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Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

Summary
1.1

Introduction

1.1.1

On the 20th July 2016 the Examining Authority issued a request for
information under Rule 17 of the Infrastructure Planning (Examination
Procedures) Rules 2010 (as amended).

1.1.2

This document provides SPH’s response and comments on this request.

1.1.3

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

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_WED7_02

0-1

Request
number

Request to

Request

1.

Other consents

1.1.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council (GC)

a) Please provide an update on progress finalising the s278 agreement with GC
and Crown Estates regarding highway improvements to Ffordd Cefn Du.

(a)

b) What matters are outstanding and when is it anticipated that the agreement
will be finalised?
c) Are the Applicant or GC aware of any reason why the agreement should not be
finalised by the end of August 2016?

The Applicant has engaged with Gwynedd Council Highways and supplied
the final engineering drawings for their comment. Comments were received
on the 26th July 2016 and confirmed that further detail is required with
regards to the open concrete culvert and drainage in general, and
requested that a road safety audit is undertaken – this are all currently in
hand and will be provided in the next 2-3 weeks. However GC Highways
have confirmed that the proposals to resurface Ffordd Cefn Du from the
A4085 to the crossroads, change priorities on the crossroads and widen
Ffordd Cefn Du are acceptable.
The Applicant has been in dialogue with Crown Estate regarding the draft
s278 agreement, and sent them the draft agreement in May 2016.
Discussions are ongoing to date and the Applicant has already received a
letter of no impediment for the exchange of land which includes a small
proportion of land required for widening the highway from the cattle grid to
Q1.

1.2.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) Further to the Applicant’s response to the second written questions (SWQs)
[REP5-005, question 6.10] please could GC comment on the progress in
resolving its previous comments [REP4-026, item 11.1] regarding the Ffordd
Cefn Du highway improvements and the design of the Groeslon Crossroads?

(b)

As part (a)

(c)

The Applicant is not aware of any reason why the agreement with Gwynedd
Council Highways cannot be signed by the end of August 2016

(a)

Although the question is aimed at Gwynedd Council, the Applicant wishes to
refer the ExA to the response made to Q1.1 (a).

(b)

The event was well attended by residents of Ffordd Cefn Du and a number
of concerns were raised as summarised below

b) Please could the Applicant and GC summarise the matters arising at the
community event held on 29th July 2016, whether this resulted in any changes
to the proposed mitigation measures and whether any consequent revisions
are proposed to the Ffordd Cefn Du highway improvements [REP3-025] or the
Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) [REP5-023]?
c) If the proposed mitigation measures are changed, please confirm whether the
scope of the changes would affect the conclusions in the environmental
statement (ES) regarding the significance of residual effects



Removal of verges and installation of open drainage ditches pose a
threat to horse riders and concern that this would result in nowhere
for pedestrian to stand out of the way of traffic.



Change of priority of the crossroads would be confusing and could
lead to an accident



How will stone walls be protected?



How will traffic be managed and access not limited to properties

The points above and the request for further information from Gwynedd
Council Highways have no bearing on and do not require any amendment
to the conclusions of the traffic assessment. The proposed mitigation
previously outlined has not changed. Any specific requirements will be
incorporated into the s278 agreement with Gwynedd Council and do not
form part of the DCO.

1.3.

Applicant

a) Please provide an update on discussions to provide a temporary car park for
residents [REP5-005, question 6.11]?
b) The wording in the CTMP [REP5-023, paragraph 2.4.5] states that “it is
intended that” a temporary car park will be provided. Can this wording be
amended to make the commitment more secure?
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(c)

The conclusions of the traffic assessment and the proposed mitigation
measures outlined in the CTMP for the construction phase of the
Development have not changed. The highway improvements required for
Ffordd Cefn Du are not part of the DCO.

(a)

The provision of the temporary car park is still being considered following
analysis of the feedback received at the consultation event. Any specific
requirement for a temporary car park will be incorporated into the s278
agreement with Gwynedd Council and does not form part of the DCO as it is
outside the Order Limits.

(b)

The temporary car park commitment cannot be confirmed until the land has
been secured. As above, the Applicant notes that the land required for this

Request
number

Request to

Request

is outwith the DCO limits. Therefore the intention to provide a temporary
car park remains within the CTMP.
1.4.

Natural
Resources
Wales (NRW)

NRW has stated [REP6-017] that it is unable to comment on point 1(d) of the
ExA’s Rule 17 letter [PD-020] in the absence of a valid Environmental Permit
application.
a) Does NRW accept that the ExA’s request is consistent with paragraphs 4.10.7
and 4.10.8 of the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1)?
b) Please could NRW respond to point 1(d) without prejudice to its determination
of any future Environmental Permit applications and on the basis of
information currently available to it and as listed in the Examination Library,
rather than any information that has not yet been provided to it in an
application?
c) Does NRW require its response to be conditional on other matters?

1.5.

Applicant
NRW

a) Please could NRW clarify whether the matter that it has mentioned [REP6-017]
regarding “the legal requirements of an operator as per the Environmental
Permitting Regulations 2010 (Schedule 5, paragraph 13), and Regulatory
Guidance Note 13” were material to the Environmental Permits that have been
granted on the scheme and, if they were, why a similar approach could not be
adopted for the withdrawn Environmental Permits?

The Applicant notes that this request is made for the Applicant to respond but the
questions are aimed at NRW. Therefore the Applicant has not responded to this
question.

b) Was NRW able to agree the Environmental Permit application for the previous
T&CPA scheme and, if so, please could it clarify why it is unable to do so for
the DCO application?
c) Please could NRW clarify whether it is possible for an Environmental Permit to
be granted subject to conditions relating to further information to be provided
by the Principal Contractor and Operator for approval by NRW at a later date,
and if not, why not?
1.6.

Applicant
NRW

a) Please provide a copy of the “Schedule 5 Notice under the Environmental
Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010, dated 5th April 2016”
mentioned by NRW [REP6-017] in its response to the ExA’s Rule 17 letter [PD020].
b) Please could the Applicant demonstrate whether it has provided, or is able to
provide, the technical information requested in the Schedule 5 Notice?
c) Please could NRW respond to the Applicant’s points [REP6-001] regarding
further clarity on the outstanding information, whether it would be possible for
NRW to accept a certain level of information without the Principal Contractor
and Operator being in place and whether the Applicant could resubmit the
discharge consent applications during the course of the examination?

1.7.

NRW

a) Further to previous difficulties [REP5-049, question 1.35] regarding the format
of comments provided by Oggy East [REP2-049] on the Applicant’s Discharge
Consent Supporting Statement, and in fulfilment of its role as the Statutory
Nature Conservation Body and without prejudice to the determination of any
future Environmental Permit applications, please could NRW comment on the
Applicant’s responses to those comments [REP5-005, appendix 1.35] and
Oggy Easts’ original comments that have been reformatted in the Applicant’s
response?
b) In doing so, please could NRW respond to all matters relating to the
application for development consent, whether or not there is some degree of
overlap with the Environmental Permit?
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(b)

The Applicant provided all the information contained within the Schedule 5
request in the agreed timeframe. Subsequent to the Schedule 5 and the
request to withdraw the permit applications, the Applicant has held positive
discussions with NRW on the 21st July 2016 regarding the technical
information provided. These minutes are appended in Appendix 1.6 for
information and have been followed up with a further technical note which
outlines the supporting information required for the applications to be
resubmitted. The Applicant continues to engage with the permitting team
on a regular basis and will be resubmitting the permit applications by the
end of August 2016.

Request
number

Request to

Request

c) Which, if any, of the matters raised in Oggy East’s comments does NRW
consider are not relevant to the DCO application?
1.8.

NRW

a) Further to its previous response [REP5-049, question 1.36] regarding the
request to comment on matters regarding the Water Discharge Consent
relevant to the application for development consent raised by the Snowdonia
Society [REP2-051, pages 6-8] and in fulfilment of its role as the Statutory
Nature Conservation Body and without prejudice to the determination of any
future Environmental Permit applications, please could NRW respond both to
the Snowdonia Society’s comments and the Applicant’s response [REP5-005,
appendix 1.36] to all matters relating to the application for development
consent, whether or not there is some degree of overlap with the
Environmental Permit?
b) Which, if any, of the matters raised in the Snowdonia Society’s comments does
NRW consider are not relevant to the DCO application?

2.

Environmental Statement, management plans and strategies
Environmental Statement – general matters

2.1.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council
NRW

The Applicant has referred [REP5-005, question 1.8] to the potential reprofiling of
existing slate mounds in Work 1G and Work 4C. Please clarify how the final height
and plan extent of the reprofiled mounds are anticipated to compare with the
existing and, if they are different, demonstrate how the impacts have been
assessed and how the detailed design dimensions and other parameters are
secured?

Reprofiling at Works No 1G will be required to prepare the area for construction
and may involve the temporary grading or reprofiling of existing slate mounds to
create a safe working environment within the construction area. This slate would
be stored within the immediate vicinity of the original slate mound.
In relation to Work No 4C this reprofiling is confined to the northern edge of the
Q6 quarry wall and only should secondary ground investigation identify that the
northern wall requires stabilisation and / or removal of the current rock face.
Using the laser scan and topographical information obtained in early 2015, the
Applicant will be able to ascertain the current levels of the existing slate mounds
in Works No 1G and 4C. For any reprofiling required to enable construction
activities, this topographical information will be used as a record.
Once the construction phase is completed at Work No 1G and the existing slate
mounds reinstated and reprofiled as per the original profile and height as far as
reasonably possible. The base of the Q1 dam will not be incorporated into the
existing slate mounds so that the dam is available for inspection as per the
requirements of the Reservoirs Act.
If part of the northern edge of Q6 is required to be removed for geotechnical
purposes, the existing slate mound within work No 4C will be reprofiled for the
rock face removed. Existing slate mounds will also have to be reprofiled for the Q6
dam. The volume of slate required to be removed will be influenced by the amount
of rock face to be removed and how far back the slate mound will have to be
moved to enable a safe distance to avoid any spillage into Q6.
However this is not expected to be significant and the material can be
incorporated into the existing slate mound within the immediate area. It is not
anticipated that a significant volume will be generated which may require redistribution across the entirety of Work No 4C and therefore be in proximity to the
Lake View Hotel, Glyn Peris Guest House and Glyn Peris Cottage.
This is the basis of the landscape assessment and the photomontages prepared
therefore no significant effects are anticipated. This is to be secured via the
Landscape and Reinstatement Plan.
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Request
number

2.2.

Request to

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council
NRW

Request

a) Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 2.4], could
an appraisal of the alternative locations for the pumping house near Llyn Padarn
be undertaken once further information is available on the consents required to
pass the gas pipeline and following any further ground investigations, further
investigations of the background noise levels at the alternative locations and the
detailed design and if so, please comment on the manner in which this appraisal
could be secured in the draft DCO [REP6-012]?

(a)

An assessment of the primary and alternative pumping station locations has
been undertaken within the ES (document ref 6.02) and is contained with
the Rochdale Envelope. The Applicant has already outlined in our response
to ExA First Written Question 2.4 that there are no likely significant effects
predicted for either location. Therefore an additional appraisal of the chosen
location is not required. Further to the results of the geotechnical
investigations, detailed design will be undertaken on one option only and
this will be confirmed to Gwynedd Council as per Requirement 5.

(b)

The Applicant has already outlined in the response to agenda item 7.2 (a) of
the Issue Specific Hearing that either location of the proposed pumping
station will not have likely significant effects. This has been demonstrated
through the ES assessment

(c)

This is secured through Requirement 5 Detailed Design

a) Please clarify [REP6-007, paragraph 5.4.3] whether incidents involving an
environmental impact will be reported to the relevant planning authority as well
as NRW?

(a)

NRW will be the primary contact given their role as the Nature Conservation
body. However Gwynedd Council Environmental Health will also be
contacted.

b) Please could GC comment and, if appropriate, provide contact information for
inclusion in the draft CoCP [REP6-007]?

(b)

The Applicant has been in contact with Gwynedd Council and has updated
Section 5.4 of the CoCP to include this information.

Further to its response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 8.3] please could the
Applicant clarify how further ground investigation work and the need for liaison
with, submissions to and approvals from the relevant planning authority and NRW
are secured in the draft DCO [REP6-012]?

This will be secured through the Land Discovery Strategy. The wording has been
updated to reflect this.

b) In finalising the position of the pumping station please could the Applicant
demonstrate how it intends to minimise impacts as well as ensure that they are
not significant?
c) Please could the final location, as well as the detailed design, be submitted for
approval by the relevant planning authority in consultation with NRW and please
could the applicant suggest how this is secured?
2.3.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

2.4.

Applicant

Management plans and strategies – general matters
2.5.

Applicant

Please provide both clean and tracked change copies of any future submissions of
management plans and strategies that are updated from the versions submitted at
or before deadline 6.

2.6.

Gwynedd
Council

a) GC has confirmed [REP5-036] that it is in agreement with the Construction Noise
Management Plan, Operational Noise Management Plan, Dust Management Plan
and Baseline Air Quality Monitoring Plan submitted by the Applicant for deadline
5. Please could it comment on the other management plans and strategies
submitted by the Applicant at deadline 5 [REP5-014, REP5-015, REP5-016,
REP5-017, REP5-020, REP5-021, REP5-022, REP5-023, REP5-024] and the
outline CoCP [REP6-007] and outline Excess Water Management Strategy [REP6009] submitted by the Applicant at deadline 6?

Agreed

b) Further to its previous comments [REP5-044, question 1.15], is GC content that
the plans include all matters as agreed?
2.7.

NRW

a) Please can NRW, with respect to the mitigation of potential impacts on receptors
within its remit as the Statutory Nature Conservation Body, comment on the
following management plans and strategies submitted by the Applicant at
deadlines 5 and 6 [REP5-009, REP5-010, REP5-011, REP5-012, REP5-021 and
REP6-009] and the Breeding Bird Method Statement in the outline CoCP [REP6007, section 4.7].
b) Further to its previous concerns [REP5-049, question 1.15], is NRW content that
its comments made in previous representations are reflected in the plans?

2.8.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

Should the outline management plans and strategies refer to the relevant planning
authority, rather than Gwynedd Council, throughout?
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Gwynedd Council are the relevant planning authority and therefore are referenced
as such.

Request
number

2.9.

Request to

Applicant

Request

a) Please update all references to the draft DCO [REP6-012] in the outline
management plans and strategies to reflect the latest numbering of Articles and
Requirements.

(a)

The draft DCO has been updated to reflect this

(b)

The Management Plans have been updated to reflect this

b) In case the eventual recommended draft DCO changes again, please could the

various plans make clear that DCO references in them are to the Applicant’s final
draft DCO insofar as the equivalent provision is included in any DCO that is
made?

2.10.

Applicant

Please update the schedule [REP6-007, table 1.1] setting out where the conditions
in the 2012 T&CPA approval [APP-086] have been covered in the outline CoCP
[REP6-007] and elsewhere in light of amendments to the various documents
quoted?

Table 1.1 of the CoCP has been updated to reflect this

2.11.

Applicant

a) The 2012 T&CPA approval [APP-086, condition 55] requires that no topsoil or
subsoil be removed without the prior written permission of the relevant planning
authority. Is this valid for the current scheme and, if so and for clarity and the
avoidance of doubt, should this be included in the outline CoCP [REP5-018] and
other relevant management plans and strategies?

(a)

Table 1.1 has been amended and this has been included within Section 2.5
of the CoCP

(b)

This is already outlined within Section 4.5 (Waste Management Plan) of the
CoCP

(c)

This has been included within Section 2.5 of the CoCP

Gwynedd
Council

b) Similarly for the storage of vegetation, topsoil and subsoil [APP-086, condition
10]?
c) Similarly for trafficking on unstripped ground [APP-086, condition 56]?
2.12.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

3.

The 2012 T&CPA approval includes conditions relating to measures to promote
natural growth throughout the site [APP-086, condition 7] and restrictions on
materials used to form the new slate tips [APP-086, condition 53]. Do these apply
to the current scheme and, if so and for clarity and the avoidance of doubt, should
they be replicated in the draft DCO [REP6-012] or relevant management plans and
strategies?

The Landscape and Reinstatement Plan provides this in Section 4.3 of the CoCP
and is required within the bulletpoints of the Outline Landscape & Reinstatement
Plan.
Restrictions on the use of material for the excess slate mounds at Q1 will be
controlled via the MMP and LDS.

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

3.1.

NRW

a) Please could NRW comment on the Applicant’s response [REP6-002, page 6.10]
to its earlier submission regarding the potential impacts of air overpressure and
light illumination on lesser horseshoe bats?
b) Is NRW satisfied with the Applicant’s assessment that hibernating bats in tunnels
will not be impacted by air overpressure?
c) Does NRW have any other concerns regarding potential impacts on lesser
horseshoe bats?

3.2.

Applicant
NRW

a) Please provide an update on the application for an amended European Protected
Species License for lesser horseshoe bats referred to in the Applicant’s response
to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 3.14] and the likely timescales for this to be
determined?
b) Based on the information currently available to it and without prejudice to its
determination of any applications, does NRW have any reason to believe that
this will not be granted?

Other biodiversity, ecology and geological conservation
3.3.

Gwynedd

a) Please could GC and NRW respond to the Applicant’s statements [REP5-005,
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(a)

NRW have approved the licence variation (ref 61619c) and this was
confirmed via email on the 27th July 2016.

Request
number

Request to

Council
NRW

Request

question 3.16] [REP6-002, page 4-5] that it cannot find the report quoted by GC
and that the ES did not identify molluscs in the vicinity of the spillway
infrastructure?
b) Please could NRW comment on the likelihood of impacts on molluscs and
whether it is necessary to secure a method statement to avoid a harmful impact
on their favourable conservation [REP2-037, paragraph 7.5.4]?

3.4.

Applicant
NRW

a) Is it intended that the Reptile Method Statement [REP6-007, paragraph 4.6.13]
is to be submitted to the relevant planning authority in consultation with NRW
prior to the commencement of the works and, if so, please could this be
clarified?

a) It is intended that consultation will be undertaken with NRW with regards to
the Reptile Method Statement and it will be submitted to the relevant planning
authority prior to the commencement of works. This has been clarified within
the HMP.

b) Please could the applicant expand this section of the outline CoCP [REP6-007,
paragraph 4.6.13] to include the minimum measures which they intend to
include in the final Reptile Method Statement?

b) Reptile surveys conducted on site identified a very small number of common
lizard and slow worms only. The habitat suitable for supporting reptiles is
limited on site. The measures to be included in the Reptile Method Statement
will cover:

c) Please could NRW comment on the minimum measures they wish to see secured
in this section of the outline CoCP [REP6-007, paragraph 4.6.13]?



Details of areas which have the potential to support reptiles;



Identification of areas suitable for supporting reptiles that will require
construction works access or removal, and areas suitable for supporting
reptiles to be retained;



Details on managing risk in these areas : e.g. inclusion of fencing to
prevent incursion by vehicles and people, and/or the requirement for
vegetation management if habitat removal or construction works access
are required;



Details of vegetation management methodology, e.g. staged cuts,
timings, ecological supervision, removal of refugia, safely moving
reptiles from areas of habitat to be removed to areas to be retained on
site; and,



Protocols for site staff if reptiles are encountered, e.g. stop works,
contact a named ecologist or contact the on-site Ecological Clerk of
Works.

This has been included in paragraph 4.6.13 for completeness
3.5.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council
NRW

3.6.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

Further to Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 3.23], please add
the need to quantify and agree tree loss with the relevant planning authority in
consultation with NRW to the Habitat Management Plan section of the outline CoCP
[REP6-007, section 4.6].

This has is outlined in paragraphs 4.6.4 – 4.6.10 within the HMP of the CoCP

a) Please could GC comment on the Applicant’s response [REP6-002, page 4-6] to
GC’s earlier comment [REP5-044, question 3.23(c)], suggesting that it is not
possible to agree to a 2:1 ration for replacement trees until the tree survey
[REP6-007, paragraph 4.6.4] has been undertaken?

(b)

This is already outlined in Section 4.6 of the CoCP, paragraphs 4.6.4 to
4.6.9 of the HMP.

(c)

The HMP (paragraph 4.6.9) and Landscape and Reinstatement Plan
(paragraph 4.3.6) outline that where opportunities for enhancement and
improvements of habitats are identified, these will be implemented. Any
replacement trees will be identified for their potential value and
enhancement to the existing habitat and ecosystem. Therefore the
Applicant believes that sufficient commitment has been demonstrated in
line with EN1

b) Do criteria for the replacement of trees need to be secured in the outline CoCP
[REP6-007, section 4.6]?
c) Has sufficient commitment been demonstrated in line with the policy
requirements of paragraph 5.3.18 of the Overarching National Policy Statement
for Energy (EN-1)?
3.7.

Gwynedd
Council

Is GC content that the monitoring of mitigation following the tree survey may be
undertaken by a Clerk of Works rather than a suitably qualified Arboriculturist? The
2012 T&CPA approval [APP-086, condition 55] required that this be undertaken by a
suitably qualified Arboriculturist.
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Request
number

Request to

Request

3.8.

Applicant

Further to responses to the SWQs from GC [REP5-044, question 3.24] and NRW
[REP5-049, question 3.24], please secure measures to notify and consult with the
relevant planning authority and NRW in advance of works to be carried out in
sensitive areas be secured in the outline CoCP [REP6-007, section 4.6].

Gwynedd Council and NRW will be consulted on the intended commencement of
construction via Requirement 4 Phasing Plan. Therefore both parties will be
consulted on as part of the request to discharge this Requirement and therefore
secured through the DCO already. Any methodologies or specific activities to work
in sensitive areas will be implemented as per the relevant Management Plan.

3.9.

Applicant

a) The Applicant has stated [REP5-005, question 3.27] that noise and vehicle
movement on Ffordd Cefn Du will not create a barrier to the continuity of
habitats. Please justify this for the predicted increases in traffic during
construction [APP-079].

(a)

Gwynedd
Council
NRW

The Applicant has assumed that this question means barrier to movements
of species and continuity of available habitat and so has answered on that
basis.
Improvement works to Ffordd Cefn Du and use of the road as a construction
route to Q1 are due to take place between daylight hours with no
requirement for night time working, therefore avoiding traffic movements at
night when the animals listed in the question (REP5-005, 3.27) are most
active. A 20mph speed limit as outlined in the CTMP will be observed. No
night-time traffic is expected with the exception of security and therefore
the risk of collision of animals with site vehicles, and any risk that this
threat may cause animals to avoid crossing the road, will not have a
significant adverse effect. Therefore, noise and vehicle movement will not
create a barrier to movement to species on Ffordd Cefn Du.

b) Please could GC and NRW comment?

Noise and vehicle movement will not fragment habitats (affect continuity of
habitats) through animals avoiding the area as a result of noise or vehicle
movements because any vehicle movements when species of concern are
active will be negligible.
3.10.

Applicant
NRW

a) Please clarify the risks of Nuttall’s waterweed in Llyn Padarn being disturbed
during construction or operation and the risks of it being abstracted to the
reservoirs, either during the initial filling or in the future.

(a)

b) Please could the specific relevant mitigation measures be described more fully in
the outline Biosecurity Plan [REP5-022, section 3.6]?

Nuttall’s waterweed Elodea nuttallii was common (although generally
sparse) within the lagoons and occasional within the open water sites.
Although common in the lagoons, there was no Elodea nuttallii recorded
within approximately 40 m either side of the spillway infrastructure in open
water. In addition to being absent within the area of construction, the
habitat in this area was generally poor – i.e. steeply shelving with large
boulders at 0 – 4.5 m depth and therefore unlikely to support Elodea
nuttallii (which prefers finer sediments to root in).
Currently the location of Elodea nuttallii and the substrate in the
construction area of the spillway infrastructure suggests that it is unlikely
that Elodea nuttallii will be disturbed during construction (due to its absence
and also the requirement for pre-construction surveys to confirm this),
drawn into the Development during the initial abstraction, or during
operation (as substrate conditions remain unsuitable for colonisation).

(b)

4.

Historic environment
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The section reference [REP5-022, section 3.6] covers the species
Cotoneaster. The only location of Cotoneaster on site is on the rocky
outcrops of the quarry faces of Q1 and Q6. During construction the quarry
faces will be blasted, and the material crushed for use in the dam and spoil
mounds within the Order Limits. As such, any plants and seeds will be
destroyed or buried during this process. In the unlikely event that any
plants avoid the blasting or reprofiling works and remain in situ in the
quarries, these will be immersed with water. As Cotoneaster is not known to
spread via water there is deemed to be no pathways between the
Development and the wider environment and as such there is no
requirement for mitigation measures with regards to Cotoneaster.

Request
number

Request to

Request

4.1.

Cadw

Is Cadw content with the Applicant’s statement [REP5-005, question 5.1] that “no
significant adverse effects to historic features are anticipated including the tentative
World Heritage Site”?

4.2.

Cadw

Is Cadw content with the Applicant’s response [REP5-005, question 5.1] regarding
potential impacts on the setting of Dolbadarn Castle?

4.3.

Cadw

Please could Cadw comment on the Applicant’s outline Archaeological Compensation
and Enhancement Strategy [REP5-016]?

4.4.

Gwynedd
Council

a) Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 5.1] and
it’s Statement of Common Ground with Cadw [REP5-026], is GC content with the
Applicant’s assessment of no significant adverse effects on the tentative World
Heritage Site?

Applicant

(b)

As agreed with Gwynedd Council as part of the DCO Scoping Opinion, the
tentative World Heritage Site was examined as part of the base line study
and it was considered that there would be no impacts on the tentative site,
and as such it was not covered in the impact assessment. The tentative
application was made on the 27th January 2012 (Slate Industry of North
Wales, ref 5678) and consists of up to seven areas representing different
forms and traditions of the slate workings, transport and associated
infrastructure. In addition it should be noted that the extent of the full
tentative designation covers an extensive area shown in Appendix 4.4 to
this response. The Development utilises two quarries and an existing
platform, features which have not changed since the approved scheme was
granted permission, and this tentative designation was not considered to
require any further information to be submitted. Therefore the Applicant
does not believe that a Requirement is required.

(a)

The final Archaeological Compensation and Enhancement Strategy will be
produced in collaboration with GAPs, GC, and Cadw, and will be based on
Detailed Design (as required by Requirement 5). As such it is not possible
for the applicant to update the document without consultation with the
stakeholders.

b) Please could a requirement to undertake a detailed assessment of impacts on
the tentative World Heritage Site and mitigate the potential impacts be included
in the outline Archaeological Compensation and Enhancement Strategy [REP5016]?
c) Does GC have, or is it aware of, any concerns that the development area being
included as part of Slate Industry of North Wales [REP5-026] area could affect a
future bid?

4.5.

Gwynedd
Council

a) Following the Applicant’s response [REP5-006, page 6-1] to GC’s earlier
comments [REP4-025], is GC content that the Archaeological Compensation and
Enhancement Strategy [REP5-016] now addresses its concerns?
b) Further to the Applicant’s comments [REP6-002, page 4-8] is GC content that
the outline Archaeological Compensation and Enhancement Strategy [REP5-016]
addresses its earlier concerns [REP5-044, question 5.4] regarding approval of
the archaeological work and programme and monitoring?
c) Further to its earlier comments [REP4-025] is GC confident that it will have
sufficient resources to fulfil its monitoring and approval responsibilities?
d) Please could the Applicant provide any comments that it referred to [REP5-006,
page 6-1] from Cadw and any responses to those?

4.6.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) It is unclear what further information will be provided in the final Archaeological
Compensation and Enhancement Strategy. Please could the Applicant update the
outline Archaeological Compensation and Enhancement Strategy [REP5-016] to
clarify specifically what further information will be provided in the final version
for sign off by the relevant planning authority?
b) Please could GC comment on any additional information that they would like to
see in the final version?

4.7.

Applicant

Please update the outline Archaeological Compensation and Enhancement Strategy
[REP5-016, paragraph 2.1.13] to clarify the relevant archaeological standards that
will be met.

As stated in question 4.6, it is not possible to update the Archaeological
Compensation and Enhancement Strategy without consulting relevant
stakeholders including Cadw, GC and GAPs. However, the document will detail
standards that must be followed and achieved for all works proposed. As no
specific archaeological standards exist for Wales, all contractors will be expected
to follow standards and guidance provided by the Chartered Institute for
Archaeologists (CIfA).

4.8.

Gwynedd

a) Please could GC respond to the Applicant’s response [REP6-002, page 4-8], to

(b)
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The bomb store falls outside of the Order Limits. As such no direct physical

Request
number

Request to

Council
Applicant

Request

its earlier comments [REP5-044, question 5.3] suggesting that a watching brief
of any investigation rather than a pre-construction survey is appropriate to
safeguard the existing bomb store that GC has stated [REP5-044, question 5.3]
is “nationally significant”?
b) Please could the Applicant clarify how it can be confident that a fully structural
survey and assessment is not required to identify any risks of damage to the
bomb store from the development and to identify the risks of a structural failure
of the bomb store structure affecting the stability of the tailpond dam?

impacts resulting from construction of the Q6 dam or other associated
works are envisaged. Whilst the Applicant has previously provided a
detailed response in relation to the construction of the dam and any effects
on the structural integrity of the bomb store (see response to Jeff Taylor,
page 7-5 to 7-6 of SPH_GREX_WED5_01) a survey is also not deemed
necessary from an archaeological perspective.
(c)

The design of the dam/reservoir will be undertaken by a suitably qualified
designer and matters surrounding dam stability are the subject of statutory
control. In this case it is the Reservoirs Act of 1975 and as the Applicant’s
response at Deadline 5 outlines that any feature likely to cause instability or
impact on safety would be identified pre-construction by the Panel Engineer
and the design would not be approved. The dam will also be subject to
regular inspections by an engineer acting under the Reservoirs Act for the
lifetime of the Development. In addition, the detailed design of the
Development will be subject to the approval of Gwynedd Council via
Requirement 5.

a) Please could GC comment on the Applicant’s summary [REP5-005] of potential
impacts to around 20 properties that would require a 8.5km diversion to
Llanberis during the proposed temporary closure of Ffordd Clegir for safety
reasons and on the mitigation measures proposed?

(a)

Whilst the Applicant notes that this part is for Gwynedd Council to respond,
the Applicant wishes to clarify that the closure of Ffordd Clegir will be for
short periods. However should the blasts be in closer proximity to Ffordd
Clegir then longer closures for up to two days may be required.

b) Please could the Applicant secure it’s suggested mitigation (of liaising with local
stakeholders to minimise disruption by selecting appropriate times for these
works to take place) in the outline CTMP [REP5-023]?

(b)

The CTMP has been updated to include this (section 2.14).

Please update the outline CTMP [REP5-023] to set out the timing and notice needed
for abnormal loads to travel to the development [REP4-014, paragraph 12.1(c)].

The CTMP has been updated to include this (section 2.15).

c) Please could GC and the Applicant comment on any permission required to
undertake a full structural survey and assessment of the bomb store and for the
resulting report and any consequent mitigation measures that may be required
to be reviewed and approved?

5.

Traffic and transport

5.1.

Gwynedd
Council
Applicant

5.2.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

5.3.

Gwynedd
Council

Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 6.7], is GC
content that the speed limit from the A4085 to Q1 during construction should be
20mph rather than 10mph?

5.4.

Applicant

The Applicant has stated [REP5-005, question 6.9] that a cap on the number of HGV
movements is not required. If a cap is not placed at the level assessed in the ES
how will it be ensured that the residual impacts will be no greater than identified in
the ES?

The Applicant has previously outlined that a cap on vehicle movements will affect
the overall programme of the Development and does not accept that a cap would
allow reasonable flexibility.
Therefore, as set out in section 2.12 of the CTMP the Contractor will keep a record
of all vehicle movements and this will then be discussed with the Local Authority
on a quarterly basis and should these exceed the figures outlined in the ES
assessment, a strategy will be agreed to reduce overall movements.
As stated in the CTMP (section 2.12) the local authority will also have a
mechanism to call a meeting at any time to review traffic numbers outside of the
normal quarterly review should the traffic flows in a particular month give rise to
any concerns.

5.5.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

In order to limit the possible duration of any exceedances of vehicle movements,
please update the CTMP [REP5-023, section 2.12] to clarify the frequency of
monitoring and report of vehicle movements and the timing of agreement and
implementation of any strategy to reduce movements where necessary?
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Section 2.12 of the CTMP has been updated.

Request
number

5.6.

Request to

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

Request

a) Please could the Applicant’s proposed methodology for any direct damage
caused by construction vehicles to property [REP5-005, question 6.14] [REP5023, paragraph 2.8.1] address the possibility of an incident not being reported
by a driver (if, for example, the driver did not observe the incident) and clarify
who would be liable for cost of any repairs?
b) Please comment on Dr Jane Huuse’s suggestion [REP4-021] for surveillance
cameras?

a) Should such an incident take place, the damage would be covered by law as
third party liability, and therefore covered by the insurance of the person
causing the damage or their employer as in any other case where a vehicle
damages property. Therefore either the person who caused the damage or
their employer would be liable for this damage in accordance with the normal
legal position. Section 2.8 of the CTMP has been amended to outline that
should this situation occur, the PC will undertake an investigation to determine
any lessons learnt, make improvements and what other measures can be
implemented to prevent further accidents.
b) The Applicant notes the comments made by Dr Jane Huuse but does not
consider the use of remote security cameras appropriate. There would be a
data protection and privacy issues as the cameras would have to be placed
within the village of Groeslon and therefore personal data would be collected.
There would also be the requirement for landownership agreements, electrical
connections and erection of poles to place the cameras on.

5.7.

Applicant

Please could the requirement for penalties for vehicles not following the construction This is included in Section 2.2.5 of the submitted CTMP (Rep 5-023), but the
route from the A4085 to Q1 [REP5-005, question 6.15] be included in the outline
wording has been slightly amended to provide more certainty.
CTMP [REP5-023]?

5.8.

NRW

Further to its response to the SWQs [REP5-049, question 6.16], please could NRW
comment on the potential impacts of the Applicant’s consideration of the Alternative
Access to Q1 [REP4-015] on biodiversity?

5.9.

Gwynedd
Council

a) Please could GC comment on the concerns regarding safety on the construction
route between the Groeslon crossroads and the cattle grid expressed by
Waunfawr Community Council [REP4-019], Cherry Bartlett [REP4-020] [REP6023] and Dr Jane Huuse [REP4-021] and please could GC comment on the
Applicant’s responses [REP5-006]?
b) Are sufficient measures included in the draft DCO [REP6-012] and the s278
agreement for the Ffordd Cefn Du highway improvements to mitigate those
concerns?
c) Should any other mitigation measures be considered, e.g. HGV travel hours to
avoid school children walking to and from home, further measures to increase
visibility or refuges for walkers, cyclists and horse riders to allow HGV to pass?
d) With reference to comments from Dr Jane Huuse [REP4-021], does GC have any
suggestions how the Applicant’s commitment [REP5-023, paragraph 2.4.5] that
“construction vehicles on Ffordd Cefn Du will give way to other users” can be
enforced?

5.10.

Applicant

Please provide, summarise and comment on vibration surveys undertaken during
the preliminary ground investigation works [REP3-026] [REP5-006, page 4-3].

In response to the concerns of some of the residents along Ffordd Cefn Du
regarding vibration damage by HGVs using the road, the Applicant took the
opportunity of installing vibration monitors in four locations along the road during
part of the Ground Investigation works carried out in the summer of 2015. This
was purely to inform the concerns of the residents on Ffordd Cefn Du, and not to
inform the EIA.
The intent of the work was to inform the likelihood of vehicle movements causing
damage through their use of the road by measuring the vibration they caused and
comparing the result to the 2012 TCPA planning conditions for the main
construction work.
Not all vehicle movements were captured, however the heaviest load was captured
together with a number of HGV and tractor movements up and down the road.
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The contractor kept a record of the HGV movements so that they could be
compared with the results of the vibration survey.
The vibration monitors were coupled with microphones so that a 5 minute sound
recording was triggered and captured whenever a meaningful vibration event
occurred.
In total there were 17 such events triggered and the associated sound files have
been shared with the residents on request. None of the 17 events occurred on a
day when a HGV used the road, and this is supported by the content of the sound
files.
The Applicant concluded that there was no evidence that the HGV movements on
Ffordd Cefn Du were at a level that would exceed the original TCPA conditions,
and does not expect that future HGV movements would be at a level that might
cause damage either. However the Applicant also concludes that the relatively
small study, the inevitable further deterioration of the road over time and the
continued concerns of some of the residents means that future property surveys
and further monitoring could not be ruled out at this stage. For this reason the
Applicant has made clear its property survey process in the response to ExA
Second Written Question 7.7
5.11.

Applicant

a) The outline CoCP [REP6-007, paragraphs 2.5.1 and 2.6.1] refer to the provision
of welfare facilities to minimise the need for offsite trips by staff during the
working day. Will these facilities include a canteen?

(a)

This is likely to be one portacabin and include a canteen and welfare
facilities for the construction staff. There will also likely be a microwave and
washing facilities for workers that provide their own lunch.

b) Is it intended to control the number of offsite trips during the working day,
including to Waunfawr for meals or snacks; and, if so, can this be set out in the
outline CoCP [REP6-007]?

(b)

To reduce use of Ffordd Cefn Du for minor trips it is the intention that the
Principal Contractor will provide adequate facilities for construction staff.

(c)

The number of trips is controlled though the overall traffic numbers on
Ffordd Cefn Du and the fact that any exceedance triggers a discussion with
Gwynedd Council on traffic management. However there are opportunities
for local expenditure outside work hours where those workers require
dinner, breakfast and accommodation.

c) If the number of offsite trips during the working day are controlled, are there
any implications for the indirect economic benefits for the local area in respect to
expenditures such as food and drink that the ES has concluded would be a
temporary, local, minor, beneficial effect (para 15.7.13) [APP-082, paragraph
15.7.13]?
5.12.

Applicant

Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 2.3(b)],
please update the outline Materials Management Plan [REP5-014] to include
measures for the recording and auditing of the movement of materials.

This has been included within the MMP.

5.13.

Applicant

a) Please advise when discussions regarding the timescales for the grid connection
are likely to reach a conclusion?

(a)

The Applicant submitted a TCPA application for the grid connection on the
28th of July.

b) Is GC correct to assume that the grid connection would be one of the last
elements of the scheme [REP5-044, question 6.17]?

(b)

Yes GC is correct to assume that the grid connection is potentially one of
the last elements of the Development to be consented. However

The grid connection is a separate application made under the Town & Country
Planning Act 1990 and may be constructed by SP Manweb. In addition the bypass
is a third party application and is subject to its own mitigation measures. The
cumulative assessment for the Development was undertaken on information
available at the time and on reasonably foreseeable timescales. Gwynedd Council
Highways Authority have their own powers to avoid unacceptable cumulative
effects. Therefore it is not appropriate to include mitigation measures of these
third party applications within the CTMP.

5.14.

Applicant

Notwithstanding that the grid connection would be a separate application and that
the Caernarfon and Bontnewydd bypass will be delivered by others, if the Applicant
agrees that it has a duty to demonstrate how they intend to effectively mitigate any
cumulative effects which may arise then please could it agree the outline of any
necessary mitigation measures with GC and include these in the outline CTMP
[REP5-023]?

5.15.

Gwynedd
Council

Is GC content that measures necessary to mitigate cumulative impacts with the grid
connection and with the Caernarfon and Bontnewydd bypass have been adequately
secured?
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6.

Noise, vibration and air overpressure

6.1.

NRW

Further to its response to the [SWQs REP5-049, question 7.1], please could NRW
comment on the Applicant’s response [REP5-005, question 7.1] regarding potential
noise and vibration impacts from piling works in Llyn Padarn?

6.2.

Applicant

a) Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 7.1(c)],
should the requirement for the Piling Method Statement and associated noise
and vibration limits to be submitted to and approved by the relevant planning
authority in consultation with NRW be secured in the outline Construction Noise
Management Plan (CNMP) [REP5-011]?

Gwynedd
Council
NRW

b) Please include more information on the minimum measures to be included in the
Piling Method Statement in the outline CNMP [REP5-011].
6.3.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) In its response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 7.3(b)] the Applicant stated
that the works areas for plant considered in the ES construction noise
assessment [APP-080] do not fully correspond to the Works areas in the draft
DCO [REP5-029]. Please could the Applicant clarify the discrepancies and
comment on how consistency can be ensured between the activities in each
Works area permitted by the draft DCO and those assessed in the ES?
b) The Applicant has stated [REP5-005, question 7.3(a)] that the ES construction
noise assessment [APP-080] considered plant in fixed locations for all noise
sensitive receptors. Please could the Applicant provide a plan to indicate the
location of plant considered in the ES?
c) Please could the Applicant clarify and demonstrate whether it is, or is not, likely
to be possible for mitigation measures to ensure that construction noise levels
are below the permitted limits at Glyn Peris Guest House, Glyn Peris Cottage,
Lake View Hotel and the other identified locations where exceedances have been
identified?
d) Please could GC comment on whether it would assist with the enforcement of
noise limits if further restrictions were placed on the activities permitted by the
draft DCO [REP6-012] in the vicinity of Glyn Peris House, Glyn Peris Cottage and
Lake View Hotel?

(a)

The piling method statement and associated noise and vibration limits will
be submitted and approved by GC with consultation with NRW as part of the
CNMP and Requirement 6. Paragraph 4.3.2 of the outline CNMP has been
updated to clarify this.

(b)

Paragraph 4.3.3 of the outline CNMP includes a list of the minimum
measures to be included in the Piling Method Statement.

(a)

As stated in response to SWQ 7.3 (b) (REP5-005) the ES construction noise
assessment covered Q1, Q6, powerhouse construction, penstock, pumping
station and spillway infrastructure, as outlined in Chapter 4 Project
description in the ES (Doc ref 6.02).
The following table shows which Works Package corresponds to each
construction phase assessed.

Construction Noise Phase Assessed
in ES

Works Package

Q1 works

1A, 1B, 1D,1F

Q6 works

3A, 3B, 4A, 4B

Powerhouse Construction

3A, 3B

Penstock construction

2, 3A, 3B, 4A

Pumping Station and spillway
infrastructure

4E and 4F

As previously stated, the initial construction noise assessment in ES Chapter
13 was based on an indicative reasonable worst case, and that a detailed
construction assessment will be undertaken once the PC is appointed and
the construction methods are confirmed. The detailed construction
assessment will assess the activities within each Works area as permitted
by the DCO and compared to the areas assessed within the ES.

Page 12 of 24

(b)

Please see attached figures 6.3.1-6.3.5

(c)

As previously stated, the exceedances in the construction noise levels
identified in ES chapter 13 are based on an unmitigated construction noise
assessment. The Applicant considers that, with appropriate mitigation, the
construction noise limits can be achieved at Glyn Peris Guest House, Glyn
Peris Cottage, Lake View Hotel and the other identified locations where
exceedances have been identified. This will be confirmed as part of the
detailed construction noise assessment. It should also be noted that the
predicted exceedance would not be for the whole construction programme,
as the construction works for the various phases will take place at different
times, and not all plant will be operating at the closest position to the NSRs
all the time. The limits of the works have been drawn as tightly as possible
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Request

to allow sufficient room for the potential works to be safely carried out. The
whole of the works area has been assessed for the impacts arising from
those works. Any restriction on works in this area is unacceptable to the
Applicant. The Applicant has previously advised in the response to First
Written Question 2.2 that a layout of the works within 4B cannot be
provided at this time but that noisy activities will be located away from the
eastern boundary of the Order Limits which adjoin the two Glyn Peris
properties. This is secured in the CoCP.
6.4.

Applicant

Further to its response [REP5-006, page 5-11] to concerns raised by Glyn Peris
Guest House [REP4-023], please could the Applicant confirm that both baseline and
construction noise monitoring will be carried out to both the front and rear of Glyn
Peris Guest house and secure this in the outline CNMP [REP5-011]?

The Applicant confirms that baseline and construction noise monitoring will be
offered at both the front and rear of Glyn Peris Guest House. The installation is
dependent on the permission of the landowners. The outline CNMP has been
updated to reflect this, please see paragraphs 2.2.4 and 6.2.7
As stated in the outline CNMP representative monitoring shall be carried out
periodically e.g. at the start of new works phases or when works commence in
new locations. The schedule of monitoring will be agreed with GC once the
construction programme is confirmed as part of the CNMP.
Any monitoring point will need to a be secure location, where the equipment is not
likely to be tampered with and access will have to be granted to change the
batteries, calibrate the equipment and download the data on a regular basis. To
avoid any unnecessary inconvenience to the resident (such as Glyn Peris Guest
House), the Applicant can consider the use of remote access monitoring
equipment should also be considered provided that there is suitable internet
connection available.

6.5.

Applicant

Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 7.6(a)],
please could the proposals to establish whether construction traffic vibration levels
at buildings considered to be high risk are likely to exceed the threshold levels, and
to take measurements of vibration from existing traffic, [REP2-011, question 7.13]
be included in the outline CNMP [REP5-011]?

The outline CNMP has been updated, please refer to paragraph 4.4.4.

6.6.

Applicant

Please clarify where potential impacts of construction works outside normal working
hours have been assessed and mitigated, noting the comment from GC [REP5-044,
question 7.9(c)] that it is not aware of an assessment.

The ES chapter 13 provided an assessment of the 24 hour construction of the
penstock, and included a night assessment in paragraph 13.7.26 and in Appendix
13.1. Requirement 13 allows for underground excavation works to be undertaken
outside the normal working hours.

6.7.

Applicant

a) The Applicant has stated [REP5-005, question 7.16] that it is not possible at this
stage to identify the durations of any potential exceedances of normal day time
and night time noise and vibration limits at this stage. Please could the Applicant
clarify and justify whether, in the worst case scenario, the limits are likely to be
exceeded for more than 8 weeks per calendar year?

(a)

Gwynedd
Council

b) If the Applicant is not able to provide this information at this stage, please could
it suggest how the ExA can be confident in advising the Secretary of State that
the significance of the effects reported in the ES will not be exceeded?
c) Please could GC comment?
d) Does GC consider that appropriate restrictions should be put in place in the
CNMP [REP5-011] to ensure that significant impacts will not arise?
e) Does GC consider that the outline CNMP [REP5-011] should include any
commitments to restricting the number/durations of potential exceedances?
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As stated in the response to Question 7.16 (REP5-005) ES chapter 13
Paragraphs 13.7.24 to 13.7.27 in the ES (Doc Ref 6.02) summarised where
there may be exceedances of the normal day time and night time
construction noise limits over the 1 hour assessment period, based on an
unmitigated indicative worst case construction noise assessment. However,
at this stage it is not possible to clarify the durations of any potential
exceedances, as this will be confirmed once the PC has been appointed,
construction method and programme are known and the construction noise
assessment has been updated. The worst case predicted noise levels are
unlikely to be for the entire construction phase. There will be times of peak
activity throughout the construction phase which will be confirmed as part
the Phasing Plan.
Based on the initial construction noise assessment in ES Chapter 13, the
predicted noise levels did not exceed 70 dB at the representative NSRs.
Therefore it is unlikely that the increased noise limits as allowed for in MPG
11 will be exceeded for more than 8 weeks per calendar year. However this
will be confirmed once the PC is appointed and an updated detailed
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assessment is undertaken.
It should also be noted that appropriate mitigation measures will be
employed (as described in the updated CNMP) to minimise the construction
impacts on NSRs.
(b)

The noise and vibration limits as set out in the outline CNMP will have to be
adhered to, and therefore the significance of effects reported in the ES will
not be exceeded, except during agreed (with GC) exceedances.

6.8.

Applicant

Following the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 7.5], please
include the mitigation measures outlined for concrete batching plant in the outline
CNMP [REP5-011].

The outline CNMP has been updated to include the mitigation measures for the
concrete batching plant. Please refer to the bullet point list in paragraph 5.1.1 of
the outline CNMP

6.9.

Applicant

Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 10.2(a)] and
to ensure consistency with the ES [APP-080][APP-081], please could the potential
locations for blasting be secured in the outline CoCP [REP6-007] and/or outline
CNMP [REP5-011]?

The Applicant does not believe that it is appropriate to secure the blasting
locations through the Management Plans and therefore has secured these
activities within the DCO.

Gwynedd
Council
6.10.

Applicant

Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 12.11] please
update the outline CNMP [REP5-011, paragraph 3.3.5] to clarify that blasting will
not take place at weekends or on Bank Holidays?

Paragraph 3.3.5 of the outline CNMP has been updated to clarify that it is currently
proposed that blasting within the quarries for reprofiling, and drill and blast
excavation blasting will take place between 10:00 hrs to 11:00hrs and 15:00 to
16:00hrs during normal construction hours on Monday to Friday and Saturday
mornings. No blasting will take place on Saturday afternoons, Sundays or Public
Holidays. Drill and blast excavation blasting will be confined to working hours but
the clearance and preparation for the next blast can be undertaken outwith normal
construction hours where these are underground works. For the avoidance of
doubt any disposal or ordnance which is required urgently for health and safety
reasons and cannot be delayed until working hours will be carried out when
required to protect life and property.

6.11.

Applicant

a) Please update the outline CNMP [REP5-011] to include a process for identifying
activities that could result in noise, vibration or air overpressure limits being
exceeded, and for this information together with programme dates to be
included in the CNMP.

(a)

The outline CNMP has been updated in Section 3.4 to include a process for
identifying activities that could result in noise, vibration or air overpressure
limits being exceeded. Programme dates to be confirmed as part of the
phasing plan (Requirement 4)

b) Where there is a risk that limits could be exceeded during blasting, or other
construction activities, please could the outline CNMP [REP5-011] set out a
process for identifying alternative construction methods and for the decision on
the preferred option to explicitly account for noise, vibration and air
overpressure impacts?

(b)

Mitigation measures will be identified during the detailed design stage,
which may include identifying alternative construction methods if necessary.
Any alternative construction measures will also have been fully assessed as
part of the detailed construction noise and vibration assessment as
described in Section 3.4 of the outline CNMP

c) Please could such a consideration of options be submitted to the relevant
planning authority for approval before the relevant works progress?

(c)

As stated in the CNMP, a detailed construction noise and vibration
assessment will be undertaken once the principal and blasting contractors
are appointed, and if necessary alternative methods will have to be used to
ensure the appropriate limits are achieved. This will be submitted to GC for
approval as part of the final CNMP as per Requirement 6.

Please clarify the statement in the outline CoCP [REP6-007, paragraph 2.12.1] and
the outline CNMP [REP5-011, paragraph 3.3.1] regarding the means by which
normal construction hours may be extended, and refer to the approvals required
and update these documents accordingly.

Normal construction hours on a Saturday may be required to be extended to
19:00 during critical path works for unforeseen circumstances or activities such as
concrete pours to ensure the task is completed. Extensions may also be sought
where they would act to provide mitigation such as timing road closures to avoid
peak traffic flows or to shorten the duration of construction operations at LLyn
Padarn to avoid periods of heavy use of the lake. Working outside of the normal
construction hours will require the prior approval of Gwynedd Council in
accordance with requirement 12 and prior consent under Section 61 of the Control
of Pollution Act 1974 (CoPA) will be sought . Paragraph 3.3.3 of the outline CNMP
has been updated to clarify that approval will be sought from GC and any Section

Gwynedd
Council

6.12.

Applicant
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61 agreements will be communicated to the local community via the EHO.
6.13.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

6.14.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

a) The outline CNMP [REP5-011] suggests a construction vibration limit of 1 mm/s
PPV for tunnelling works. Is this limit proposed for both daytime and night time?

(a)

The CNMP has been updated (paragraphs 4.2.11-4.2.13 and condition 5 in
Appendix A) to include daytime and night vibration limits based on the
criteria in Table 1 of BS 6472:2008’ Guide to evaluation of human exposure
to vibration in buildings- Part1 vibration sources other than blasting. These
are vibration dose s (VDV)

(b)

The day time and night time vibration limits are based on the guidance in
BS 6472-1:2008 which is low probability of adverse comment.

b) What is the risk of disturbance to sleep if this limit is applied at night time?

Should a vibration dose value limit be set? A limit was included in the 2012 T&CPA
approval [APP-086, condition 37].

The updated CNMP now proposes VDV limits for day and night time periods,
please see response to Question 6.13 above

6.15.

Applicant

Please clarify who piling noise and vibration limits are to be agreed with [REP5-011,
paragraph 4.3.2 and appendix A] and that they are to be submitted with a method
statement to the relevant planning authority in consultation with NRW for approval?

The piling noise and vibration limits are to be agreed with GC along with
consultation with NRW. Paragraph 4.3.2 and condition 11 of Appendix A of the
outline CNMP have been updated to clarify this.

6.16.

Applicant

Please could the description of investigations at building considered to be at high
risk from vibrations [REP5-011] be extended to include the matters previously
identified [REP2-011, question 7.13] regarding consideration of “whether
construction traffic vibrations would be likely to exceed the threshold values” and
that “vibration measurements of existing traffic … should also be undertaken to
determine the existing vibration levels”?

The outline CNMP has been updated, please refer to paragraph 4.4.4.

6.17.

Applicant

With reference to maintaining road surfaces, please include the requirement stated
in the ES [APP-080, paragraph 13.9.35] that road irregularities are not to exceed
20mm in the outline CNMP [REP5-011, paragraph 5.11].

The bullet point in paragraph 5.11 of the outline CNMP has been updated to
include reference to road irregularities are not to exceed 20 mm.

6.18.

Applicant

Please could references to daytime and night time limits in the outline CNMP [REP5011, appendix A] clarify the limits on Saturdays, Sundays and Bank Holidays?

The daytime limits will apply on Saturday mornings between 07:00 and 13:00.
The night time limits apply between 19:00 and 07:00 Mondays to Saturday
mornings. The outline CNMP Appendix A has been updated to clarify this. For any
works on Saturday afternoons, Sundays or bank holidays, the noise limits will
need to be agreed with the GC as part of the Section 61 applications, however at
this stage it is proposed that proposed day and night time limits would applied at
the appropriate time periods, as stated in paragraph 3.3.3 of the outline CNMP.

6.19.

Applicant

Please could any proposals to increase limits in up to 8 weeks per year [REP5-011,
paragraph 4.2.8] be notified to both the relevant planning authority and local
residents at least 2 weeks prior to commencement?

The ELO will notify both the relevant planning authority and local residents at least
2 weeks prior to commencement of the increased noise limits for up to 8 weeks
per year. This has been updated in paragraph 4.2.8 of the outline CNMP.

6.20.

Applicant

Please could Applicant justify its statement [REP5-006, page 8-11] that “The
nearest receivers to the turbine house are located at distances of over 400m. It is
anticipated that the ground-borne vibration from the operation of the turbine will
not be of a sufficient level to be detectable by the occupants and therefore will not
cause disturbance.”

It is in the interest of the designers to minimise vibration of the turbines,
otherwise there will be maintenance and length of life issues. Combined with
propagation losses over the 400m between the source and receiver, the levels are
likely to be low.

6.21.

Applicant

Please could the Applicant provide justification for its belief [REP5-006, page 8-17]
that “any potential LFN can be addressed during the detailed design stage via
appropriate design and mitigation if required”?

The Applicant is committed to achieving the LFN limits set out in the outline ONMP
as if these limits are not met the plant will not be allowed to operate. Also it is
more difficult and costly to retro-fit any mitigation for LFN, so it will be addressed
appropriately during detailed design stage. As stated in the outline ONMP
mitigation for LFN could include vibration isolation, mufflers, attenuators, etc. and
will be considered during the detailed design stage.

6.22.

Gwynedd
Council

Further to responses to the SWQs from the Applicant [REP5-005, questions 7.4,
7.12 and 7.14] and the Applicant’s response [REP6-002, section 5] to further
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representations from Mike Vitkovitch, does GC have any reason to believe that low
frequency noise or ground borne vibration and noise during construction would
result in any significant adverse impacts and is it content that the necessary
mitigation measures have been secured in the outline CNMP [REP5-011]?
6.23.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

Are the Applicant and GC content mitigation measures for potential noise and
vibration impacts on recreational users are addressed in the outline CNMP [REP5011] and in the outline ONMP [REP5-012]?

6.24.

Gwynedd
Council

Further to responses to the SWQs from the Applicant [REP5-005, question 7.10(a)]
and GC [REP5-044, question 7.10(b)] does GC have any reason to believe that
operational vibration would result in any significant adverse impacts and is it
content that the necessary mitigation measures have been secured in the outline
ONMP [REP5-012]?

6.25.

Applicant

a) Please update the incident procedure flowchart in the outline CNMP [REP5-011,
appendix B] and outline Operational Noise Management Plan (ONMP) [REP5-012,
appendix B] to clarify relevant planning authority and local resident notification
and involvement.

The recreational users of Llyn Padarn will be considered as a noise sensitive
receptor. To clarify this, the text in paragraphs 3.4.1 of the CNMP and ONMP have
been updated. It should be noted Surf Lines had been included in the ES as a
location representative of recreational users. The applicant is content with the
mitigation measures for the potential noise and vibration impacts on recreational
uses as addressed in the outline CNMP and ONMP. GC have again reviewed the
revised outline CNMP and ONMP, and have confirmed via email (dated 8th and 9th
August 2016) that they approve the updated plans.

(a)

The incident procedure flowchart in Appendix B of the outline CNMP and
ONMP have been updated to clarify the relevant planning authority and local
resident notification and involvement.

b) Please could GC comment?
6.26.

Gwynedd
Council

7.

Water resources, contaminated land, flood risk and climate
change

7.1.

NRW

Please could NRW comment on the Applicant’s suggestion [REP6-002, page 6-18]
that the proposal to form a drain between Q5 and Q6 should not require an
amendment to the drainage consent application?

7.2.

Applicant

Further to its response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 8.4(c)] please clarify why
it is not possible to carry out site visits to properties which have not responded to
mail shots regarding private water supplies during the examination period?

The details of private water supplies are required to define the monitoring
locations only. Those locations have been agreed with and approved by Gwynedd
Council as part of the Water Management Plan (approval received on the 4th
August 2016). Site visits will be made by the ELO prior to construction as part of
the preparation of the detailed plans so that information is up-to-date combined
with better detail of the Development can be given. The ELO can establish a route
of communication for householders and generally allow meaningful engagement;
therefore such visits are premature at this time.

7.3.

NRW

a) Further to the Applicant’s response [REP6-002, page 6-19] to NRW’s earlier
comments [REP5-049, question 8.11] is NRW satisfied with the Applicant’s
suggestion that the Environmental Permit is the appropriate place to secure
discharge rates?

(b)

Applicant

Based on the information currently available to it, does GC consider that the overall
residual impact from noise and vibration is significant or not significant?

b) Please could the Applicant clarify the reason for increasing the pipe diameter for
the Q1 scour/discharge infrastructure from 800mm to 900mm [REP6-012] and
whether there are any consequences for the impact assessment or for the
Environmental Permit?
Page 16 of 24

The Applicant wishes to refer the ExA to DCO drawing 2.06.2 Indicative
Elevation & Section of the Relief Valve and Spilling Infrastructure,
specifically schematic 3 which shows the pipe to be 900mm. The 800mm
reference was incorrect.
Further to the responses provided to Question 1.6, the Applicant will
resubmit the permit applications with the pipe diameter at 900mm. The
Applicant considers that there is no additional or different impacts as a
result of the increase in the pipe diameter as NRW will determine the flow
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which is discharged from the spillway as per their responsibility and
capacity as Competent Authority under the Environmental Permitting
Regulations 2010 (as amended).
7.4.

Applicant

a) Please could post construction water quality monitoring [REP5-020, paragraph
4.4.7] include the water quality of the reservoirs in the long term?

(a)

The WTMP covers mitigation to prevent water pollution and water quality
monitoring during the construction period only. This includes a period post
completion of construction works during which water quality at receptor
sites continues to be monitored to ensure that there are no significant
changes in the water quality of nearby receptors. The reference to operation
phase monitoring has been made out of acknowledgement that it is
required as a precautionary commitment to ensure that the Applicant
gathers baseline data on the water quality in the area overtime to ensure
any discharges are within natural tolerances and would not lead to pollution
if and when discharged.

(b)

It is important to keep construction (including post-construction monitoring)
separate from longer term operation phase monitoring to avoid confusion,
although they may overlap. In addition, post construction monitoring will be
required by NRW as part of the environmental permit and therefore there
will be an element of potential duplication. Post-construction water quality
monitoring is proposed to ensure that after completion of the Development
there are no significant changes in the water quality of nearby receptors
and this is provided for in requirement 10 of version 8 of the DCO. It should
not be confused with the proposal to monitor water quality in the
Development in the operational phase as this would be required by the
Environmental Permit received from NRW.

(a)

The draft WTMP (Rev 3) contains all of the detail previously provided in the
Water Sampling Protocol that was agreed with NRW previously. There is
therefore no requirement to append this document to the draft WTMP. NRW
have reviewed and agreed to the draft WTMP in their response dated 2nd
June 2016.

(b)

The draft WTMP (Rev 3) will be updated to include details of the proposed
suite of analysis for sediment samples, as previously detailed in the Water
Sampling Protocol agreed with NRW.

b) Is the outline Water Management Plan the correct place for post-construction
monitoring or should these matters be secured directly in the draft DCO [REP6012] or in a separate plan for the operational phase?

7.5.

Gwynedd
Council

Is GC content with the updates to the outline Water Management Plan [REP5-020]
that the Applicant has provided in response to GC’s earlier comments [REP4-026,
item 11.1]?

7.6.

Applicant

a) Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQ [REP5-005, appendix 1.36, page
7] please could an updated version of the water sampling plan previously agreed
with NRW [APP-142] be included in the outline Water Management Plan [REP5020]?
b) Similarly for the sediment testing suite that it is noted [REP5-20, paragraph
4.4.26] was agreed with NRW in 2015?

7.7.

7.8.

Applicant

Applicant

Please justify why the proposed water quality sampling and monitoring locations
REP5-020, table 2 and figure 1] do not include the private water supply identified
by the applicant at Glyn Peris Cottage?

Glyn Peris Cottage is located to the north west of the Development between Q6
and Llyn Padarn.

Should the outline Silt Management Plan [REP5-021, paragraph 2.3.3] refer to the
excess spoil disposal area south west of Q6 rather than south east of Q1?

There is no excess spoil mound proposed to the south west of Q6. This section of
the draft SMP is referring to the new excess spoil mound proposed to the south
east of Q1.
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The current Water Management Plan concentrates monitoring of the private water
supplies on those from the Nant-y-Betwys. No monitoring of other private water
supplies to the north, south or north west of the Development is proposed, as no
likely effects or risk to the supplies has been identified. This has been approved by
Gwynedd Council in their approval of the WTMP. As the Development is unlikely to
disturb the surface water catchments to these streams. Therefore no effects are
anticipated so no monitoring is required. This would apply to Glyn Peris for the
reasons also stipulated in the response to Question 7.2 above.

Request
number

7.9.

Request to

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council
NRW

Request

Further to a statement in the outline Silt Management Plan [REP5-021, paragraph
3.5.28], and for clarity and the avoidance of doubt, please could it be secured
directly in the draft DCO [REP6-012] or in a separate plan for the operational phase
that crossings of the Nant-y-Betws are to be culverted?

Two permanent crossings of the Nant-y-Betws are required by the permanent
diversion of Route 9 around the southern side of the new excess spoil mounds at
Q1. These will require land drainage consent from Gwynedd Council drainage
department as these are not main rivers or ordinary watercourses under the
Water Resources Act 1991. The type and design of the crossings will be influenced
by discussions held with Gwynedd Council Public Rights of Way Officer regarding
the diversions, and thus it is not possible at this stage to commit to culverts.
The Environmental Statement assumed that each crossing would be culverted as
this is the worst case from a morphological perspective. Culverting a short section
of pipe, either temporarily or permanently, will ensure that there is an
impermeable barrier between the watercourse and any percolating runoff
containing fine sediment. It is anticipated that during construction temporary
culverting or fluming of the watercourse would be undertaken and thus there
would be an impermeable barrier to any infiltration of runoff containing fine
sediment. Following construction, alternatives to culverting would be open span
structures that would not present the same risk of fines leaching into the
watercourse as from access tracks constructed with slate waste, and thus there
would not be the need for a barrier to infiltration. Overall, the Applicant does not
believe that this issue needs to be subject to a separate Requirement as the
diversions are secured by the CoCP, the culverts by land drainage consents from
Gwynedd Council and also within the SMP regarding the potential effects.

7.10.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

7.11.

Applicant
Gwynedd
Council

The 2012 T&CPA approval [APP-086, conditions 9, 11 and 12] includes conditions
regarding contamination, remediation strategy and verification reports. Are these
valid for the current scheme and, if so and for clarity and the avoidance of doubt,
please could they be included in the outline Land Discovery Strategy [REP5-015]?

These have been included in the LDS

a) It is unclear what further information will be provided in the final Land Discovery
Strategy. Please could the Applicant update the outline Land Discovery Strategy
[REP5-015] to clarify specifically what further information will be provided in the
final version for sign off by the relevant planning authority?

(a)

The LDS has been updated

(b)

The Applicant has clarified the intent of the outline LDS and therefore please
refer to our detailed response in document SPH_GREX_WED7_01

(a)

As part of proposed secondary site investigation, geochemical testing of
samples of the slate waste will be carried out to assess the leachability
characteristics and eluate of the crushed slate and the associated risk of
contamination of surface waters from the crushing and reusing of the slate
in the Development. Testing would be carried out in an independent
laboratory in accordance with the NRA R&D 301 approach but also for a
solution with a pH consistent with site runoff. Analysis of the eluate for pH,
electrical conductivity and trace metal suite including total leachable
aluminium and ‘reactive’ (i.e. inorganic monomeric species of aluminium.
The precise testing suite will be agreed with NRW in advance. The results
would be compared against EQS, non-standard screening values and
proposed but not yet adopted UK standards relevant to Llyn Padarn and the
Afon Gwyrfai. Background water quality data will also be included in the
evaluation of results. NRW and GC will be consulted to agree the testing
methodology and assessment criteria, and this will be secured through the
Land Discovery Strategy and Silt Management Plan.

(b)

The geotechnical testing and scope of the geotechnical site investigation will

b) Please could the Applicant respond to NRW’s comments [REP6-017] regarding
the outline Land Discovery Strategy [REP5-015] and update it accordingly?
c) Please could GC comment on any additional information that they would like to
see in the final version?
7.12.

Applicant

a) Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 8.13],
please clarify the testing of reused excavation materials (frequency and scope of
testing, acceptance criteria, relevant standards, who would carry out the testing
and any requirements for approval) in the outline CoCP [REP6-007] where this
testing is required to mitigate against contamination.
b) Similarly, please add further detail to the geotechnical testing mentioned in the
outline Materials Management Plan [REP5-014, paragraph 2.1.7]?
c) Please respond to NRW’s comments [REP6-017] regarding the outline Materials
Management Plan [REP5-014] and update it accordingly?
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be confirmed by the Principal Contractor, as they will decide how to
specifically inform the detailed design. NRW and GC will be consulted on the
scope of the geotechnical investigation through the LDS
(c)
7.13.

Applicant

Please confirm whether the advice provided by NRW in their response to the SWQs
[REP5-049, question 8.16] has been followed in the Flood Consequences
Assessment [APP-131]?

7.14.

NRW

Please could NRW comment on the Applicant’s response [REP6-002, page 6-22] to
its earlier comments [REP5-048, agenda item 11.1] and clarify whether they expect
any amendments to be made to the outline Excess Water Management Plan [REP6009] secured in the draft DCO [REP6-012], or whether they are content that the
matters they comment on can be addressed at the post consent stage (if consent is
granted) once the detailed design is finalised?

8.

Ordnance

8.1.

Gwynedd
Council
Applicant

a) Is GC content with the Applicant’s response [REP6-002, page 4-3] to comments
[REP5-044, question 2.6] regarding the need to make HSE aware of the
Ordnance Management Strategy?
b) Please could the Applicant comment on the risk that any stipulations requested
by HSE at a later stage could mean that the scheme is not deliverable within the
parameters of the DCO?

Please refer to the Applicants response SPH_GREX_WED7_01

The Applicant notes the response made by NRW and is satisfied that the Flood
Consequence Assessment is appropriate and that the Development can meet the
criteria of planning policy with regard to flood risk (TAN 15). NRW have previously
accepted the conclusions of the FCA.

B) The approach to mitigating any potential UXO hazard would have to comply
with industry good practice operated within the UK (as advocated by guidance
provided by organisations such as the Institute of Explosive Engineers (IEE)
and endorsed by authorities such as the MoD, HSE and ACPO), but it is the
Applicant’s intention to exceed such requirements to mitigate any significant
effects on the local community and environment.
Given this approach, the Applicant believes it is unlikely that the HSE will
request any stipulations at a later stage that would mean the Development is
not deliverable within the parameters of the DCO. In the unlikely event that
the HSE requires any input, this is likely to be minor in nature as the practice
will already be the same as that operated routinely in the UK and will not
require any fundamental changes from the proposed approach outlined in the
outline Ordnance Management Strategy.

8.2.

Gwynedd
Council

Further to its earlier comments [REP5-044, question 9.2(b)] and the Applicant’s
response [REP5-006] to queries raised by the Snowdonia Society [REP4-040] and
Jeff Taylor [REP4-031], does GC have any concerns regarding the extent of
sampling and testing undertaken in quarry Q6?

8.3.

Applicant

Please provide the recent formal response anticipated from the MoD regarding
ordnance records [REP5-005, question 9.3(b)] together with the previous
correspondence [REP5-005, question 9.5(b)] that the Applicant has received from
the MoD.

Please see Appendix 8.3 for the most recent correspondence.

8.4.

Applicant

Further to its response [REP6-002, page 4-17] to an enquiry from GC [REP5-044,
question 9.6], please consult with Public Health Wales on the potential for health or
developmental problems linked to munition-related chemicals arising from
discharges to Llyn Padarn that have arisen during the examination, including the
comments expressed by Dr Dawn Wimpory [REP2-027], and provide a copy of the
correspondence or a summary of the outcome of the consultation that is agreed
with Public Health Wales.

The Applicant has been in communications with Public Health Wales who have
raised no objection to the Development given the control measures to be put in
place via the Management Plans and Environmental Permits. A copy of the
communications are provided in Appendix 8.4.

Please could the following measures mentioned in the Applicant’s response to the
SWQs be included, and where necessary expanded on, in the outline Ordnance

The compilation of the detailed OMS and associated risk assessments method
statements (RAMS) has not been commenced at present as this will require
detailed design to be completed and confirmation of the Development construction

8.5.

Applicant
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Furthermore as part of the Water Management Plan a suite of tests will be agreed
with GC once the detailed OMS has been developed, which will be appropriate to
the UXO potentially present on site.
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Management Strategy [REP5-024]:


Use of Chemical Agent Monitors [REP5-005, question 9.3(c)]?

programme. It is the detailed OMS and RAMS that will provide further detail of
required monitoring, but the Applicant can confirm the following:-



Methodology to locate ordnance in quarry crevices [REP5-005, question 9.4]?





Security arrangements [REP5-005, question 9.14]?

A CAM is a Chemical Agent Monitor that allows for the safe investigation of
materials potentially contaminated with vesicant agents such as Mustard Gas.
The instrument and approach have been established as a mainstay for such
operations throughout the UK since the 1980s and involve the use of the CAM
to monitor works such as excavation as they are progressed. In conjunction
with appropriate personal protective equipment, it provides protection to those
involved in works such as excavations as it indicates whether Mustard Gas may
be present. If detected, then further more detailed sampling and analysis
would be undertaken to confirm the presence of Mustard Gas. It is important
to understand that the purpose and nature of vesicant agents such as Mustard
Gas is area denial (i.e. they offer only a local hazard close to the source) and,
as such, on discovery they do not offer a widespread hazard and certainly not a
hazard to the local community. As part of the compilation of the detailed OMS,
the Applicant’s UXO specialist will make contact with Defence Science and
Technology Laboratory (DSTL) at Porton Down to request further input into the
detailed OMS/RAMS to ensure that the approach with respect to Mustard Gas is
both robust and appropriate, following industry good practice. This will provide
the Applicant’s UXO specialist with the opportunity to improve on the normal
industry standard approach through consultation with a world-leading authority
in such matters.



Wherever possible, the Applicant is intending to combine access requirements
for UXO detection with construction works. The principles of detection will be
the same regardless of mode of access and will comprise a combination of
visual inspection by trained and experienced Explosive Ordnance Clearance
(EOC) Engineers with non-intrusive detection techniques provided by
Geophysicists trained and experienced in UXO detection. Detection equipment
is most likely to comprise of caesium vapour magnetometers that offer high
sensitivity for the detection of ferrous metallic objects, alongside time domain
electromagnetic instruments (such as the EM61) which provide high sensitivity
for the detection of ferrous and non-ferrous metallic objects.
This will be
augmented with handheld instruments such as fluxgate magnetometers that
also provide high sensitivity search capabilities where access is restricted. The
aim is to provide initial mapping of metal targets to assist in subsequent
planning for the following phases of more detailed detection and removal
works.



The site will have 24hour security. Any hazardous UXO discovered will be dealt
with in an immediate and continuous operation (i.e. ‘make safe’ operations will
not be delayed awaiting a quantity of UXO to be accumulated/cached), with the
chain-of-custody maintained by the Senior Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD)
Engineer. All such operations are also dealt with discretely in order to not
attract unwanted attention. (See response to 8.11 below for further details).

The detail above has been included within the outline OMS for completeness
8.6.

Applicant

Please update the outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP5-024] to clarify, for
each type of ordnance, when the relevant planning authority, NRW, HSE, Public
Health Wales, the Police, MoD, etc are to be informed when ordnance is found and
where detailed methods for ordnance clearance and disposal are to be submitted to
and approved by each body.

As the UXO aspect of the works do not require public evacuation or encroachment
onto publically accessible areas, the Applicant does not require Police or Local
Authority approval or assistance. The Applicant’s UXO specialist will as a matter of
routine inform the local Constabulary of the intended works and gain a reference
for the operation.
Immediately prior to any Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) operation, (using the
reference provided by the Constabulary), the UXO specialist will call the local
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Police control room informing them of the intended EOD operation, such that in
the unlikely event that the Police received calls from the public regarding a ‘thud’
or similar noise, the Police will react appropriately. There is no other requirement
for Police involvement as there is no requirement for evacuation.
The Applicant is unaware of any formal/statutory requirement or mechanism inplace for the requirement to inform other parties of EOD operations.
The
Applicant’s UXO specialist would provide project stakeholders with appropriate and
timely notification as part of the EOD communication plan to be provided within
the detailed OMS. Other authorities can be included if they wish to be informed
but submission and approval of any plan is not required. It is the experience of
the Applicant’s UXO specialist that authorities such as the Joint Services Explosive
Ordnance Disposal (JSEOD) authority, who manage the UK’s military EOD
operations, and who are informed regularly by the Applicants UXO specialist of its
operations, do not provide approvals to undertake EOD work. However, they
would communicate with the Applicant’s UXO specialist if they had cause for
concern once informed of any intended operation.
As part of the standard EOD communication procedure, a group text mechanism
has proved very effective for informing a wider group of stakeholders for similar
operations and this mechanism can also be adopted for this development, if
deemed appropriate.
8.7.

Applicant

a) Further to the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 9.12(b)],
please update the outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP5-024] to clarify
that any controlled explosions will not be carried out outside normal working
hours or, if appropriate, at weekends or on Bank Holidays.
b) In order to reduce impacts, could any controlled explosions be restricted to set
time periods in any one day, similar to those proposed for blasting [REP5-011,
paragraph 3.3.5]?

8.8.

Applicant

Please could the outline Ordnance Management Strategy [REP5-024, paragraph
1.1.3] clarify the timing of approval of the “definitive” plan in relation to relevant
construction activities and which, if any, activities are not to progress prior to
approval?

a) The purpose of the Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) facility is to ensure that
there will be no disruption to the local community. There will be no
requirement for an evacuation or encroachment onto publically accessible land.
In addition such works will be conducted in normal working hours, avoiding
times such as weekends and bank holidays.
b) Core hours for disposal operations will be agreed as part of the detailed OMS,
with the exception of hazard UXO which will be dealt with in a single operation.
The detailed OMS will be developed in conjunction with the PC once the detailed
design and further site investigation works have been carried out. It is likely that
UXO detection and remediation will be phased taking into account the construction
programme.
Where the construction work activities are deemed to impact on potentially
hazardous UXO offering immediate harm, then such hazards will be assessed and
made safe prior to the works commencing.

8.9.

Applicant

Further to the Applicant’s response to the FWQs [REP2-011, question 2.16] and
SWQs [REP5-005, question 9.11] please could it comment on the allowances for
ordnance mitigation in the length of the construction programme, the confidence
that it will not be exceeded, the principal risks of delay and the contingencies that
have been included?

Initial surveys will be conducted at an early stage to inform detailed design in
order to characterise metallic material distribution and potential ordnance density.
This will provide additional time prior to the start of construction works to evaluate
the potential volume of material for further characterisation and/or investigation
and removal of any UXO.
Given this lengthy period, we do not anticipate any issue in programme.
If required, key aspects of the UXO investigation can be expedited by increasing
the number of teams involve in the mitigation works.

8.10.

Applicant

Please could the response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 9.11] that “the timing
of the ordnance related works will depend on the detailed construction design and
program, but the anticipation is for all risk mitigation works to be completed prior to
construction to ensure site safety” be included in the outline Ordnance Management
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This has been included in the OMS, section 1.1.7. In addition, the detailed OMS
will also identify where this might be essential to ensure safety.

Request
number

Request to

Request

Strategy [REP5-024]?
8.11.

Applicant

Please include the Applicant’s undertakings regarding security in relation to
ordnance [REP5-005, question 9.14] in the outline Ordnance Management Strategy
[REP5-024].

In summary, on encounter any hazardous UXO will fall under a chain of custody
which will ensure its security until made safe. It is the Senior EOD Engineer’s
responsibility to ensure the security of the item, with the primary aim being to
make the item safe as soon as reasonably practicable to avoid storage/caching.
If impractical to make safe immediately (e.g. lack of light/end of working day),
then overnight storage will involve secure storage of the item with a full-time
security detail. This will comprise a bunded secure store (secure metal ISO
container) and secure fencing with keys held only by the Senior EOD Engineer and
spares held at the UXO specialist head office controlled by the Managing Director.
This has been included in the OMS section 3.3

9.

Air quality

9.1.

Gwynedd
Council

Further the Applicant response [REP6-002, page 4-17] to GC’s earlier comment
[REP5-044, question 10.1], is GC content that air quality monitoring and
assessment associated with blasting are appropriately covered by the outline CoCP
[REP6-007] and the outline Dust Control and Air Quality Management Plan [REP5010]?

9.2.

Gwynedd
Council

Further to the Applicant response [REP6-002, page 4-18] to GC’s earlier comment
[REP5-044, question 10.3], is GC content that the Baseline Air Quality Management
Plan is appropriately covered by the outline CoCP [REP6-007] and the outline
Baseline Air Quality Monitoring Plan [REP5-009]?

9.3.

Applicant

Please update the outline Baseline Air Quality Monitoring Plan [REP5-009] to clarify
to whom the summary report is to be issued for approval at the end of the baseline
monitoring period – e.g. the relevant planning authority in consultation with NRW?

This has been updated in paragraph 1.3.1

9.4.

Applicant

The outline Dust Control and Air Quality Management Plan [REP5-010, paragraph
1.1.5] refers to a location plan for sensitive receptors that has not been included.
Could a location plan be included?

The figure has been included.

9.5.

Applicant

Please provide more detail on how action trigger levels will relate to baseline dust
deposition rates and baseline air pollutant concentrations [REP5-010, paragraph
1.1.3] and how it will be ensured that the levels are consistent with the ES [APP081].

Recommendations for the action trigger levels that should be adopted in the Dust
Control and Air Quality Management Plan will be issued at the end of the baseline
monitoring period. Therefore the Applicant does not feel it is not appropriate to
define the trigger levels until the baseline monitoring has been completed.

9.6.

Applicant

a) The outline Dust Control and Air Quality Management Plan [REP5-010, table 1]
suggests that the closest (dust generating) construction activities to Glyn Peris
Guest House, Glyn Peris Cottage and Lake View Hotel are at Q6. Please clarify
this and address any implications of activities closer than Q6.

(a)

b) Is similar clarification required for other sensitive locations?

(b)

c) Should location ID 24 [REP5-010, table 1] refer to the distance from Q6, rather
than Q1?
9.7.

Applicant

a) Please could the dust control mitigation measures [REP5-010, table 4] address
the Applicant’s previous statement [REP2-013, page 38] that (to reduce dust
impacts) ‘blasting should be avoided where possible’?
b) Could a process be described for considering alternatives to blasting?
c) Is the process of agreeing the final methods with GC secured in the relevant
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(c)
(a)
(b)

The approximate distances for Q6 extend to the Order Limits and the
permitted activities within the relevant Works Area, for example the
temporary construction compound in Work No 4B. Therefore so activities
cannot occur closer than considered in the outline Dust Control and Air
Quality Management Plan.
No. All other sensitive locations are further from the potential working
areas, and so the effects will be of less significance.
Location ID 24 [REP5-010, table 1] has been corrected from Q1 to a
distance from Q6.
The comment ‘blasting should be avoided where possible’ has been
removed from Table 4 (Dust Control During Site Preparation) of the Dust
Control and Air Quality Management Plan.
Blasting at above ground locations would be selected where the use of
alternative methods would be constrained by the need to protect workers
health and safety, avoid excessive or prolonged environmental impacts, or

Request
number

Request to

Request

mitigation plan?

9.8.

Applicant

9.9.

Applicant

9.10.

Applicant

9.11.

Applicant

9.12.

Applicant

where blasting is the only practicable option. Where alternative methods are
use they should be subject to the most appropriate dust mitigation control
methods.
(c)
Through Requirement 5 Detailed Design which will in turn inform the
finalisation of all topic-specific Management Plans.
Please update the outline Dust Control and Air Quality Management Plan [REP5-010, Control measures for blasting and the use of conveyors are already included in
Table 4 (Dust Control During Site Preparation) and Table 5 (Dust Control for
table 14] to set out examples of responses in relation to other potential dust
Emissions from Handling of Materials). Therefore the Applicant does not agree that
generating construction activities including blasting and the use of conveyors.
these need to be repeated in Table 14.
Is it intended that summary reports of monitoring will be prepared and issued to the A summary report will be issued at the end of the baseline monitoring period and
issued to Gwynedd Council as outlined already in Section 1.3 of the Baseline Air
relevant planning authority, liaison group and other stakeholders after the baseline
Quality Monitoring Plan.
monitoring period [REP5-010, paragraph 1.5.1] and, if so, please could this be
Ongoing data will be made available on request to the Environmental Liaison
clarified in the outline Dust Control and Air Quality Management Plan [REP5-010]?
Group and other stakeholders by the ELO. This has been clarified in the Dust
Control and Air Quality Management Plan in paragraphs 1.5.1 – 1.5.2.
The outline Dust Control and Air Quality Management Plan already describes the
Further to its response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 10.4(a)] please update
the outline Dust Control and Air Quality Management Plan [REP5-010] to clarify that capabilities of the real-time air quality monitoring equipment proposed as suitable
for monitoring PM10 concentrations (paragraph 1.5.7). This equipment is able to
the air quality monitoring data will be automatically provided to the relevant
generate alerts of elevated PM10 concentrations via SMS message or by email.
planning authority directly from the monitoring equipment in ‘real time’?
Gwynedd Council has expressed a preference for alerts issued in ‘real-time’.
The particulate matter size fraction PM2.5 is not suitable for use as a trigger criteria
Should the objective adopted for PM2.5 in England and Wales [APP-081, paragraph
as it is an annual mean value, and so it has not been adopted within Appendix A of
14.3.10] be included in appendix A of the outline Dust Control and Air Quality
the DCAQMP
Management Plan [REP5-010]?
Would it be clearer and help to avoid any inconsistencies if there was less overlap
between the outline Baseline Air Quality Monitoring Plan [REP5-009] and the outline
Dust Control and Air Quality Management Plan [REP5-010]?

The outline Dust Control and Air Quality Management Plan is the overarching
document and appropriately sets out the approach to monitoring. The Baseline Air
Quality Monitoring Plan adds detail to the Dust Control and Air Quality
Management Plan on the approach to be taken to establish the monitoring criteria
to be adopted. The overlap was requested by Gwynedd Council and are intentional
to ensure consistency, as baseline monitoring comprises of the basis of the
ongoing dust management during construction.

10. Other health impacts, safety and security
10.1.

Gwynedd
Council

a) Is GC content with the Applicant’s proposed mitigation for non-ionizing radiation
[REP5-005, question 11.1]?
b) Would GC like to see a submission from the Applicant at the post consent stage
which sets out how ICNIRP guidance has been met through the detailed design?

11. Socio-economics, land use, accessibility, tourism and
recreation
11.1.

Gwynedd
Council

Further to the Applicant’s response [REP6-002, page 4-19] to its earlier comments
[REP4-044, question 12.4] is GC content that its suggestions regarding suitable
standard for the construction of public rights of way have been addressed by the
outline CoCP [REP6-007]?

11.2.

Applicant

a) Will access be maintained from the Llyn Padarn car parks to the lakeside
footpath to the north east during the construction of the pumping station and
spillway structure and, if so, please add this to the outline CoCP [REP6-007,
paragraph 2.11.1]?
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(a)

Section 2.11 of the CoCP has been updated

(b)

Section 2.11 of the CoCP has been updated

Request
number

Request to

Request

b) Similarly please include notification of piling as well as of access restrictions.
11.3.

Applicant

Following the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 12.8] wording
was included in the outline CoCP [REP6-007, paragraph 2.9.2] stating that British
Horse Society recommendations “will be duly noted”. Can this wording be amended
to make the commitment more secure?

Paragraph 2.9.2 has been amended.

11.4.

Applicant

Further to NRW’s response [REP5-049, question 12.9] that the abstraction and
discharge permits do not take into consideration the safety of water users, please
could the Applicant and GC suggest a mechanism by which the possibility of
entrapment or snagging on the infrastructure in Llyn Padarn can be mitigated?

This will be secured via Requirement 5 Detailed Design

Following the Applicant’s response to the SWQs [REP5-005, question 12.13], please
could the Applicant clarify why Lake View Hotel and Glyn Peris Cottage differ from
Glyn Peris Guest House in respect of the need for a Property-Specific Mitigation Plan
[REP4-014, Appendix 12.1]?

As per the Applicant’s response to ExA Second Written Question 12.13, a Property
Specific Management Plan has been prepared for Glyn Peris Guest House for
property specific reasons given its proximity to the temporary construction
compound and specific construction activities associated with the Development,
and its commercial nature, which do not apply to any other property.

Gwynedd
Council
11.5.

Applicant

Lake View Hotel, whilst it is closer to the Order Limits, will not be subject to the
same construction activities as it is further away from the temporary construction
compound and is screened by existing slate mounds.
Glyn Peris Cottage has been treated in the same manner as other residential
properties and is not a commercial property.
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Meeting Minutes
Project Name:

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage

Meeting Title:

Environmental Permit

Venue

NRW Office, Ty Cambria, Cardiff

Date:

21 July 2016, 2pm

Attendance:

Catherine Anderson (CA), EIA Associate Director – AECOM

st

Dylan Huws (DyH), Water & Flood Risk Associate Director – AECOM
Owen Tucker (OT), Principal Water Quality Consultant – AECOM
Richard Wood (RW), Permitting Specialist - AECOM
Chris Williamson (CW), Development Manager - Snowdonia Pumped Hydro
Dave Holmes (DaH), Managing Director – Snowdonia Pumped Hydro (via
skype)
Emily Roe (ER) – Permitting Team Leader (WQ) NRW
Stephanie Jenkins (SJ), PermittingOfficer – NRW
David Wilby (DW), Environmental Protection – NRW (Via skype)
Huw Jones (HW) – NRW

Apologies

Agenda
Item

Discussion Point

1

Introductions and Aim of the Meeting

1.1

CA outlined that the aim of the meeting was to understand what further
information is required for the discharge consent applications and how the
applications could be progressed.

1.2

CA provided a brief history to the Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage scheme (the
Development) including the approved planning Town & Country Planning Act
(T&CPA) consent, reasons for increasing to 99MW capacity, difference in
boundary and Order Limits from T&CPA application and progress to date.

1.3

DyH gave a presentation to SJ and ER which explained how the Development
would operate. This had previously been given to DW and HJ in the previous
permit meeting held on the 9th November 2015. This presentation is appended to
these minutes but please note that this does not provide the animation. The
hierarchy of discharges has already been established in the meeting held on the
9th November 2015. However the key points were repeated for completeness:
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·

The discharge of excess water disconnected from rainfall events as the
freeboard in the system provides a storage volume. Water can be
released in a controlled way which would help to provide a benefit in
terms of local flood risk.

·

Water level in the Development would be controlled preferentially by
using the Q6 relief valve to Llyn Padarn.

·

The relief valve is positioned at the base of the impounded volume and

Action

Meeting Minutes
Agenda
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Discussion Point

Action

not the bottom of the quarry therefore ingress of sediment not expected.
·
1.4

The spillways will only be used in exceptional circumstances (e.g. in the
unlikely event to avoid a dam breach).

CW then provided a brief summary that there has been an extensive amount of
information produced for the DCO, some of which has been provided for the
permit application. However the DCO examination has meant that the
Management Plans are now more comprehensive than previously submitted for
the purposes of the DCO.
CW continued that there has been some assumption and confusion by the
applicant regarding the link between the DCO and the water quality permitting
team within NRW as there is some overlap between the two processes. There
has been a significant volume of information prepared for the DCO, some of
which has been used for the permit applications. However the key point of the
meeting is to agree a way forward. It was acknowledged by AECOM and SPH
that the most recent documentation had not been submitted to the permitting
team as the DCO has moved on since the Schedule 5 request.
CW confirmed that Snowdonia Pumped Hydro would be resubmitting the
applications for the construction (dewatering) and operational discharge
consents, and SPH would be the applicant and take responsibility for these
permits although it must be acknowledged that elements or specific activities may
be transferred to contractors at the appropriate time. The reason why some
previous documentation outlined the completion of certain documents by the
Principal Contractor or Operator was to provide flexibility. However as the
documentation and information about the Development has evolved significantly
since the initial submission, SPH can clarify that they will be the responsible
applicant.

1.5

ER accepted this and confirmed that when these permits are granted, they are
done so “ready to go” and could be applied to be transferred the next day to the
contractor. Therefore there is the expectation that these are likely to be
transferred. All information to be taken into account must be submitted to NRW’s
permitting team with the application, as the permits are granted on the values
used for the assessments carried out.

1.6

RW enquired whether there are scenarios where pre-operation conditions are
included on these permits, for example, where certain information or elements of
the Environmental Management System (EMS) are to be finalised?

1.7

ER confirmed that there is scope to place pre-operational conditions but not for
things like flows which are needed to make an assessment of the environmental
effects

1.8

CW and OT enquired about the maximum dewatering flows as these had been
included within the dewatering application forms

1.9

SJ stated that there had been an apparent contradiction as the application forms
for the dewatering stated flows but the Excess Water Management Strategy
stated that flows could not be provided

1.10

DyH and CA clarified that the Excess Water Management Strategy was not
relevant for the dewatering as it is only applicable in operational phase

1.11

ER and SJ clarified that when the applications are resubmitted, it should be made
clear which information is supporting which application to avoid any confusion.

1.12

CW agreed and CA offered to provide a technical note with the minutes of the
meeting to NRW to confirm what information will be provided to ensure that there
is no further confusion on the resubmission. SPH would welcome comments from
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NRW.
1.13

SJ and ER confirmed that they are happy to review draft documents to ensure
that they contain all of the information required to make an assessment. However
on the point about pre-operational conditions, ER confirmed that the permit
determination and conditions will be determined on the basis and structure of the
information submitted. Any significant change from draft documents which are
submitted to inform the permit application could require a variation to the permits,
or otherwise may lead to a non-compliance. The basic information on process /
activity and associated control measure must not change. It’s the finer detail on
the control measures that is needed. ER & SJ reiterated that agreeing to review
draft documentation does not mean that no further requests for information will be
issued once a formal application is submitted.

1.14

CW acknowledged this. CA confirmed that as the Management Plans are well
advanced although as part of the technical note, this would be outlined for clarity.

1.15

ER and SJ acknowledged this

1.16

ER outlined the permitting consultation process, where the information received is
then distributed for comments within the wider NRW team. The permitting team
may have queries but will also rely on the wider NRW teams for further technical
comments. Whilst the permitting team are happy to review documents prior to the
resubmission, this would not preclude any further queries which may come from
the wider NRW teams.

1.17

CW and CA acknowledged this and welcomed the opportunity to provide
information prior to the resubmission.

2

H1 Assessment & Environmental Management Systems

2.1

CA queried why the requirement for a H1 assessment was not identified at duly
made stage given that these are not applicable for discharges to lakes or as the
discharge is freshwater (therefore not effluent or process water).

2.2

SJ clarified that NRW require an Environmental Risk Assessment, however NRW
had not specified that an ERA would mean a H1 assessment as SJ confirmed
that a H1 Risk Assessment are not applicable to discharges to lakes. Whilst the
information contained within the H1 assessment was useful and helpful, a report
format would be acceptable should the permits be resubmitted.

2.3

CW and CA acknowledged this

2.4

RW enquired whether the permits would be resubmitted in the same way or a
different way

2.5

SJ confirmed that NRW has split the permits up in to dewatering and operational
activities, but that the same discharge points were applied to both permits.

2.6

RW stated that the EMS for each activity should include confirmation over the
management of flows and monitoring of the discharges taking place – maximum
expected flows should be identified for assessment purposes.

2.7

DyH enquired about the maximum flows required for the operational use of the
spillways. These can be influenced by many variables. The relief valves have
been sized based on calculations with regard to reservoir drawdown in line with
current methods adopted in the UK.

2.8

ER confirmed that a reasonable worst case scenario and an average flow
scenario should be provided

2.9

DyH queried this as this would be no different to the rainfall and runoff received
within the catchment in line with all other spillway arrangement on reservoirs.
The reservoir will provide a degree of attenuation based on the provision of flood
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lift and the then the flood water would spill over spill arrangement and into the
receiving water bodies through the discharge arrangements

2.10

A technical note would be provided stating the variables involved and how these
reduce the risk of spill occurring together with the impact of reservoir discharge
compared to the natural runoff from the contributing area. The spill arrangement
is a mechanism for controlling the passage of flood water from the reservoir in a
safe manner. Therefore designing with a limit of capacity to a certain event would
not be appropriate. The spill capacity should not be throttled. During flood
events what is being discharged is a consequence of the rainfall on the reservoir
and its contributing area and not as a result of any releasing of water based on an
operational requirement.

2.11

CA confirmed that a technical note would be provided after the meeting. The
principal of the number of permits had been established at the meeting held on
the 9th November 2015.

2.12

ER confirmed that should the monitoring of the permits demonstrate that the
operation of the Development is not posing a risk to the environment, there is the
possibility of the permits being surrendered after a time period.

2.13

OT queried what was NRW’s specific concerns regarding water quality of
operational runoff, given that this water would be sourced from Llyn Padarn (plus
rainfall, increasing with time), the quarries would be lined but not with extensive
concrete works (e.g. combination of grouting, pinning, netting etc), and that there
was no ‘process’ operation or discharge that would significantly alter the quality of
the water.

2.14

SJ explained that NRW’s concerns included, but were not limited to pH,
buoyancy, turbidity, nutrient enrichment, and water temperature.

2.15

CA explained that we have provided an assessment of the risk from temperature
changes, but acknowledged that more information and assessment was available
as part of the DCO application documents. This assessment would be clarified in
the ERA provided with the revised applications.

3

Management Plans

3.1

CA thanked NRW for the initial feedback they had received on the 7 th July 2016,
but enquired whether the comments related to the language used within the
Management Plans or the technical detail

3.2

ER confirmed that it was primarily the language, as opposed to the technical
information, although technical gaps have been identified.

3.3

SJ confirmed that some of the information submitted was actually very useful and
helpful and that they do have more comprehensive feedback with regards to the
technical aspects of the supporting documents which NRW will provide following
the meeting

3.4

CA confirmed that the Management Plans, specifically the Water Management
Plan and Biosecurity Plan are more comprehensive now than those sent to NRW
previously. These have now been approved by NRW planning team as part of the
DCO.
New point: SJ and ER reinforced that the Permitting application and the Planning
application are separate processes and SPH cannot make the assumption that
information is shared. All documentation that is to be considered must be
submitted via the individual process.

3.5
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CA stated that even though the Rule 17 request from the Examining Authority
(ExA) has been received on the 20th July, no significant amends were expected to
the relevant Management Plans and so would NRW consider the opportunity to
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review these in advance of any further documentation prior to resubmission. CA
asked whether it would be better to have documents for review in batches as
opposed to all in one go

3.6

ER confirmed that this would be preferable but would advise on a timescale for
this review

3.7

ER enquired about the water monitoring and had this been undertaken at depth

3.8

CA confirmed that as part of the DCO, SPH will be undertaking 12 months of preconstruction monitoring prior to construction starting. It is recognised that there
are access issues into Q1 which have been recognised by NRW previously and
less samples have been obtained to date. Due to these access difficulties, 12
months of pre-construction monitoring from Q1 is not proposed but sample points
in the wider catchment have been proposed and agreed with NRW through the
DCO. This has been approved by NRW. In addition there will be the opportunity
for additional sampling to be undertaken in Q1 as part of the secondary ground
investigation which is needed to inform detailed design. This will be undertaken
prior to works formally commencing.
CA clarified that access to Q6 is possible via formal permission to SPH.

3.9

Ensis, who are the consultant arm of University College of London, were
commissioned to undertake the fish and aquatic invertebrate surveys in the
quarries, which also included water quality depth profiling (e.g. temp, DO,
electrical conductivity), water quality sampling and attempts to collect fine
sediment samples (that were not successful). The water quality depth profiling
was undertaken at the end of April/early May and did not detect any stratification.
It is possible that later in the summer Q6 does stratify, however the profiling
suggests that this is not permanent and overturned frequently mixing any
pollutants (for example if they were continuing to leach from UXO if present) back
into the water column. Water quality monitoring included sampling during periods
when the water column was well mixed and there is no obvious change in water
quality.
OT confirmed that the Water Management Plan now outlined that when Q6 is
dewatered, the dewatering will be undertaken in two stages. At an intermittent
stage dewatering will cease and additional water samples collected for laboratory
analysis. This may also allow for the bed and sides of the quarry to be exposed
and any unexploded ordnance, if present, to be identified and investigated
(including chemical analysis of fine sediment if possible to sample). The
dewatering of Q6 will be regularly observed by the Environmental Clerk of Works
/ Environmental Manager who will be looking for signs of change. Water quality
will also be monitored constantly using an in line sonde recording indicator
parameters like pH, temperature, conductivity and turbidity. At any time in the
dewatering process pumping can be stopped if it is suspected that water quality
has changed and there is a risk of polluting Llyn Padarn.

4

Q5 Drainage

4.1

CA provided background to Q5 explaining that its inclusion in the DCO Order
Limits was a precautionary measure as at the time, additional LiDAR and
topographical information was not available. In addition, there is an unstable
dolerite dyke which has seen some rockfall and access to Q5 is currently unsafe.
CA explained that if the bottom level of Q5 was below the level of the operational
water level of Q6, there may be the potential for any surface water drainage or
flow through the existing catchment, to then backup and pool in Q5. This would
also depend on how high the lining of the reservoir would be.
This is subject to further investigation and also detailed design. Should the level
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of Q5 be below the operational water level of Q6, then an engineering solution
would be required and this would involve a drain being installed from Q6 into Q5.
This would allow any surface water to drain in to Q6 and in effect would formalise
the existing natural drainage.

4.2

ER asked if there was water in Q5

4.3

CA confirmed that there is no water in Q5 currently and that any water that might
pool would be derived from rainfall.
However subsequent receipt of the topo data has confirmed that likely level of Q5
is above the operational water level within Q6, and so therefore this is an unlikely
event. This has been the subject of some dialogue within the DCO responses and
therefore SPH thought it prudent to involve this in today’s meeting for openness
and clarity. CA confirmed that only if this engineering solution was to be required,
this would be formalising the natural drainage already occurring in the catchment,
which is a considerable size leading into Llyn Padarn. Therefore a permit would
not be required as it is the transfer of freshwater to freshwater within the
Development.

4.4

ER confirmed that this was something that has only recently been brought to their
attention and welcomed the inclusion into the agenda. This may require further
consultation internally

4.5

SJ highlighted that a permit application may be required if the above uses of Q5
may transfer contamination in to Q6

4.6

CW stated that this was unlikely as Q5 had been subject to an extensive UXO
remediation. OT and DyH also added that as it is likely that Q5 already drains into
Q6, any potential mobile contaminants would have likely already been picked up
by the water sampling in Q6.

4.7

ER and SJ acknowledged this point but agreed to seek further consultation
internally. If there is drainage of rainfall from Q5 to Q6 through the ground and
that this provides a level of treatment that might not occur if a drain is provided,
then further assessment would be required to determine how this might alter the
risk from operational discharges of excess water.

4.8

CA confirmed that as this is subject to confirmation at detailed design stage, and
only if NRW could provide justification for requiring a permit for this activity, SPH
would not include this in the applications at this stage.

4.9

ER acknowledged this and said that it could be applied for in the future as a
variation to any potential permit that may be issued.

5

Next Steps

5.1

CA queried whether there would be the same fees applicable for the
resubmission

5.2

ER confirmed that as this would be considered a new application, the fees would
still apply. However in recognition of the withdrawal and the fees already paid,
NRW were willing to review information prior to the resubmission of the permit
applications to ensure that all information required to make the assessment “duly
made” was present. NRW were clear that this preliminary review would have no
bearing on the assessment and determination made by the permitting team, but
would only serve to ensure that all relevant data required is present upon
submission.

5.3

This was welcomed by SPH

5.4

CW queried what consultation would be required

5.5

ER confirmed that consultation would be undertaken with Gwynedd Council. All
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those who made representations the first time would be contacted and asked to
provide any new or additional comments. As before, all interested parties would
be given 28 days to provide comments.
ER confirmed that – unless the application provided new (“never seen/considered
before”) information, no further drop-in events would be undertaken.
5.6

CA asked if NRW could provide an indication of what comments were provided
previously so these could also be incorporated into the resubmission
documentation to ensure all potential queries are covered.

5.7

SJ agreed and will provide details of any common themes from the
representations previously received.

SJ

5.8

CA summarised that SPH would provide the following to NRW:

CA

5.9

·

Minutes of the meeting for NRW comment and approval;

·

Updated Management Plans;

·

A technical note outlining what information will be submitted to support
the dewatering and operational permit applications including specific
documentation and reports; and

·

A technical note on the flow rates

SJ and ER agreed and also agreed that NRW would provide:
·

Comments on the technical note on the contents of the previous permit
applications;

·

Further detail on the technical information required from their own internal
notes including common themes from the representations previously
received; and

·

Comments on the flow rate technical note; and

·

Any other further information they feel relevant to the resubmission.

5.10

RW enquired about if there were any delays or backlogs

5.11

ER confirmed that there were no delays or queue at present, but they were
expecting additional workload in August.

5.12

SJ confirmed that they would meet their statutory timescales and deadlines for
the determination of the applications once received and duly made within 21
days.
Meeting ends
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Julie Drew-Murphy <julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com>

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common
Ground
Kristian James (Public Health Wales) <Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk>
To: Julie Drew-Murphy <julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com>
Cc: "Siobhan Adams (Public Health Wales)" <Siobhan.Adams@wales.nhs.uk>

29 July 2016 at 16:14

Hello Julie

Here is our response (in italic below) as requested. Please note; as per our usual practice, I have
copied in the local public health lead.

It is noted that the proposed development has raised concerns amongst the community with respect
to past storage of munitions at the site and also from potential increases in certain chemical
contaminants from dewatering, entering water bodies. The Nant Bettws provides a source of
abstraction for private water supplies and Llyn Padarn supports a range of leisure and amenity uses.

To protect public health it is essential to ensure that contaminants or adverse concentrations of
chemicals do not find a pathway to sensitive receptors e.g. recreational swimmers.

In this case discharges must be subject to formal regulation via an environmental permit, issued via
Natural Resources Wales. In line with any permitted discharge we would expect the operator and
regulator to ensure that

x A monitoring plan is in place before commencement and is sufficiently robust as to be
representative of the water regime under assessment and that chemical parameters tested, reflect all
potential contaminants associated with the history of the site (including previous use by the MOD for
munitions storage).
x A suitable environmental management system be implemented by the operator, including
procedures to review current assessments should unforeseen circumstances (such as munitions) be
encountered during dewatering works.
x An appropriate assessment of potential for eutrophication and blue green algae within Llyn
Padarn be undertaken.

Furthermore we suggest that

x Water monitoring data are compared against standards for human health e.g. private water
supply regulatory standards as well as for environmental quality standards.
x The operator identifies any chemicals that may be used in process water e.g. biocides / anti
fouling agents during operations and that these are assessed and included in future monitoring for
excess water management.

Notwithstanding our recommendations above  to ensure an adverse source – pathway  receptor link
is not made, we would have no grounds for objection based upon the public health considerations with
regard to water quality.

I am away next week but if you have queries or wish to discuss further I will be back from Monday
08th August
________________________________________________________
Kristian James
Prif Arbenigwr Iechyd Cyhoeddus Amgylcheddol
Principal Environmental Public Health Specialist

Iechyd Cyhoeddus Cymru
Public Health Wales

Teml Heddwch ac Iechyd, Parc Cathays, Caerdydd CF10 3NW
Temple of Peace and Health, Cathays Park, Cardiff, CF10 3NW

llinell uniongyrchol/direct line: 029 2040 2517
Mobile: 07580 870 528
WHTN 0 1809 5517
derbynfa/reception:
Ffacs/Fax:

029 2040 2508

029 2040 2503

ebost: Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk
Rhyngrwyd/Internet: www.iechydcyhoedduscymru.wales.nhs.uk / www.publichealthwales.org
Mewnrwyd/Intranet: nww.publichealthwales.wales.nhs.uk

From: Julie Drew-Murphy [mailto:julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com]
Sent: 22 July 2016 15:59
To: Kristian James (Public Health Wales)
Subject: Re: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common Ground

Hi Kristian

Yes thats correct its concerning discharges during construction into Llyn Padarn. We are currently in
discussions with NRW regarding the Environmental permit for these discharges and will be submitting
the application within a month.

NRW have agreed the management plans associated with the discharges and the monitoring as part of
the DCO process.

Many thanks
julie

On 22 July 2016 at 15:13, Kristian James (Public Health Wales) <Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk>
wrote:

Julie

Thanks for this information.

Can you please also confirm that this query pertains the discharges that are to be / have been covered
by Environmental Permit application Trade effluent discharges into the Nant y Betws and Llyn
Padarn?

Has a relevant permit been agreed?

Thanks

Kristian

From: Julie Drew-Murphy [mailto:julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com]
Sent: 21 July 2016 17:11

To: Kristian James (Public Health Wales)
Subject: Re: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common Ground

Many thanks Kristian for getting back to me so quickly

Please see attached requested documents
1. Appendix 8.5 Zetica report
2. water sampling results from 2015 and 2012

Yes your understanding is correct, recreational users of Llyn Padarn are concerned about future
contamination to Llyn Padarn

Its worth mentioning that there will be an initial discharge of water during the construction phase and
then intermittent discharges during operation, separate environmental permits are being sought for the
separate discharges.

Please let me know if a call would help or if you have any further queries or need additional information

Many thanks
Julie

On 21 July 2016 at 16:29, Kristian James (Public Health Wales) <Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk>
wrote:
Hello Julie

Yes PHW can review

Am I correct in my simple understanding, that there are recreational swimmers already using Llyn
Padarn who are concerned about potentially contaminated future discharges into Llyn Padarn from
Q6?

In the first place can you fast track me to

1. ES Vol. 3H, Appendix 8.5 – Doc Ref: 6.03

2. The water sampling campaign (for Q6, Llyn Padarn and any
connecting watercourse) as mentioned in the applicants response?

I can arrange a telephone discussion thereafter, if required

Thanks

Kristian

From: Julie Drew-Murphy [mailto:julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com]
Sent: 21 July 2016 10:51
To: Kristian James (Public Health Wales)
Subject: Re: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common Ground

Dear Kristian

Further to our previous correspondence the DCO Examination for the proposed Glyn Rhonwy
scheme is still progressing and the Examining Authority have issued a final round of questions to which
we are required to respond by 10th August. One of the questions raised asks us to consult with Public
Health Wales regarding any implications from munitions related contamination. (I attach the questions
for your reference, please refer to Question 8.4).

I'm not sure if you have been following the examination closely but one of the main themes under
scrutiny is that of unexploded ordnance, as the quarry at Q6 was used historically for storage and
disposal of munitions.

The Applicant is proposing to drain the water currently held in Q6 (the lower quarry at Glyn
Rhonwy) into Llyn Padarn as part of the construction works, this will be carried out under a
strict environmental permit from NRW and further controlled through management plans developed as
part of the DCO process.

Concerns have been raised that this water could be contaminated with munitions related chemicals, a
specific representation was received by Dr Dawn Wimpory expressing concern regarding health and
developmental problems arising from this. I attach the representation received and the response made,
please note that the references to the DCO have since been updated and an outline Water
Management Plan and outline Ordnance Management Plan have both been produced, I attach both.
Both documents will be certified documents requiring compliance under the DCO.

The Applicant has undertaken sampling and testing of the water contained within the Q6 quarry and
has found no evidence of any contamination. The management plans will be further developed and
agreed with the Local Planning Authority prior to construction commencing.

We therefore seek the views of Public Health Wales on the above so that we can provide a response to
the Examination.

I realise there is a lot of information here and I would therefore be happy to arrange a call to discuss
the matter if this would assist.

Best regards
Julie

On 18 March 2016 at 10:55, Kristian James (Public Health Wales) <Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk>
wrote:

Hello Julie

Thank you for the opportunity to involve Public Health Wales (PHW) within a SoCG.

In our original comments we highlighted areas of potential public health interest that should be
addressed within the application process. We also advised that these concerns should be addressed in
liaison with the LPA. The LPA will know its area best with regard to local water supplies, noise
(including vibration) and air quality.

Any public health advice /assessment provided by PHW will be impartial and independent.

I would suggest therefore that we remain at ‘arms length’ so that in the event of any locally
unresolved public health queries we may provide independent advice.

Please note that Public Health England will continue to be engaged with the NSIP process especially in
terms of EMF queries.

I hope you may find this stance useful during the process ahead.

Kristian James
________________________________________________________
Kristian James
Prif Arbenigwr Iechyd Cyhoeddus Amgylcheddol

Principal Environmental Public Health Specialist

Iechyd Cyhoeddus Cymru
Public Health Wales

Teml Heddwch ac Iechyd, Parc Cathays, Caerdydd CF10 3NW
Temple of Peace and Health, Cathays Park, Cardiff, CF10 3NW

llinell uniongyrchol/direct line: 029 2040 2517
Mobile: 07580 870 528
WHTN 0 1809 5517
derbynfa/reception:
Ffacs/Fax:

029 2040 2508

029 2040 2503

ebost: Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk
Rhyngrwyd/Internet: www.iechydcyhoedduscymru.wales.nhs.uk / www.publichealthwales.org
Mewnrwyd/Intranet: nww.publichealthwales.wales.nhs.uk

From: Julie Drew-Murphy [mailto:julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com]
Sent: 14 March 2016 12:49
To: Kristian James (Public Health Wales); Publichealth Environment (Public Health Wales)
Subject: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common Ground

Dear Kristian

further to a communication you will have received from the Planning Inspectorate i am now contacting
you to enquire if you would be happy to enter into a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) for the
above scheme in Llanberis, north Wales.

We are currently going through the examination process and as part of that process the Planning
Inspectorate have asked that we agree a Statement of common ground on the topics of Air quality and
other health impacts associated with the Development. This is outlined in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter
which i attach for your reference.

The SoCg is intended to document areas of agreement and disagreement between ourselves to aid the
Examiner in focussing the examination on those topics of concern.

If this agreeable with yourselves i will draft a SoCG and send across for you to comment.

If you would like to discuss any of the above please dont hesitate to get in contact

Kind regards
Julie

--

--

Julie Drew-Murphy <julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com>

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common
Ground
Kristian James (Public Health Wales) <Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk>
To: Julie Drew-Murphy <julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com>
Cc: "Siobhan Adams (Public Health Wales)" <Siobhan.Adams@wales.nhs.uk>

9 August 2016 at 09:40

Hello Julie

Thank you for the additional comments and information.

With regard to point 4, the comparison of water monitoring data against standards for human health 
the PWS Regulations are appropriate.

In the event that an unexpected chemical or concentration is identified we can discuss on a case by
case basis, any human health risks

I have nothing further to add at this stage. As you appreciate, this element of the application (and
later the NRW permit) relies on the implementation of the specified plans and actions including those
subsequently generated by monitoring results.

I am happy to discuss further but if acceptable I am also happy for this email string to be forwarded to
the ExA as is.

Kristian

From: Julie Drew-Murphy [mailto:julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com]
Sent: 08 August 2016 12:22
To: Kristian James (Public Health Wales)
Cc: Siobhan Adams (Public Health Wales)
Subject: Re: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common Ground

Hi Kristian

Many thanks for your email, I just wanted to provide a response to some of the points you raise, please
see my comments below. i'd be grateful if you could confirm acceptance or otherwise to point 4
regarding comparison of water monitoring data against standards for human health.

Kind regards
Julie

On 29 July 2016 at 16:14, Kristian James (Public Health Wales) <Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk>
wrote:

Hello Julie

Here is our response (in italic below) as requested. Please note; as per our usual practice, I have
copied in the local public health lead.

It is noted that the proposed development has raised concerns amongst the community with respect
to past storage of munitions at the site and also from potential increases in certain chemical
contaminants from dewatering, entering water bodies. The Nant Bettws provides a source of
abstraction for private water supplies and Llyn Padarn supports a range of leisure and amenity uses.

To protect public health it is essential to ensure that contaminants or adverse concentrations of
chemicals do not find a pathway to sensitive receptors e.g. recreational swimmers.

In this case discharges must be subject to formal regulation via an environmental permit, issued via
Natural Resources Wales. In line with any permitted discharge we would expect the operator and
regulator to ensure that

x A monitoring plan is in place before commencement and is sufficiently robust as to be
representative of the water regime under assessment and that chemical parameters tested, reflect all
potential contaminants associated with the history of the site (including previous use by the MOD for
munitions storage).
A water Management Plan has been developed as part of the DCO examination and will be
submitted in support of the environmental permit applications. This outlines the testing suite and a
commitment for 12 months pre-construction monitoring plus the testing of the water column. The
testing suite is already agreed with NRW.

x A suitable environmental management system be implemented by the operator, including
procedures to review current assessments should unforeseen circumstances (such as munitions) be
encountered during dewatering works.
Should any unexpected contamination be found this will be dealt with via the Land Discovery Strategy,
a plan agreed as part of the DCO, prior to construction commencing and throughout construction. The

removal and management of UXO will be management through the Ordnance Management Strategy.
In addition the Water Management Plan outlines that dewatering will be staged and undertaken in a
controlled manner. With a reduced water level it may also be possible to observe the bed and identify
any UXO and to potentially obtain sediment samples for chemical analysis. The Water Management
Plan allows for dewatering to be stopped at any time should contamination be suspected. An
Environmental Management System is being developed for the Environmental Permit Applications and
outlines how all the different management plans integrate.

x An appropriate assessment of potential for eutrophication and blue green algae within Llyn
Padarn be undertaken.
Below is the response to the potential for blue-green algae provided during the DCO examination
"The last blue-green algae bloom in Llyn Padarn occurred May-Sept 2009 and resulted in the closure
of the lake for water sports etc. The analysis of the event by EAW in 2010 suggests that the most likely
causes were sustained historic enrichment of the lake from Llanberis STW and the wider catchment, a
particularly wet summer resulting in greater catchment runoff, stormwater spills from the STW and
more frequent CSO operation, and the reduced efficacy of iron dosing (due to the effluent being more
diluted by rainwater). Other factors that encourage blue-green algal blooms to occur predominately
during the summer are higher water temperatures, thermal stratification, and grazing. Periods of calm
weather are also important. A blue-green algal bloom did not occur the year after in 2010 perhaps due
to immediate improvements in sewage treatment and because the summer was drier. There have also
been subsequent improvements to the Llanberis STW.
Of the factors identified as being a contributing factor to the formation of blue-green algal bloom,
excess nutrients, particularly total phosphorus is the main one that could be influenced by dewatering.
Page 26 of the WFD Assessment (Appendix 9.1 of the ES) discusses total phosphorus results and
Table C4 provides all of the 2015 data (range was 20ug/l to 67ug/l). However, it has since become
evident that the laboratory reported total phosphorus as phosphate and not as phosphorus, thus when
comparing with the Good Ecological Status for Llyn Padarn the values reported in Table C4 of the WFD
Assessment should be divided approximately by 3 (i.e. as total phosphorus as P is the standard for
Llyn Padarn). This reduces the concentrations of phosphorus in the 2015 data to between <6.52ug/l
and 21.86ug/l with an average of 12.6 ug/l (good ecological standard is 10ug/l). In addition, 3 No.
additional samples collected in 2016 and analysed by the National Laboratory Service reported values
of total phosphorus as P all lower than 5ug/l, and thus the annual average good status standard for
Llyn Padarn. These additional samples were also tested for soluble reactive phosphorus (the most
bioavailable form) and all results were below the detection limit of 10 ug/l.
Overall, these results should be viewed in the context of the current mean average for total phosphorus
in Llyn Padarn of about 9 ug/l, ranging between 20 ug/l and 4 ug/l (data between 2013-2015), and the
current aim for the annual average total phosphorus discharge from Llanberis WwTW to be below 500
ug/l by 2020. Furthermore, pre-construction water quality testing will be undertaken. However, the
nutrient status of water in Q6 is not considered to be significantly enriched with phosphorus when
compared to background concentrations in Llyn Padarn and the quality of discharges permitted from
the Llanberis STW, and is also more likely to be present in less reactive forms. Irrespective of rates of
discharge and dilution factors, and consideration that dewatering would be a one-off event, the risk that
dewatering would add to the eutrophication risk and potential seed a blue-green algal bloom is
considered to be low."

Furthermore we suggest that

x Water monitoring data are compared against standards for human health e.g. private water
supply regulatory standards as well as for environmental quality standards.
Water samples taken from Q6 as part of baseline monitoring and during dewatering will be compared
against EQS, background concentrations and the PWS Regulations (as a natural water body the water
quality of Llyn Padarn may already exceed some PWS Regulation standards). However, as there is no

source-pathway for construction works to significantly introduce bacteria into Llyn Padarn microbiology
will not be tested for in baseline or during construction samples. Similarly, it is considered that aesthetic
parameters such as taste, odour and water colour will also not be tested as these are more relevant
where water is to be consumed regularly (i.e. a potable supply) and any adverse effect on aesthetic
parameters would be detected by the turbidity measurements.

x The operator identifies any chemicals that may be used in process water e.g. biocides / anti
fouling agents during operations and that these are assessed and included in future monitoring for
excess water management.
This will be confirmed through the Environmental Permit application and regulated via
the Environmental Permit.

Notwithstanding our recommendations above  to ensure an adverse source – pathway  receptor
link is not made, we would have no grounds for objection based upon the public health
considerations with regard to water quality.

I am away next week but if you have queries or wish to discuss further I will be back from Monday
08th August
________________________________________________________
Kristian James
Prif Arbenigwr Iechyd Cyhoeddus Amgylcheddol
Principal Environmental Public Health Specialist

Iechyd Cyhoeddus Cymru
Public Health Wales

Teml Heddwch ac Iechyd, Parc Cathays, Caerdydd CF10 3NW
Temple of Peace and Health, Cathays Park, Cardiff, CF10 3NW

llinell uniongyrchol/direct line: 029 2040 2517
Mobile: 07580 870 528
WHTN 0 1809 5517
derbynfa/reception:
Ffacs/Fax:

029 2040 2508

029 2040 2503

ebost: Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk
Rhyngrwyd/Internet: www.iechydcyhoedduscymru.wales.nhs.uk / www.publichealthwales.org
Mewnrwyd/Intranet: nww.publichealthwales.wales.nhs.uk

From: Julie Drew-Murphy [mailto:julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com]
Sent: 22 July 2016 15:59
To: Kristian James (Public Health Wales)
Subject: Re: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common Ground

Hi Kristian

Yes thats correct its concerning discharges during construction into Llyn Padarn. We are currently in
discussions with NRW regarding the Environmental permit for these discharges and will be
submitting the application within a month.

NRW have agreed the management plans associated with the discharges and the monitoring as part
of the DCO process.

Many thanks
julie

On 22 July 2016 at 15:13, Kristian James (Public Health Wales) <Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk>
wrote:

Julie

Thanks for this information.

Can you please also confirm that this query pertains the discharges that are to be / have been
covered by Environmental Permit application Trade effluent discharges into the Nant y Betws and
Llyn Padarn?

Has a relevant permit been agreed?

Thanks

Kristian

From: Julie Drew-Murphy [mailto:julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com]
Sent: 21 July 2016 17:11
To: Kristian James (Public Health Wales)
Subject: Re: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common Ground

Many thanks Kristian for getting back to me so quickly

Please see attached requested documents
1. Appendix 8.5 Zetica report
2. water sampling results from 2015 and 2012

Yes your understanding is correct, recreational users of Llyn Padarn are concerned about future
contamination to Llyn Padarn

Its worth mentioning that there will be an initial discharge of water during the construction phase and
then intermittent discharges during operation, separate environmental permits are being sought for
the separate discharges.

Please let me know if a call would help or if you have any further queries or need additional
information

Many thanks
Julie

On 21 July 2016 at 16:29, Kristian James (Public Health Wales) <Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk>
wrote:
Hello Julie

Yes PHW can review

Am I correct in my simple understanding, that there are recreational swimmers already using Llyn
Padarn who are concerned about potentially contaminated future discharges into Llyn Padarn from
Q6?

In the first place can you fast track me to

1. ES Vol. 3H, Appendix 8.5 – Doc Ref: 6.03
2. The water sampling campaign (for Q6, Llyn Padarn and any
connecting watercourse) as mentioned in the applicants response?

I can arrange a telephone discussion thereafter, if required

Thanks

Kristian

From: Julie Drew-Murphy [mailto:julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com]
Sent: 21 July 2016 10:51
To: Kristian James (Public Health Wales)
Subject: Re: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common Ground

Dear Kristian

Further to our previous correspondence the DCO Examination for the proposed Glyn Rhonwy
scheme is still progressing and the Examining Authority have issued a final round of questions to
which we are required to respond by 10th August. One of the questions raised asks us to consult
with Public Health Wales regarding any implications from munitions related contamination. (I attach
the questions for your reference, please refer to Question 8.4).

I'm not sure if you have been following the examination closely but one of the main themes under
scrutiny is that of unexploded ordnance, as the quarry at Q6 was used historically for storage and
disposal of munitions.

The Applicant is proposing to drain the water currently held in Q6 (the lower quarry at Glyn
Rhonwy) into Llyn Padarn as part of the construction works, this will be carried out under a
strict environmental permit from NRW and further controlled through management plans developed
as part of the DCO process.

Concerns have been raised that this water could be contaminated with munitions related chemicals,
a specific representation was received by Dr Dawn Wimpory expressing concern regarding health
and developmental problems arising from this. I attach the representation received and the response
made, please note that the references to the DCO have since been updated and an outline Water
Management Plan and outline Ordnance Management Plan have both been produced, I attach both.
Both documents will be certified documents requiring compliance under the DCO.

The Applicant has undertaken sampling and testing of the water contained within the Q6 quarry and
has found no evidence of any contamination. The management plans will be further developed and
agreed with the Local Planning Authority prior to construction commencing.

We therefore seek the views of Public Health Wales on the above so that we can provide a
response to the Examination.

I realise there is a lot of information here and I would therefore be happy to arrange a call to discuss
the matter if this would assist.

Best regards
Julie

On 18 March 2016 at 10:55, Kristian James (Public Health Wales) <Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk>
wrote:

Hello Julie

Thank you for the opportunity to involve Public Health Wales (PHW) within a SoCG.

In our original comments we highlighted areas of potential public health interest that should be
addressed within the application process. We also advised that these concerns should be
addressed in liaison with the LPA. The LPA will know its area best with regard to local water
supplies, noise (including vibration) and air quality.

Any public health advice /assessment provided by PHW will be impartial and independent.

I would suggest therefore that we remain at ‘arms length’ so that in the event of any locally
unresolved public health queries we may provide independent advice.

Please note that Public Health England will continue to be engaged with the NSIP process especially
in terms of EMF queries.

I hope you may find this stance useful during the process ahead.

Kristian James

________________________________________________________
Kristian James
Prif Arbenigwr Iechyd Cyhoeddus Amgylcheddol
Principal Environmental Public Health Specialist

Iechyd Cyhoeddus Cymru
Public Health Wales

Teml Heddwch ac Iechyd, Parc Cathays, Caerdydd CF10 3NW
Temple of Peace and Health, Cathays Park, Cardiff, CF10 3NW

llinell uniongyrchol/direct line: 029 2040 2517
Mobile: 07580 870 528
WHTN 0 1809 5517
derbynfa/reception:
Ffacs/Fax:

029 2040 2508

029 2040 2503

ebost: Kristian.James@wales.nhs.uk
Rhyngrwyd/Internet: www.iechydcyhoedduscymru.wales.nhs.uk / www.publichealthwales.org
Mewnrwyd/Intranet: nww.publichealthwales.wales.nhs.uk

From: Julie Drew-Murphy [mailto:julie.drewmurphy@quarrybattery.com]
Sent: 14 March 2016 12:49
To: Kristian James (Public Health Wales); Publichealth Environment (Public Health Wales)
Subject: Glyn Rhonwy Pumped storage Hydro scheme Statement of Common Ground

Dear Kristian

further to a communication you will have received from the Planning Inspectorate i am now
contacting you to enquire if you would be happy to enter into a Statement of Common Ground
(SoCG) for the above scheme in Llanberis, north Wales.

We are currently going through the examination process and as part of that process the Planning
Inspectorate have asked that we agree a Statement of common ground on the topics of Air quality
and other health impacts associated with the Development. This is outlined in Annex C of the Rule 6
letter which i attach for your reference.

The SoCg is intended to document areas of agreement and disagreement between ourselves to aid
the Examiner in focussing the examination on those topics of concern.

If this agreeable with yourselves i will draft a SoCG and send across for you to comment.

If you would like to discuss any of the above please dont hesitate to get in contact

Kind regards
Julie
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