plan

This has already been incorporated into the revised Biosecurity Plan submitted at Deadline 5 –

We have reviewed the submitted Biosecurity Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD3_05 Rev 0 dated 27 April doc ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_05 (Rev.1).
2016), with regard to the consideration of invasive species introduced as a result of the proposal.
We require the applicants to consider non-native and invasive invertebrate or plant arriving in
Llyn Padarn, and what actions they’d take to:
1)prevent the introduction of such species into the proposal through the abstraction from
LlynPadarn, and;
2)if it did become established in the development, what actions they’d take to prevent
introductioninto the Gwyrfai catchment.
The species to be considered should include invasive species such as signal crayfish,

This has already been incorporated into the revised Biosecurity Plan submitted at Deadline 5 –

Dikerogammarus villosus (Killer shrimp) or an invasive plant such as Crassula helmsii.

doc ref: SPH_GREX_DCOD3_05 (Rev.1).

We’d advise including a theoretical response sequence for the additional invasive species as has

This has already been incorporated into the revised Biosecurity Plan submitted at Deadline 5 -

been set out in the plan for the known INNS present, but against a theoretical “new arrival” INNS,

doc ref; SPH_GREX_DCOD3_05 (Rev.1).

identifying the broad principles, would make the applicants’ assessment and plan much more
robust.
We are satisfied with the content of the following draft management plans with regard to the DCO

Noted

application at this stage, namely:


Schedule of Other Required Plans and Strategies



Code of Construction Practice



Silt Management Plan



Water Management Plan

It should be noted that NRW’s comments on the draft plans are provided in the context of the

Noted

DCO application. They are independent to any comments or decision NRW may make on any
application for an Environmental Permit for operational water discharges under the
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Environmental Permit Regulations 2010 (EPR), or Abstraction Licence under the Water
Resources Act 1991.
Please contact Gareth Thomas, glyn.rhonwy@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk or telephone 03000
65 3786 for further advice about this representation.

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_WED6_02

6-25

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

7

Tony Grant

Tony Grant has submitted a response to the Applicant’s comments and his comments on Applicant’s draft NMP. The following addresses his response to the Applicant’s comments:
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

In response to my earlier submissions published on the website, the applicant has replied as

The Applicant has no comments on this section

follows:
‘Extensive psychoacoustic research during the last century showed that a doubling of perceived
loudness occurs with an increase of around 10 dB and that the smallest perceptible change is
around 3 dB.
This conclusion forms one of the points for noise assessment and is referenced in many
guidance documents……..’
……. a change of 3 dB(A) is the minimum perceptible under normal conditions’
Please note the expression ‘normal conditions’. Further to this, the applicant states:
‘The published guidance and planning framework for acoustics require that professional
judgement be applied to interpretation of the acoustic context of a given scenario in a given area.
This judgement is based on the accumulated experience of the acoustics profession shared
through technical papers and published guidance and individual experience of similar
projects……...
………...Members of the AECOM Acoustics team are members of various committees and
working groups.’
Now, to date I have not gone so far as to blow my own trumpet, but during my career I have been

Noted

instrumental in publishing technical specifications for equipment and having my advice sought by
manufacturers on operational parameters for the design of new equipment and providing
modifications to existing apparatus. This is down to the fact that I have a wealth of experience in
‘real world’ acoustic environments, advising on adjustments to techniques in dealing with
problems encountered therein, and a thorough grounding in the handling, placement and
operation of sound/acoustic instrumentation, measurement, metering, monitoring, recording,
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replaying, etc.
To be pedantic, before I pay heed to ‘acoustics experts’ I would want to see the results of their

The Applicant does not consider that the request for the results of hearing tests is reasonable or

hearing tests for both ears. For instance, prolonged exposure to sounds of a certain intensity

relevant.

and/or frequency can cause ‘dips’ in a person’s hearing, and many professionals suffer from

Whilst subjective assessment of specific noise sources and prevailing noise climates can provide

discrepancies of this sort after years of exposure. So, it is vital that they are aware of their

useful supporting information for noise assessments, the backbone of any assessment has to be

shortcomings, and make the necessary allowances in their judgement.

based on objective methods. That is, quantitative methods which are widely employed within the
industry, are based on published standards and guidance, are robust, are open to scrutiny by
others and can be defended. The noise and vibration assessment, as reported in ES Chapter 13
(Doc ref: 6.02), employed these robust objective methods.

I would then wish to know about experience involving sound gathering techniques as outlined in

As stated in ES Chapter 13 (Doc ref: 6.02), the calibration of the noise monitoring equipment was

the previous paragraph, together with working knowledge of equipment in use, where it has been

checked before and after each set of measurements and found to be within specified limits. All

sourced, its operational specifications, how to confirm that it is functioning correctly, and how to

staff involved with noise measurements were competent Members of the Institute of Acoustics.

deal with problems arising from malfunctions that can occur during its installation and subsequent

The sound level meters (SLM) used for the 2012 and 2015 surveys were either AECOM owned

operation.

equipment or hired equipment.

All SLMs and associated calibrators have valid calibration

certificates. BS 7445:1991 ‘Description and Measurement of Environmental Noise’ was followed
during the measurements.
Since I too have sat on councils and committees, and delivered workshops and demonstrations

Noted

at international exhibitions in venues such as Olympia, Wembley, Earl’s Court, etc. and lectured
to staff, students and academics at Universities and colleges, I think it highly likely that in ‘the
past century’ I too have made some small contribution to psychoacoustic research and
understanding.
In my previous submissions, I pointed out that the sound monitoring installation that was installed

The Applicant responded to the concerns regarding sound and vibration monitoring during the

on the Green Lane in Waunfawr up to Cefn Du, was incorrectly sited, poorly rigged, and

ground investigation works at Deadline 4 (SPH_GREX_WED4_02)

unsuitable to record and monitor the data which we, the residents, were led to believe was its
purpose. I therefore have no confidence in the ‘experts’ employed by the applicant to undertake
measurements of this nature.
To go back to the preliminary paragraphs, ‘normal’ human perception of loudness equates a
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doubling of loudness with an actual increase of approximately 10dB SPL, under ‘normal

The Applicant agrees that a significant factor in outdoor noise propagation is the prevailing

conditions’. This is one of the many half-truths encountered in the applicant’s assertions. In the

weather conditions.

Great Outdoors, one of the major factors in sound propagation and perception is the prevailing

The baseline noise surveys already carried out included the logging of meteorological data, as

weather conditions.

reported in the ES Chapter 13 (Doc ref: 6.02).

Sound/acoustic measurements produced without synchronous weather data in these

The updated baseline surveys will be undertaken prior to construction commencing and, as

circumstances are meaningless. Other factors affecting the perception of loudness are the

detailed

frequency and duration of a sound, whether it is from a stationary or moving source, and the

(SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04), these surveys will include continuous logging of wind speed, wind

loudness/intensity/frequency of any preceding sound, and whether the observer/recorder is in

direction and rainfall.

in

the

updated

Construction

Noise

Management

Plan

(CNMP)

itself/themselves stationary.
Some of the measurements quoted by the applicant from acoustic surveys in the area have

The purpose of the baseline noise surveys (those completed and those proposed prior to the

figures quoted as ‘L sub eq’. This means that the sound has been averaged over a period (often

start of construction works) is to quantify the prevailing noise climate at the surrounding sensitive

of 5 minutes) and I have already pointed out previously that for both construction and vehicular

receptors and to provide baseline data for the construction and operational noise assessments.

traffic noise of the type envisaged, averaged results are meaningless.

These assessments are carried out according to the methodologies of the relevant standards and
guidance, which require the baseline data in specific formats (e.g. L Aeq and LA90).

But from the point of view of satisfying regulatory bodies, figures such as these are relied upon

The methodology for the calculation and assessment of construction noise levels, as detailed in

far too often, as they potentially satisfy the acoustic environment encountered in urban areas,

BS 5228-1, is applicable to urban and non-urban environments. The proposed noise limits for

with a relatively high level of background noise, and construction work that rarely incorporates

construction noise take into account the prevailing noise climate at the surrounding sensitive

blasting. The figures are A-weighted, but this only emulates ‘average’ human hearing at low to

receptors, including those where there is a relatively low level of background noise.

medium sound levels.

Air overpressure and ground borne vibration from blasting are treated separately from other

For noise levels which may be expected from the proposed construction/traffic movements, C-

construction works, with the employment of established criteria from the relevant standards and

weighting would be more appropriate.

guidance.
As stated previously, the construction and operational noise assessments are carried out
according to the methodologies of the relevant standards and guidance, which require the
baseline data in specific formats (e.g. LAeq and LA90).

From a note on one of the academic websites linked to psychoacoustic research comes the

Noted

following quote: ‘Along with the dBA metric has come an associated shortfall in precision in
accurately representing the capacity of a given sound to produce hearing loss and the capacity to
create annoyance…………..noise control design demands the octave-band or even third-octave
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band spectral data metric.’
The summary I have given here is simplistic at best, and the ‘average’ human ear’s response to

Noted

differing frequencies of equal level is more accurately represented by a curve (the 40 phon
response curve, representing equal loudness contours for pure tones, ISO 226, 2003). It is
usually based on a human’s hearing in their early to mid twenties, and from that age, hearing can
deteriorate, but not necessarily equally over the whole frequency spectrum. However, all this
really is esoteric for the considerations within the DCO, nevertheless I mention it to raise
awareness of the inherent complexities associated with the study and application of
psychoacoustics, and my knowledge of the matter.
FYI, psychoacoustics not only covers a human’s ability to detect sounds, as well as changes in

The Applicant thanks Mr Grant for the background information provided.

their intensity and duration, but also includes factors such as their personal ‘sound memory’,

As stated previously, the noise and vibration assessment has to be based on quantitative

helping to identify components within the sound, discriminating between them, especially

methods which are recognized within the industry, are based on published standards and

variations in their level, and whether the sound is being transmitted from its natural source, or

guidance, are robust, are open to scrutiny by others and follow industry practice.

replayed via a loudspeaker (with associated deterioration associated with compression recording
techniques) or headphones. A human’s perceptions can also be influenced by their emotional
and psychological state, whether hungry or thirsty, and temperature differences, e.g. whether
they feel hot or cold, plus the shape of their ears, and their position relative to the source of the
sound (phase difference, doppler effects), head movement, and to other bodily aspects,
especially visual cues, but also for example, to natural body rhythms such as heartbeat and
breathing, and even unpleasant effects such as low frequency disturbance causing nausea etc.
I could go on, but once psychoacoustics are brought into the equation, it points up all the
inadequacies and inaccuracies in the applicant’s previously published figures. To date, I have
always replied to their responses using the same terminology and measurements, but there are a
plethora of further terms and alternative ways to measure all the various aspects of human
hearing (an analogy would be mixing the differing scales of Fahrenheit, Celsius and Kelvin when
referring to heat/temperature).
In conclusion, I found an interesting quote in one of the industry publications I still receive, which

Noted

may well apply to those querying the information contained in my contributions: ‘If you have a
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qualification, does that make you competent to work in our industry? No, not really. It’ll give you
some underpinning knowledge, but it won’t teach you everything you need to know.’ All the
information detailed above is readily obtained via the internet, but real world application and
variations thereof can only be gathered by practical experience in the field. I apologise that this
present submission is fragmentary and somewhat disjointed, but circumstances have conspired
to force its completion in more of a hurry than I would have liked in order to arrive with you before
the 21st June deadline. As I mentioned in my previous email, I have nothing but admiration for
Mike Vitkovitch, who has produced an incredibly detailed body of work which is both explanatory
in nature, but also contains more economically viable, practical and workable alternatives to the
previous plans put forward by the applicant. Had these measures been adopted in the first place,
there may well have been a more constructive consideration given to the project by local
residents.

The following addresses Tony Grant’s comments on the NMP – he also attached a scan of the invitation letter to the public event on 29 th June regarding the highway improvement works on Ffordd
Cefn Du:
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

I have just recently returned from holiday, and have well in excess of 500 unread emails in my

The Applicant has engaged and undertaken further liaison with Gwynedd Council and can

inbox. So I apologise for being tardy in my reply to your queries, and for not having had sufficient

confirm that the Construction Noise Management Plan (CNMP) and Operational Noise

time to formulate the type of fully informed response that your query demands. That said, you

Management Plan (ONMP) are agreed documents and contain details of the minimum

have asked for my comments on the applicant’s draft NMP, but in the most recent responses

requirements to be included when finalised by the PC. These were submitted at Deadline 5

posted to the website, I find the following assertions by the applicant:

under document references SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04 (CNMP) and SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05

‘The management plans are unable to be finalised prior to the determination of the DCO

(ONMP).

application as the final approved plans will need to reflect current guidance on these matters at
the time of construction, will require input from the appointed Principal Contractor, and may need
to be informed by updated baseline survey work.’
‘Gwynedd Council and the Applicant agree that it is inappropriate for specific limits on noise,
vibration, dust deposition and air overpressure to be set within a DCO Requirement. Both parties
agree that the appropriate mechanism for the control and management of these matters is a
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series of detailed management plans prepared by the Applicant for approval by Gwynedd Council
prior to the commencement of development. By taking this approach, it will allow for the
production of comprehensive management strategies based on up-to-date guidance and
standards, informed by input from the appointed Principal Contractor, and, if required, updated
baseline surveys.. This is the approach that would be delivered by Requirements 6 and 7. The
management plans relevant to the matters identified under Hearing Agenda Item 8 are as follows:
• Code of Construction Practice; • Noise Management Plan; • Dust Management Plan; •
Construction Noise Management Plan; • Air Quality Baseline Monitoring Plan; • Operational
Noise Management Plan.
Gwynedd Council and the Applicant agree that the Conditions relating to these matters within the
extant 2012 T&CPA permission could be usefully refined and improved through the management
plan process proposed under the DCO (specifically, Requirements 6 and 7). This improvement
would provide clarity and certainty to both the Applicant and Council on the control of these
matters and the effective enforcement of that control.’
‘The agreed draft plans will be submitted to the Examination at Deadline 5. These plans will then
be finalised and submitted to Gwynedd Council for formal approval prior to the commencement of
development as per DCO Requirements 6 and 7. A mechanism for performance monitoring and
reporting would be agreed within the management plans and compliance would be enforced by
Gwynedd Council.’
So, whatever alterations and changes the applicant has made to the revised NMP, can still, from
my reading of the above, be overlooked and/or not regarded as binding in any way, following any
decisions/requirements within, and subsequent to the DCO.
I also note the applicant’s reference to Gwynedd Council’s acceptance of permissions within the

As above

2012 T&CPA documentation as being some sort of approbation of present amendments to their
original plans, whereas I’m sure you’re familiar with the evidence presented by local residents
giving the lie to present plans baring any relation to the original, citing the huge changes
represented by the proposed construction methods/access/transportation, etc. etc. under
consideration.

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_WED6_02

7-6

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Moreover, phrases such as ‘provide clarity and certainty to both the Applicant and Council on the

As above

control of these matters and the effective enforcement of that control’ and ‘A mechanism for
performance monitoring and reporting would be agreed within the management plans and
compliance would be enforced by Gwynedd Council’ do nothing to reassure me that heed will be
paid to anything anyone says outside of these two bodies, and that includes yourselves, should
the DCO be granted.
I could ask the applicant to define the ‘mechanism for performance monitoring’ and provide

This is provided in section 6 of the construction noise management plan (CNMP)

details of exactly how ‘compliance would be enforced by Gwynedd Council’ but if their past

(SPH_GREX_DCOD5_04) and in section 6 of the operational noise management plan (ONMP).

response is anything to go by, I would simply be provided with another few thousand words

(SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05).

referring to present legislation without elucidating any concrete data on the means by which they
hope to achieve/measure/police/enforce said compliance.
Also posted to the website is a response by the applicant to one of my previous contributions,

Noted

and I will respond to that in a separate email to you, hopefully before the next deadline if I have
sufficient time in which to do so. I would also like to state that I fully endorse all the work
submitted by Mike Vitkovitch, whose breadth of knowledge and experience shows up all the
shortcomings and misinformation supplied by the so-called experts employed to date by the
applicant.
Please also find attached a copy of the most recent communication from SPH to local residents,
which is in my opinion another indicator of the arrogance they display in assuming that the DCO
will be granted, and that their plans are ‘watertight’, sorry, couldn’t resist a few ‘damming’ puns,
as, if you didn’t laugh at their posturing, you’d have to weep.
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