Waunfawr 07/09/16
To the Examining Authority (EN010072)
Dear Sirs
We very much appreciate the efforts to examine the SPH application and asking SPH to address our
questions and concerns. However, following the last round of questions from ourselves and ExA and
wholly unsatisfactory replies from SPH remain concerned that the applicant is unreceptive and
indifferent to the plight of residents in Waunfawr and Llanberis and the surrounding hillsides. If the
DCO is approved without due incorporation of an appropriate Q1 access route, noise from both
construction and operation of the battery and environmental concerns (all largely excluded from the
DCO), then granting the DCO as currently formulated would be condemning residents in Waunfawr
and Llanberis to live in a building site for the next 4 years and potentially cause significant and
adverse impacts on residents and environment of the wider area for over a century to come.
From the applicant’s responses at deadline 9 it is clear that the project is still not sufficiently mature
to proceed in a responsible manner:
1. Penstock construction mode and direction is still not decided, leaving huge open questions
about construction noise, traffic numbers on access roads, and working hours (thousands of
heavy vehicles are involved in the penstock plans and the penstock operations are listed as
24 hours/day). Limits should be locked into the DCO rather than the changeable
management plans.
2. Environmental permits have not been secured from NRW.
3. Common land swap for essential construction or access road widening is still not agreed.
4. Traffic numbers not capped despite being exaggerated by 25% according to the applicant.
We ask that any DCO locks in working hours, traffic numbers, noise levels and clear monitoring
strategies, complaints procedures and penalties, compensation schemes for those affected.
We have annotated the applicants’ response to our deadline 8 queries in the attached PDF, with our
comments highlighted in red.
We therefore strongly urge you to reject the application.
If the project is deemed strategically important to the UK, we ask that you reject the application and
encourage the applicant to only re-submit once they have adequately incorporated an alternative
access route directly between Q1 and Q6, final decision on penstock tunnelling (direction and
mode), adequate noise monitoring and baselines and acceptable plans for water management.
If a DCO is granted please can you ensure that adequate and enforceable limits are placed on traffic
movements and noise. In particular we hope that there will be a total ban on construction traffic
(incl actual construction traffic, workers, engineers, security guards, catering personnel etc)
movements on Cefn Du Road outside nominal Q1 construction hours of 7-19h week days, 7-13h
Saturdays. Limits on noise, both construction and operation noise are essential to the villages of
Waunfawr and Llanberis. 24 hour tunnelling operations should not be allowed unless they can be
100% guaranteed not to incur out of hours disturbances from traffic or noise from slate disposal etc.
We urge you to specify that tunnelling of the penstock may only be carried out from the Glyn
Rhonwy side to save Waunfawr from unnecessary nuisance. For the reasons mentioned here and
many others outlined in previous submissions we urge you to reject the application and only allow a
revised application if the development is deemed of strategic importance to the UK.
Yours sincerely
Drs Jane & Mads Huuse,

DEADLINE 10: RESPONSE TO APPLICANTS RESPONSE AT DEADLINE 9 TO THIRD PARTY SUBMISSIONS AT DEADLINES 7&8
Responses for DEADLINE 10 in RED
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2 Jane and Mads Huuse

Jane and Mads Huuse provided commentary on a power point presentation. The Applicant has replied to the representation below using screen shots of the representation and/or power point
presentation as appropriate.
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

Please find attached our illustrated representation demonstrating key flaws in SPH's application.

The Respondent’s comments are noted but we do not agree that further time is needed. The

W e urge you to reject their application to allow the applicant time to get suitable documentation

Applicant has provided comprehensive and extensive documentation throughout the DCO

and plans together for a sustainable project.

process and has complied with the submission and examination timescales as outlined by the
Planning Act. We maintain this scheme is too loosely constrained in key aspects to
allow a DCO to be properly founded at this stage.

tunnelling from Q1 and the Q1 excavation and slate dumping operations for which wholly

The Applicant wishes to clarify that it has not been confirmed that the penstock excavation will
start from Q1. This will be confirmed through detailed design. It is worrying that a decision for
penstock construction has not been made at this late stage. This is the key difficult
engineering task of the whole project and really should be decided upon before adequate
consideration of the application can be made.
The Applicant can confirm that the noise monitoring receptors for both noise surveys undertaken

inadequate noise modelling has been provided and unrepresentative noise receptors chosen.

for the approved scheme and the DCO application were agreed with Gwynedd Council prior to

Please find this illustrated account of items, among many, that are unresolved and concerning
residents in W aunfawr, should a DCO be granted.
• Our principal concerns are the noise and construction traffic associated with penstock

the surveys being undertaken. This is outlined in Section 13.4 of the Environmental Statement
(doc ref 6.02).
As stated in section 13.7.14 and Appendix 13.1 of the Environmental Statement (doc ref 6.02)
the construction noise levels were predicted at 30 representative locations, which included
locations in W aunfawr. As stated in the CNMP, a detailed construction noise and vibration
assessment will be undertaken once the Principal Contractor has been appointed and the
methods and plant are confirmed. From the rim of Chwarel Fawr (Q1) there are
uninterrupted views of Snowdon and across to Deiniolen and Llanberis, suggesting
that the noise will be heard much further than the maps provided by SPH suggest. The
maps are cropped at 45dB but noise will be audible for much further distances
especially considering the quiet rural background
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• At the present stage it seems that crucial aspects of the development including traffic, noise

The Applicant does not agreed with this statement. W e have stated several times that

and pollution of water courses will reside outside the DCO and as such will be unlikely to be

Snowdonia Pumped Hydro and its appointed Principal Contractor will have to comply with the

rigorously regulated. This will condemn residents to living in a major construction site for 5 years! Requirements of the DCO and Management Plans, which are ultimately approved by the
Secretary of State. Our statement still holds. If the content of the management plans is
not locked in by the DCO they can simply be amended as the developer sees fit,
• W e are shocked and disappointed that AECOM and the applicant has chosen to ignore and

assuming that the relevant authorities are amenable.
The Applicant does not agree with this statement, and wishes to note that the responses to

failed to answer questions and concerns from residents and the ExA and this does not bode well

Written Representations made during examination phase are not mandatory, unless requested

for how they might handle a green light decision.

by the Inspector. However the Applicant has provided responses at each deadline to the
representations made by all interested parties. Not true. Still waiting for SPH response to
two deadlines including number 7. Several responses to questions and concerns from
interested partieswere ‘no comment’ one liners.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

• Even if the project is deemed to be of national importance, please consider rejecting the

The Applicant does not accept that the Development is using a maximum impact approach –

application to allow the applicant to get their facts and mitigation measures in order, and to allow

the selection of construction method and route has been undertaken to minimise impacts and

a construction method and route to be chosen that minimizes the impact on local communities

this is fully set out in the ES, the respondents’ assessment of impact is not supported by any

(as opposed to the maximum impact approach chosen in the present application)

equivalent level of assessment and is simply opinion. The Applicant has provided extensive
responses on these matters and refers the Respondent to responses made at Deadline 6 and
7. We understand this process may be tiring to the applicant but we maintain that several crucial
items have not been adequately dealt with. As we are not a multinational engineering company
but rather have to scrutinize thousands of pages of documents in our spare time we are sorry if
sometimes our queries could have been more scientifically set out. However, in some cases the
information provided by the applicant is not adequately documented and as such worth little more
than anyone else’s opinion.

• If this project was done in a considerate manner and with minimal impact it could form a model

The Applicant does not agree with the implication of this statement that the project does not

for future developments but the present state of affairs does not bode well, should this

seek to minimise any identified potential impacts. The Applicant has prepared an extensive

application set the precedent for future developments of battery storage.

amount of documentation including significantly informed topic specific management plans
resulting from consultation with statutory and non-statutory bodies as well as members of the
public firstly as part of the T&CPA application, and secondly as part of the DCO application.
We have been speaking to the applicant since 2011 and we have had no assurances and no
meaningful compromises made on working hours, traffic numbers or routes or anything else.

The noise modelling is completely flawed as it assumes penstock drill and blast from Q6 when
the current plan is to drill from Q1 [slides 1-9]
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The Applicant does not agree with this statement – only one method of penstock excavation is
proposed as outlined in Chapter 4 Project Description of the ES (doc ref 6.02). The starting point
of the penstock construction has not been confirmed. Surely it is vital to decide this prior to
DCO otherwise vehicle movements linked with penstock construction may need reevaluation? Actually the applicant isn’t even sure of the method to be used as they wrote:
4.4.6 The proposed tunnelling method is to use either a tunnel boring machine (TBM) or drill and
blast methods. Due to information gained from the adjacent Dinorwig pumped storage scheme
and the confirmed presence of potentially extensive doleritic intrusions within the bedrock, it is
likely to be either drill and blast or a combination of the two approaches. This will be confirmed
upon instruction of a Principal Contractor (PC). Other factors such as cost, tunnel length, ground
conditions, ease of construction, lining requirements and required shape of the tunnel must be
given consideration when eventually deciding upon a tunnelling method.
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W e remain extremely concerned about the proposed transformation of Fford Cefn Du into an

The Applicant, in conjunction with Gwynedd Council, has consulted on the highway

industrial grade concrete lined monstrosity [slides 10-11, 18-20]

improvements to Ffordd Cefn Du and following the consultation event, intends to implement the
improvements should the DCO be consented. The Applicant notes that this work consists of the
improvement and upgrading of an existing tarmac road, the descriptions of the proposed works
as a “transformation” is inaccurate and as a “monstrosity” is subjective, emotive and entirely
disproportionate to the road widening works proposed. We are humans. Almost doubling the
width of the lane above the cattle grid with some sections being 8 m wide will change its
character and encourage fast traffic through the village post build when such an area of
asphalt will be sure to attract petrolheads.

The Construction Traffic Management Plan is extremely biased in favour of a developer who

The Applicant does not agree with this statement. The CTMP has developed significantly

would practically have free hands to do as they please at the cost of the community and

throughout the examination process in response to comments made by interested parties and

residents. Please help us! [slides 12-17]

also requests from the ExA. We dispute that SPH has taken on board any of the
residents’ views as we have not had a single concession despite years of attempted
dialogue on our part, just empty promises in the beginning of the project.

The proposed traffic and noise from hilltop construction will amount to residents inhabiting a

The Respondent states 5 years in an earlier comment and now uses 6 years. The Applicant

major construction site for up to 6 years. Surely nobody deserves this? [slides 10-11, 18-20]

wishes to clarify that the full construction period is approximately 4 years for the Development,
however works at Q1 will only be for approximately 18-24 months. Depending on the phasing of
the highway improvements, these works will take between 6 and 9 months. SPH have not even
decided which tunneling access route to use how can they be confident of any durations
stated? In any case we use ‘up to’ as a worst case scenario (hopefully).
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

The land swap is completely unfair to communities and recreational users of Cefn Du – acres of The Respondent is referred to Applicants responses made in Section 11 of the Rule 17 request
recently felled and swampy hillside in return for a beautiful hilltop location with views of Snowdon (SPH_GREX_W ED9_01)
[slides 21- 23]

This is subject to a separate application and therefore is not considered under the DCO . As
has been noted repeatedly and at length in response to previous submissions on this point the
forestry land does not form part of any “land swap”. The commons exchange proposes an area
of upland moor in exchange for an area of upland moor, the forestry land is proposed in
mitigation of impacts to access land for that “swap”. This proposal will be considered though the
commons consenting process in which the respondent will have an opportunity to participate if
they wish. It is not part of the DCO application and does not form part of the material
considerations for the DCO determination.
Can residents and other common users actually change the outcome or is this another
spectator activity/ unfair land grab?
It has been agreed with Gwynedd Council that a further baseline noise survey will be
undertaken prior to the works commencing and once detailed design has been undertaken. W e
refer the Respondent to the approved Construction Noise Management Plan (CNMP).
Figure 13.7 of the ES shows the results of the noise modelling of the night time penstock
construction. Indicative construction noise levels and modelling results were reported in the ES
(chapter 13) based on a reasonable worst case unmitigated scenario based on information
available at the time of the assessment at which time it was assumed that the tunneling works

Sites in Waunfawr not considered (see slide 2)! This is flawed!!

would be from Q6. As stated above, the starting point of the penstock construction has not

As penstock & Q1 construction activities are now focused above W aunfawr, and the majority of

been confirmed. As previously stated, and confirmed in the outline CNMP, a detailed

construction traffic for the build is to be routed along Fford Cefn Du past many residences we

construction noise and vibration assessment will be undertaken once the principal contractor

are surprised that background sound monitoring along this route is still lacking.

has been appointed and the methods and equipment/plant are known, which will include the

No night time noise maps produced for 24h penstock activities just outside the village. Submitted method and starting point of the penstock construction.
noise model only relates to tunnelling from Q6. Noise modelling of the impact this will have on

Surely this is a vital piece of information needed prior to a DCO being granted? Night

the residents/visitors is of key importance and yet missing from this DCO application?

time disturbance to residents is really important and not bothering to model both cases
seems complacent and shows complete disregard for the impact on human wellbeing,
which is in direct contravention of national and international guidelines.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response
Unfortunately the margin is off the side of the slide so therefore the Applicant cannot see the full
text. However the visible text infers that24 hour access will be required to Q1 and the possibility
of workers facilities. The Applicant again wishes to reiterate that there is no workers village at
Q1, only day time catering facilities will be required. In addition, there will be no construction
traffic to Q1 outside the agreed working hours as outlined in the DCO.
Please provide us with CCTV so we can all agree this is the case.

The largest part of the “Glyn Rho

The catering facilities do not appear to be factored into the traffic predictions?

site is sited above W aunfawr yet
needed? There will be 24/h acce
worker’s facilities and the noisies
(see later slides) perched on the
and night. The NE rim of Q1 is in
Snowdon and on still days, const
be clearly audible across large pa
The copied table from Appendix 13.1 of the ES for Penstock construction states 24 hr
operations, as night time tunnelling operations were assessed as part of the noise assessment
in the ES.
The Dooson Moxy MT41 and concrete delivery trucks were not mixed up, as the Dooson Moxy
MT41 moves along the internal haul route of the construction works area and the concrete
delivery truck, once arrived on site, will be stationary.
They have not ruled out 24/7 above ground workings here. This is not part of the night
time modelling. We still have not got clear information stating no slate dumping around
Q1 at night. Please can this be locked into the DCO, if granted?
The term ‘dispersed along haul route’ means the internal haul route with the construction works
area.
The circled C6-39 is a reference to the noise data in the tables in BS 5228-1:2009. The 105dB
is the sound power level used in the noise assessment for ventilation fan and dust extractor,
taken from data for similar equipment.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response
As already stated, the starting point of the penstock construction has not been confirmed and
the construction noise assessment reported in the ES is based on information available at that
time (at which time it was assumed that the tunneling works would be from Q6).
In relation to the table for Q1 headpond construction, this did include the equipment located
above Q1.
As already stated, the starting point of the penstock construction has not been confirmed and
the construction noise assessment reported in the ES is based on information available at that
time (at which time it was assumed that the tunneling works would be from Q6).
Surely with the re-routing of penstock traffic up Fford Cefn Du as stated in the traffic
management plan, and other references in the ES, it still appears that SPH intends to
primarily drill form Q1 down? This map should be updated.
Figure 13.7 of the ES shows the results of the noise modelling of the night time penstock
construction
But this is only valid for a penstock drilled from Q6, so then this mode of penstock
construction should be specified and locked in by the DCO
The 45 dB LAeq,1hr noise limits are based on the lower limit criterion (based on MPG 11, and
as detailed in the CNMP) at locations where the noise surveys were not undertaken and away
from the A4086 and north west areas of Llanberis.
The noise contours do not show the noise levels below 45 dB as this is the lower construction
noise limit based on the criterion in MPG 11 and as explained in the CNMP.
The noise contours are based on the position of the noise sources and the topography of the
area. The forest will not provide significant noise screening. The forest was not included in the
noise models.
How can the noise suddenly drop off below 45 dB right at the boundary to the forest
when noise will be generated by tipping slate trucks only meters from this boundary?
(see their appendix 3.1 in response to the ExA for positions of loud equipment).The
contours suggest the hill is dipping down towards Waunfawr at this point so there
should be no physical sound barrier.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response
As already stated, the starting point of the penstock construction has not been confirmed and
the construction noise assessment reported in the ES is based on information available at the
time of the assessment (at which time it was assumed that the tunneling works would be from
Q6).
Surely a new accurate table should be included which show the real impact on
surrounding villages should the penstock construction access be from the Waunfawr
end?
Figure 13.7 of the ES shows the results of the noise modelling of the night time penstock
construction.
Yes but this is not the map illustrated here. There is no map for night time noise
for our village assuming penstock construction from Q1 end.
The MT41 movements along the haul route refer to the internal haul route within the
construction works area
SPH have not clarified if 24h working will occur in the quarry “is this technically
below ground?” will MT41’s be dumping slate at the Q1 site at night? This is still
not clear from the DCO. SPH has suggested to Mike V that no slate dumping will
happen at the Llanberis end at night, but this is no guarantee unless locked in by a
DCO.
The Applicant has confirmed previously that there will be no traffic on Ffordd Cefn Du outside
the standard working hours except for security personnel.
Please can this be specified in the DCO so it cannot subsequently be changed?
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As already stated, the starting point of the penstock construction has not been confirmed and
the construction noise assessment reported in the ES is based on information available at that
time (at which time it was assumed that the tunneling works would be from Q6).

A detailed construction noise and vibration assessment will be undertaken once the principal
contractor has been appointed and the methods and equipment/plant are known, which will
include the method and starting point of the penstock construction.

It would be leaving too much to a developer to do as they please if such a large
construction scheme could be given go ahead without crucial elements being decided
upon and specified in advance.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response
As above section
Danger!
SPH continue to include penstock construction traffic as coming up Fford Cefn Du but pretend
now that they are undecided as whether to tunnel from Q6 or Q1???? Smell a rat?
Put a batching plant and ventalators (100 + dB 24/h day) above the start of Q1 penstock
access, this noise will be heard for kms at night. We predict the village of Deiniolen will be
significantly affected.
The map produced above shows noise emanating from inside the quarry not from above and is
therefore not a true representation of noise modelling of combined night and day time noise pollution
above Waunfawr. AECOM surely must admit this is a fib?
We feel it is far too late to decide to carry out modeling once the DCO is granted and urge this is
postponed until factors crutial to the build are better constrained.

The construction traffic noise was assessed and reported in Tables 13.19 to 13.24 of the ES
(Doc Ref 6.02). During the worst case months (months 7-29),construction traffic noise impacts
of up to minor magnitude have been predicted along: W aunfawr Crossroads - Green Road
(east of crossroads) and Green Road (west of crossroads); A4085 Waunfawr - Green Road;
and A4086 / Glyn Rhonwy – Glyn Rhonwy. For Months 1 to 6 and Months 30 to 48, impacts are
limited to negligible magnitude. Therefore, as a worst case, the significance of effects is a
localised temporary moderate adverse effect for high sensitivity noise sensitive receptors.

Again the criteria used to come up with “minor and negligible” is bonkers. Also SPH this
time conveniently forget to mention the severe negative impact to houses above the
cattle grid which are located adjacent to the road. These will see a 5 fold increase in
traffic. What voluntary mitigation have SPH offered these severely affected residents?
None.
We remain unconvinced that a DCO, if granted, and various management plans will not
provide adequate protection for residents.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response
The construction traffic will be managed in accordance with the CTMP.
As part of the highway improvements, the passing spaces have been designed to ensure they
are not located directly outside residential properties.
Not true. The illustrations provided as part of the highways improvement document
that Hafod Oleu Uchaf has a huge 8 m wide lorry stop overlooking their garden. All
privacy and safe breathing will be compromised.
The construction traffic will be limited to 20mph on Ffordd Cefn Du between the A4085 and Q1
and as such is not considered to be “fast traffic”.
Straining engines are the problem: considerable noise pollution: all vehicles hauling a load
up a 10% gradient will be straining their engines. This was already the case during pilot
drilling operations. It may not look as noisy when averaged over an hour but it’s a
cacophony for a minute or so whilst the vehicles are on approach and passing the
properties. With upgoing vehicles being spaced only 6 minutes apart on average there will
be no respite for residents along Cefn Du Road.
Th
t f i i
t
i t d ith
t ti
t
d l
Ff dd C f
Two HGV’s would not pass along this section of Ffordd Cefn Du as all drivers would be required
to communicate with each other as they travel along Ffordd Cefn Du to ensure that any conflict
is removed as well as to warn other drivers of the presence of other road users. This has been
included within the CTMP in paragraph 2.4.5.
The problem isn’t limited to HGVs, any substantial van would struggle to pass another
van on the stretch between the crossroads and up to about 100 m before the cattle grid,
even after road widening measures. At present even small cars have to reverse if they
meet at steep bends.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response
The decision as to whether a situation is safe or not will be made by the driver of the HGV.
As part of the highway improvements, the passing spaces have been designed to ensure they
are not located directly outside residential properties.
W e are not sure where the 10’s minute’s timescale comes from, as the distance from the A4085
to Q1 is around 2.5 miles and based upon a speed of 20mph means that an HGV can travel the
length of the road from the A4085 to Q1 in around 7.5 minutes, and therefore a wait of 10’s
minutes for a vehicle to pass is not considered to be accurate.
Traffic modelling is a complex subject and none has been offered by SPH. There will be
highs and lows in traffic numbers and the highs will be likely to cause episodes of cars
and vans having to reverse which would increase the travel time for all. HGVs in motion
might encounter such incidents and being unable to continue, which would further slow
down traffic. It is unmanageable to mix construction and primate traffic on a single lane
road.
The results of the traffic monitoring will be supplied to Gwynedd Council by the ELO as per the
CTMP.
Section 2.8 of the CTMP outlines the procedure to be followed following an incident, and this is
considered to be sufficiently robust. We disagree!
Please don’t let SPH get away with not having CCTV to watch their traffic movements.
They could not even organize a log of traffic movements during pilot drilling. It would
make the village feel safer if everyone or at least an independent body could monitor
who is using the road at all times. Without CCTV there is no independent check. Please,
please, please insist.
We note that SPH will have CCTV for guarding the perimeter of their site, but seemingly
consider the safety of residents and other road users less important.
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The Applicant does not agree with the suggestion of a 3 month plus delay, as with reference to
the CTMP (paragraph 2.12.5), a meeting can be held outside of the normal quarterly cycle,
within 2 weeks of the receipt of a monthly report, within an action plan being submitted within a
further 2 weeks, and agreed within the following 2 weeks.
This then provides for a maximum of 6 weeks following a monthly report.
This is splitting hairs!
If a violation happens at the beginning of a month and then continues to cause major
additional disruption to residents, we would need to wait 4 weeks until the monthly report
is created and submitted. Plus the additional 6 weeks SPH state above. This makes 10
weeks. This is a long time to live with violations and nuisances. Please help insure SPH
cap traffic flows to never to exceed those documented in this application or even better
suggest they choose an alternative route.
The reference to “where possible” is a commitment to identify and implement any potential
reduction of the vehicle numbers at the appropriate time.
Surely traffic numbers should be capped to have any meaning at all.
Leaving numbers open and monitoring in the hand of the monitored would discourage any
traffic limiting measures for the sake of convenience of developer and their workers.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

The Applicant is unsure how the 10 weeks is derived, as the maximum period, should Gwynedd
have any concerns, is 6 weeks. (2 weeks for a meeting, 2 weeks for the strategy to be
submitted and 2 weeks for an agreement). As stated in the CTMP, these are maximum periods
and as such the process could take less time.

Surely if there is one day where the traffic numbers swell then residents should be able
to contact the ELO and have this investigated immediately? 6-10 weeks to check a traffic
violation is unacceptable.
This seems to indicate an already anticipated need to exceed the predicted construction
traffic numbers using Fford Cefn Du?

W e refer the Respondent to the revised CTMP
Please can we have CCTV monitoring at at least one point east of the Groeslon cross roads.
SPH continues to dodge this, yet they are happy to have CCTV around their equiptment
compounds. Do they have equiptment they value higher than peoples’ lives?
Please can CCTV monitoring of Fford Cefn Du by an independent body be an essential
condition stipulated if the DCO is to be granted? If SPH wants to create “local jobs” it could set
aside a couple of thousand pounds and pay for example a community project to commpile this
information for reference should the community need to contest any incidents?
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response
The temporary adverse effects upon Ffordd Cefn Du have been acknowledged by both the
Applicant and Gwynedd Council and, as such, a scheme of mitigation has been identified. The
temporary effect relates to the fact that this will only occur during the construction period of the
Development and will vary throughout the construction phase.
We suggest NO really meaningful mitigation measures have been sought by SPH or at
least these have not made it into their ES documents. Adopting measures that only
serve to aid the transit of construction traffic up Fford Cefn Du is not a means of
mitigating the impact this scheme will have on the village.
SPH constantly wave around their voluntary restriction of HGV movements from 8.30 4.30 pm. This is more likely to be due to builder merchant opening hours in N.Wales
rather than the goodness of SPH. They have conveniently forgotten that these are not
the only vehicles the propose sending up and down our lane. It is more the long wheel
base vans etc. (Possibly more than 100/day) that are forgotten in their generic “we have
considered the children, hence the HGV’s time restriction” response. These are likely
to be numerous and keen to reach Q1 for early morning drop offs. These are not
mitigated and are a threat to children, walkers, and commuters alike.
Our community’s suggestions have not made it into the CTMP.
e.g. providing pavements in narrow sections would help safeguard residents lives yet
SPH have decided that the inclusion of pavements would encourage speeding????? A
10 mph speed limit past the hafods above the cattle grid: not good for construction
traffic needing to get to the site!
Fford Cefn Du works fine as it is and does not need “improving”. Bringing a huge
industrial development through a largely single track lane, serving a number of
residents who chose to live in a quiet area of N Wales should not be possible. As has
previously been documented by the residents group, an alternative access route
situated directly between the quarries would negate all of the years of disruption and
permanent alterations needed to facilitate this scheme.
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It is not proposed to commandeer Ffordd Cefn Du and the length of the commute would not be
significantly affected by the construction period, as the HGV traffic would only operate on Ffordd
Cefn Du between 0830 and 1630. This would be considered to be outside of the main commute
times for drivers leaving their property in the morning and arriving home in the evening.
During busy months there will be ~ 300 extra construction vehicles (many of which are likely to
be HGV’s and long wheel base vehicles) using this narrow lane. In the upper stretches this is
equivalent to a 5-fold increase. In the lower sections (below the cattle grid) it is at least a
doubling of traffic and there are no designated passing spaces meaning delays are likely.

Based on a 12h day: = ~300 construction vehicles/day + 300 locals (this is your own inflated
baseline numbers actual residents’ count suggest ~160 2-way flow).
= 50 vehicles/hr, presumably more during the first hour or so of site opening (7-8:30 am when
commuters and school children use the road)
Warning!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

= 2.5 minutes or less between SPH vehicles going up and the same between residents’

We hope SPH has read the information submitted by Jane Huuse for Deadline 7 (even if

vehicles going down. At this spacing each vehicle would encounter two or more vehicles. If there

they chose not to respond). This WILL cause gridlock.

is a cluster of vehicles going up around site opening the frequency would be much higher. Any
incidences of reversing and waiting would increase the number of ecounters further lengthening
the passing times. It would be grid lock, maybe not every day, but frequently enough to be a
major nuisance to residents and developer alike.
Along the first 500m east of the Groeslon cross roads there are nno passing spaces and
nowhere to create any. Large vehicles struggle to pass even normal cars along the majority of
Fford Cefn Du west of the cross roads. SPH hear us loud and clear: we do not want our drives
to be used by your construction teams as passing spaces. Once more than two vehicles back up
the chances of accommodating them in on persons drive diminishes and the complexity of
convoys of cars reversing will increase the duration individuals have to wait considerably.

If passing spaces are needed every 170 meters above the cattle grid, surely the same is
required below where the traffic flow is greater (but no space for passing spaces exist)? SPH
knows that many of us will be trapped in our drives and presumably assumes we will eventually
adjust to this unwanted curb on our personal movements. With vehicles passing entrances ~
every 2 min. We have chosen to live here for the peace and quiet. This level of traffic will have a
major adverse impact on residents lives for several years.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response
The image shown is of an isolated one off incident caused by a third party and therefore the
Applicant does not agreed with this statement. These logging lorries only used the road for a
short time and during that time an incident happened. These are the most similar vehicles
in size and load to those proposed to be used in the development. We fear for our safety.
As part of the highway improvements, liaison with Gwynedd Council and an independent hauler
has been undertaken and the road has been designed to accommodate all road users. The
provision of a segregated footway will change the feel of the road; giving motor vehicles a
sense of ownership and could lead to an increase road speeds.
This is total nonsense! If SPH is confident that its lorries will not exceed 20 mph along
this stretch they do not need to worry about increased road speeds in the presence of a
protective pavement. As pointed out at the last village meeting, they need to widen the
road above the cattle grid to take account of “driver error”.
Please insist on an alternative route.
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As part of the highway improvements, there are no proposals to use highway restraint barriers
as shown in the statement.
Pleased to hear this! However AECOM failed to answer if water pipes/ electric cables
are to be above ground during the build or not. This was mentioned to be the case in
earlier 2012 open day events. We insist this would severely restrict access from the
road onto the common by walkers, riders and cyclists clambering to exit the path of oncoming construction traffic. DANGER
The speed and nature of the road and lack of adjacent hazards does not warrant restraint
barriers
The essence of this slide is actually the huge change in character of Fford Cefn Du
above the cattle grid should SPH be granted a DCO. This lane is cherished by the
majority of residents of Waunfawr and tourists alike. Please don’t let SPH ruin it.
The Applicant has previously addressed the Respondents' inaccurate use of the term blight.
The residents have been in touch with “blight” specialists in North Wales, who are keen
to support an application for compensation for blight and/or unnecessary disturbance and
property devaluation should the scheme be approved. We have again and again asked
SPH to pay for alternative accommodation for those located immediately adjacent to the
road. We have had no answer except to re-iterate it is a temporary disturbance. Local
estate agents have suggested permanent devaluation to a number of properties if a
permanent industrial grade road replaces the lane outside these properties.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response
The slide is factually incorrect, the forestry land does not form part of any “land swap”.
The common land proposals will be considered though the commons consenting process in
which the respondent will have an opportunity to participate if they wish. It is not part of the
DCO application and does not form part of the material considerations for the DCO
determination.
Please help. SPH intend to remove the most frequented part of the common (section
between the two quarries: slide 23) incorporating this into their development. We
stand corrected…… in return they intend instead to provide marshy grazing land to
the north, not the equally miserable land seen in this picture. Their intended land
swap is away from any existing walking tracks and of little value to those who use
the common for recreational purposes.
However to cover this deviation of popular paths they offer the public this
this useless piece of land instead of the crucial path of several walking and riding
paths converging between Chwarel Fawr and Chwarel Cefn Du.
This remains a bad deal for the people of Waunfawr and those who visit Cefn Du, in
perpetuity. This is a very poor precedent to set.
Please see previous response.
It remains unacceptable to permanently loose the best parts of the common to this
project. We do not feel the alternative paths provided by SPH are of the quality of those
currently enjoyed by residents, and visitors. A better solution is needed. We will be
objecting to the alternative routes offered and seek legal assistance to fight this should
the DCO be granted.
The community of Waunfawr still intends to object to the removal of CROW land along
FFord Cefn Du for road widening purposes.
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Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response
The Applicant has previously outlined that all Public Right of W ays and permissive routes will be
temporarily diverted for health and safety reasons during the construction phase. Access will
still be possible at all times via the diversions to allow users to travel towards Llanberis and
Moel Eilio and therefore the Applicant refers the Respondent to Section 2.9 of the CoCP
(SPH_GREX_DCOD2_03 (Rev5). Once construction is completed, the diversions will either be
made permanent or the original access reinstated. In addition a temporary car park to replace
the informal car park at Cefn Du will be installed during construction, and reinstated at the dam
location once in operation.

UNRESOLVED
SPH continues to dodge this question: will this route (the most important route on the
hill) remain open after the construction is complete? This is the main means of having a
circular walk/ride/cycle around Cefn Du. It is not about people walking just below the
dam to Llanberis and Moel Eilio. This route is vital to riding stables and recreational
users. Please ensure the routes on the common do not get blocked by this construction.
Incidentally, if SPH close this key corridor it makes the route to the “swapped grazing
land” almost impossible to access.
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7. Dr Mads Huuse

Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

W e very much appreciate the efforts to examine the SPH

The Applicant has no comments on this section.

application. However, following several rounds of questions from
ourselves and ExA and wholly unsatisfactory replies from SPH
we are deeply concerned that the applicant is completely

Not surprising, minimal mitigation efforts for a wholly unfit
for purpose construction access route with vulnerable
residents does not make a ‘green energy’ company and a
large engineering company look particularly considerate.

unreceptive and indifferent to the plight of residents in
W aunfawr. If the DCO is approved without due incorporation of
the Q1 access route, noise from both construction and running
of the battery and water (all largely excluded from the DCO),
then you are effectively condemning residents in W aunfawr and
Llanberis to live in a building site for the next 5 years and
potentially causing significant and adverse impacts on residents
and environment of the wider area for over a century to come.
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This is an unacceptable human and environmental impact that
should be ample reason to reject the application, especially
considering the arrogant dismissal of concerns by the applicant.
If the project is deemed strategically important to the UK, I
suggest you reject the application and encourage the applicant
to re-submit once they have adequately incorporated an
alternative access route directly between Q1 and Q6, adequate
noise monitoring and baselines and acceptable plans for the
expulsion and extraction of water to/from the surrounding
environment.
From an ethical point of view, it appears that the applicant
initially submitted an unrealistic low impact application to win the
support of Gwynedd Council (GC) so that all subsequent

The Applicant has no comments on this section
Not arguing with our assessment of their conduct amounts
to agreement...

consultation would be met with approval from GC in order to
ease the project through to fruition. This does not seem a proper
way to conduct any sort of business let alone so called
environmentally friendly energy projects.
Needless to say that the conclusions of the Local Impact Report
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of limited and mitigatable impacts are not shared by residents in
W aunfawr or Llanberis nor indeed by W aunfawr Community
Council. It is hugely disappointing to us that the Gwynedd
Council has repeatedly failed to recognise the huge impact on
the local communities most affected by the proposed
development
At the recent open day detailing aspects of road construction to

The Applicant does not agree with the statement that the

access Q1 through W aunfawr, SPH had sent their youngest staff highway improvement consultation event was a “tick box
member and some consultants from AECOM to discuss their

exercise”. The event provided useful feedback which has

plans with concerned residents who turned out in large numbers. informed the engineering design.
In many cases the representatives did not know their own
submitted plans in detail or indeed the plan for the scheme. The
whole meeting was largely a tick box exercise on the part of SPH
and only served to worry residents along Cefn Du Road even
more. The W aunfawr Community Council was strongly against
the project before and this stance was only reinforced by the
information provided at the meeting.
The plans presented affected retaining walls of adjoining
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properties and the road profiles presented showed the plan is to

including the improvement and reinstatement of the drainage

effectively turn Cefn du Road into a concrete lined construction

channels on the upper parts of Ffordd Cefn Du where this has

corridor that will forever change the landscape of Cefn Du for a

been severely damaged by vehicles already.

distance of over 2 km from W aunfawr to Q1. They had not
considered the implications for surface runoff or adjacent
properties, nor the impact on residents or road users. Quite
ridiculous proposals for traffic management were aired including

As part of the highway improvements, liaison with Dwr Cymru
W elsh W ater and other utility providers is required and has been
undertaken to ensure that all utilities, not just water supply, are
protected and also incorporated into the improvements.

the suggestion that traffic could be managed by asking residents
to phone a traffic manager before driving down or up the road to
access their property. W e left being extremely concerned that
the plans for the road will render it a no-go zone for the many
recreational users as there will be no space for horses, bicycles,
prams etc to pull off the road when construction vehicles muscle
past.

The Applicant has also previously outlined that the localized
widening will provide sufficient space for vehicles and users
during both the construction phase of the Development and in
perpetuity. All construction vehicles will have to comply with the
Construction Traffic Management Plan which requires
mandatory and legal compliance as a Requirement of the DCO.
If the TMP is outside the DCO it could be changed later on,
leaving no safe guards for residents and other road users.
Please ask the applicant to include the TMP in the DCO.
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In addition to details of road construction there are

The Applicant has previously provided a response in relation to

remaining problems of significant concern:

alternative access and refers the Respondent to the latest

Access route for Q1 and penstock should be direct from Glyn
Rhonwy (alternative route), because: W aunfawr doesn’t want
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the road to be turned into an industrial access road and doesn’t

The Applicant also wishes to clarify that there will not be 24/7

want the construction traffic, particularly not the traffic

traffic along Ffordd Cefn Du. The working hours for the

associated with penstock construction, which is likely to be 24/7.

Development are secured through Requirement 13 of the DCO

The problems surrounding the use of Cefn Du Road to access

and must be complied with.

road Q1 are mani-fold, but two overriding problems are:

As outlined in previous responses to the ExA, any events such

1. The road will forever lose its country lane character, resulting

as the Snowdonia Marathon occur on the weekends and

in a loss of visual amenities to residents and road users (incl

therefore the Applicant and its appointed Principal Contractor

Snowdon Marathon). The construction traffic would render the

will ensure that access is provided. Diversions will be in place as

road unsafe for residents, recreation users and school kids for

required and signposted as per Section 2.9 of the CoCP (rev5).

3-5 years. There would likely be a long-lasting negative effect on
property prices along the concrete corridor. No consideration
has been made about the visual impacts of such a road in
neither Environmental Statement, nor in the DCO and that is
totally unacceptable.

The Applicant has outlined previously that this is the nature of
the DCO procedure in W ales which cannot include associated
development. The Applicant has no control of this process and
is complying with the necessary statutory procedures as
appropriate.
The Applicant wishes to clarify that the highway improvements
relate mostly to localized widening and passing places above
the cattle grid and improved surface and integral drainage. Any
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walls which may be required to be temporarily removed will be
reinstated. The Applicant also wishes to clarify that the use of
the word “industrial” refers to the specification of the
improvements (condition, finish, depth of surface, etc), and not
the nature of the road.
The plans for the road aired at the public meeting was a
wide tarmac road flanked by deep and steep concrete
drains and sides. This would make it difficult to cross the
road and to clamber onto safety when construction traffic
approaches. There is no way it would be safe for horse
riders to share the road with HGVs.
2. Construction access and associated traffic (security and

The Applicant has provided extensive responses on this subject.

catering personnel, out of hours workers, etc) will make it

Any construction traffic will comply with the Construction Traffic

impossible for residents to sleep and thus severely impact on

Management Plan and there is no requirement for nighttime

quality of life and livelihoods of residents. This is swept under

traffic except security staff.

the carpet of both ES and DCO application and that is
completely unacceptable.
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Residents’ sleep was already disrupted nightly during pilot

There was no pilot drilling undertaken at night during the

drilling on Cefn Du, which was a much smaller operation but

preliminary site investigation works. A single security employee

nonetheless included highly disruptive movements of security

used the road in the evening and morning to cover a night shift.

personnel out of normal working hours including the night and

This does not appear to be an unacceptable use of a public

very early mornings every day of the week.

road.
In fact we frequently encountered drilling company’s vans
outside the 7-19h window and have noreason to expect
SPH/developers’ to observe working hours any better
unless held to the condtions of a DCO by unbiased CCTV

No recognition of the impact of out of hours work or related

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_W ED9_02

records.
The Applicant is required to comply with the working hours

7-8

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

traffic has been shown by the applicant and no safeguards have

outlined in Requirement 13 and all other mitigation measures as

been mentioned in the DCO. W e have no faith in the notion of

outlined in the topic-specific management plans and

mitigation unless completely firm limitations on timings, speeds

Requirements in the DCO. The Order itself is a statutory

and numbers of vehicles and specific and rigorous means of

instrument and each Requirement and Schedule is a mandatory

monitoring can be specified in the DCO.

legal requirement of the approved consent, failure to comply
with a DCO is a criminal offence. Fine, in principle, but any
MPs residing outside the DCO can be subsequently modified
to the further detriment of residents. We urge you to lock the
content of MPs to be maximum numbers of traffic, noise,
pollution, etc
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The disturbances associated with round the clock penstock

The Applicant wishes to clarify that the penstock will not be

construction traffic on residents would be similar to living in a

drilled 24 hours. Is the applicant playing with words here? In

construction site and is a violation of human rights. If such a

the ES they state hat penstock construction will be 24

violation is granted by the authorities or indeed imparted on us

hours!? Should drill and blast be the preferred excavation

by the developer, we request that adequate and independently

method, the intention is to undertake the blasting within set

managed compensation funds are provided up front to enable

agreed hours as outlined in the Construction Noise

relocation of affected residents for the duration of the violation.

Management Plan but that if required and under agreement with
Gwynedd Council, that excavation works be undertaken within
the penstock. No drilling or blasting will take place during the
nighttime and these excavation works will only be undertaken
with the prior permission of Gwynedd Council once the
Applicant and the Principal Contractor have demonstrated that
there will be no significant adverse effects to the residents.
If penstock construction will be 24 hours then surely they
will need access outside the 7-19h window of normal
working hours.

W orking hours: exceptions are currently not defined in the DCO,

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_W ED9_02

The specific exceptions are outlined in the DCO under

7-10

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

and we surmise that exceptions are likely to be frequent and

Requirement 13(2) and 13(3) and have been included in the

substantial. Indeed, if penstock construction will be from Q1,

DCO submitted since deadline 5 (revision 6) when further clarity

then the developer would need to either run a hotel at Q1 or

on the tailpiece allowing extension of hours by the relevant

ferry workers up and down the road outside the normal working

planning authority was sought and further detail was added to

hours, not to mention a huge number of additional concrete and

that requirement.

other extra large delivery lorries in their thousands.
An additional problem remains over noise from the construction

Please refer to comments made on Section 2 of

regardless of whether Cefn du Road is used for access or not:

SPH_GREX_W ED9_02 regarding noise levels. The Applicant

Construction noise levels are not defined in the DCO and the
modelling results provided in the ES must be flawed as, on still
days, the residents in W aunfawr can clearly hear motorbikes
using the slate tip area SW of Q1, and forestry and landscaping

again wishes to clarify that no slate tipping at Q1 will be
undertaken outside of the agreed working hours.
This is nice to hear, but can this please be a condition of
a DCO if granted?

operations across the valley are also clearly heard. So any slate
tipping at Q1 will likely also be clearly audible on still days and
nights and should only occur within 7-19h working hours and
preferably not on weekends.
Low-frequency noise is a problem for residents near Dinorwig
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and will likely also affect residents near Glyn Rhonwy. At

Deadline 6 (SPH_GREX_W ED6_01, Section 5)

present this problem is not adequately dealt with in the DCO.
W e refer to Mike Vitkovitch’ submission for this deadline for
details of this and other technical aspects.
Who will ensure that the DCO is adhered to and safeguard

Gwynedd Council, in common with every local authority and

the public against developer’s short cuts?

many other public bodies, acts in a number of capacities and

In many cases Gwynedd Council is the authority responsible for
granting exceptions, monitoring adherence to DCO, etc, but
Gwynedd Council also has a significant interest in early
completion of the scheme for revenue generation (rates),
making this arrangement in the applicant’s interest only.
Residents are thus extremely worried that their interests will not
be considered if a DCO is granted, effectively condemning all
residents to 5 year of living in a construction site.

functions. It is not reasonable to suggest that the Council cannot
perform its regulatory function as planning authority simply
because it may have involvement with the scheme in other
functions. This is a common occurrence - Councils face this
situation in every development scenario. Monetary payments
such as rates cannot form a material consideration in any
planning decision. Any business rates paid are in any event
remitted to the W elsh Government Non-Domestic Rates pool,
not retained by the Council. The Waunfawr Community
Council wholly opposes the 2015 plans and yet Gwynedd
Council has taken no significant notice of any community
objections in their approval of all aspects of the scheme.
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We therefore strongly urge you to reject the application.
If a DCO is granted please can you ensure that adequate and
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enforceable limits are placed on traffic movements and noise. In

Construction traffic will be controlled and managed via the

particular we sincerely hope that there will be a total ban on

Construction Traffic Management Plan.

construction traffic (incl actual construction traffic, workers,
engineers, security guards, catering personnel etc) movements
on Cefn Du Road outside nominal Q1 construction hours of 719h week days, 7-13h Saturdays. Limits on noise, both

The working areas are defined within the W orks Plans and
therefore the placement of excess spoil material at Q1 is
specifically allocated to W ork Areas 1B and any required for
reprofiling in W ork Area 1G

construction and operation noise are essential to the villages of
W aunfawr and Llanberis and anyone in their vicinity. 24 hour
tunnelling operations should not be allowed unless they can be
100% guaranteed not to incur out of hours disturbances from

W orking hours are outlined in Requirement 13 of the DCO (rev
9) and any change to these will be under the approval of
Gwynedd Council.

traffic or noise from slate disposal etc. W e urge you to specify
that tunnelling of the penstock may only be carried out from the
Glyn Rhonwy side to save W aunfawr from unnecessary
nuisance, should a DCO be granted. At the very least, the DCO
should specify that no above ground movements, including
dumping of slate in the designated slate mounds and site
access via Cefn Du Road, can take place outside the normal
working hours of 7-19h week days, 7-13h Saturdays in order to

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_W ED9_02

7-14

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

minimize impact on residents’ physical and mental well being.
For the reasons mentioned here and many others outlined in
previous submissions I urge you to reject the application and
only allow a revised application in case the development is
deemed of strategic importance to the UK.
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9. Mike Vitkovitch
Paragraph in Response

Applicants Response

I respond to your request for any comments on the Draft DCO and also the Applicant’s responses

The Applicant notes the comments but also wishes to clarify that the Consultation Event held on

to Deadline 5 submissions.

the 29th July 2016 was specifically to gain feedback on the highway improvements, not the

I provide below my comments on the Draft DCO followed separately my comments on the issues

overall Development subject to the DCO.

raised in the Deadline 5 submission and the Applicant’s responses. I follow this with a submission
on the proposed Section 278 Agreement with the Highway Authority as there is clearly a lack of
consideration of several local issues that would arise from it. The Highway Authority appears to
accepting of the proposals put before it without any challenge to the engineering, practical or local
traffic issues. I raise these not because the ExA has any jurisdiction in this matter, but so you can
be aware of the difficulties that will arise for the residents of W aunfawr should the proposals be
implemented. At the Public Consultation held in Caeathro on 29th June, the Applicant’s
representatives and those of the Highway Authority were unable to provide any satisfactory
answers to questions raised and were also clearly unaware of many of the problems that would
occur. The Council Council’s Planning Officer’s response to my queries addressed none of them
but quoted from the PINS DCO Advice Notes stated that the Authority “will want to contribute
towards the development …with the benefit of their detailed local knowledge.” It is therefore a
shame that the Authority seemed unable to provide this knowledge to help in processing an
Agreement.
In general, I consider that the Applicant has not provided any further information to satisfy my

The Applicant does not agree with these comments. The Applicant has prepared and submitted

concerns regarding the scheme and its effects, both in the short and long term, on both Llanberis

two planning applications, both of which have been supported by independent and extensive

and W aunfawr. I remain strongly of the view that this scheme is too big and too close to the

information on the potential effects of the Development. For the purposes of the environmental

village of Llanberis and that the effects of accessing Q1 via W aunfawr are unacceptable. The

impact assessment and the associated Rochdale Envelope, a reasonable worst case scenario

proposed Application appears to have been put forward with a marked lack of technical research,

has been assessed. In relation to the excavation of the penstock, whilst this is likely to be drill

understanding and valid information, and consequently has presented a significant

and blast, the construction method has not been confirmed and this is reflected in the

understatement of the size and effects of the construction work entailed. The programme provided assessment undertaken. The application does not suggest that the tunnel construction will be
with the Application (Indicative Construction Programme Table 4.2 in ‘ES Vol2A Ch 4 ‘Project

from Q1. Rather, it is likely that the tunnel will be constructed from Q6.

Description) is clearly still based on a TBM driven penstock from Q6 and not drill and blast from
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Q1 as now proposed. By not correctly detailing the work within the activities shown in the

Refer also to answers below.

programme, the sequencing of activities and their durations is illogical and heavily underestimates
the true construction period. This in turn means that the construction effects of the scheme cannot
be properly assessed in this Examination.
The Applicant responses regarding GBVN and LFN have again side-stepped the true and lasting

The Applicant has not determined or confirmed the presence of a temporary stockpile to the

impact on the communities has not been properly considered. Neither has the amount of blasting,

extent outlined in this section, and is also unclear which area of Q6 Mr Vitkovich is referring to in

excavation, crushing and processing, transport, temporary storage and reloading of slate waste

his response. . The extent of temporary storage of slate waste will be determined by the

for transport by conveyor been properly brought forward in the Applicant’s submission.

Principal Contractor’s method, working within the parameters of the DCO and the final

Construction noise assessments , agreed acceptable levels and ‘best practical means’ based on

management plans approved in line with DCO requirements. The Works Plans clearly set out

individual operations will do little to ease the total and continuous noise from all the concurrent

the working areas in conjunction with Schedule 1 of the DCO which outlines the activities to be

activities around Q6. The village and residences of Llanberis are simply too close for this size of

undertaken in those work areas.

development. I also note that the ‘Socio-Economic Report’ ES Vol 2B Ch15, makes little comment
about the loss of tourism and return business which will occur should this project move to
construction. The scale of the ‘quarrying’ highly visible on the main approach to the village will
have a significant adverse impact on visitors. There is no indication of the size or appearance of
the temporary stockpile that will dominate the approach to Llanberis. I attach another sketch
drawing showing that it will be, of necessity, as high as the Clegir Road and completely covering
the large area of trees that hitherto have softened the tip landscapes.
Comments on Draft DCO:
In response to the ExA’s request for comments on the Draft DCO I welcome the removal of Article

The Applicant refers the Respondent to their comments on the latest version of the DCO
including the sub-paragraphs in relation to Requirement 13.

9 as the Applicant has been both unwilling or unable to satisfactorily demonstrate the effects of
operational noise, ground based vibration and low frequency noise from the development.
In respect of “2 , Construction Hours 12. “ There remains a need for further clarification of the
matter of what is included of what is defined by ‘Tunnelling W orks’. If this is to be defined as
wholly below surface operations then I am content with the statement regarding working hours.
However at the oral Hearing in May I proposed that the times of blasting be defined as set times
morning and afternoon. The Applicant has acknowledged this in his response
SPH_GREX_W ED6_02 ,page 3-11. “It is noted that the Respondent would prefer to have blasting
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between 10am and 3pm. This will be taken into consideration when the blasting contractor is
appointed and the time periods for blasting to take place are agreed”.
Should this accepted blasting window be specifically and clearly stated and included in the draft
DCO as TUNNEL and OTHER blasting operations? Given the general agreement on how blasting
is to be managed, now is the time to be specific in the definition of restrictions.
If ‘Tunnelling W orks’ is deemed to include any surface works that are an associated operation for

The starting point of the penstock excavation has not been confirmed

‘tunnelling’ then this would be contrary to the intentions of the basis of restricting the daytime
timing for ‘Construction W orks’. I would therefore request for clarification, that operations such as
HGV movements (particularly as tunnelling is now advised as being from Q1 with traffic moving
through W aunfawr), will affect traffic, removal and transport of slate from the tunnel, the
importation, movement or batching of construction materials such as concrete, shotcrete,
aggregates, crane and conveyor operations, crushing and stockpiling, should not be permitted
outside the hours of 7am to 7pm weekday as these will generate the same if not more
environmental light and noise pollution as other ‘construction’ operations which are already
accepted as being daytime limited. I direct the ExA to the Applicant’s responses my submission in
SPH_GREX_W ED6_02 on this matter which clearly confirm my concerns for confusion as
follows:Page 5-36 “ The Applicant has allowed for these activities in the assessment presented in the
Environmental Statement (Doc ref: 6.02). These activities will be conducted from within the
confines of the existing quarries”
W ork within the quarry holes or reservoirs must be stated and included in the DCO as ‘surface
works’ as they are not ‘underground’. W ithout this clarity it is inevitable that arguments over what
is above/below ground will proliferate if construction goes ahead.
Page 5-37 “It is acknowledged by the Applicant, and reflected in the Environmental Statement
(Doc ref:6.02), that the underground excavation works will be undertaken on a 24 hour basis
subject to agreement with Gwynedd Council as part of the agreed Construction Noise
Management Plan(as required by Requirement 6).
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In addition, as the Applicant has now stated that all the penstock tunnelling will be carried out from The Applicant does not agree with these comments and has not confirmed that the penstock
Q1, the height and effect of this noise will be more significant within the both the Llanberis and

excavation will be undertaken from Q1. This is incorrect. In addition there is no requirement for

Gwynant valleys, especially at nights and also when frequent low cloud and mist reflect noise.

any traffic outside the approved working hours to Q1, save for security shift changes.

This is a recognised, frequent and significant occurrence within the area that has not been
addressed within the Applicant’s noise assessments. The manner by which the slightest sounds
will travel across the lake and across to Fach W en have been significantly underestimated as the
assessments have been based in generic parameters which do not apply to such a lakeside site
as this.
It would, with hindsight, have been both reasonable and easy for the Applicant to have carried out
sound tests to support his conclusions and noise envelopes.
For the same reasons, no amount of noise bunding will successfully screen any activities outside

As the Applicant has previously outlined, once the construction method and programme is

Q1 hole, or Q6 hole as these will be at a relatively high level in the valley. If to be employed, cross

confirmed, another baseline noise survey will be undertaken followed by a detailed construction

sections should have been provided to show how high noise bunds would need to be to break the

noise and vibration assessment. W here there is a requirement for noise attenuation measures,

sound path between source and receptor. There is already insufficient space to accommodate the

specifications will be determined and the measures implemented.

site establishments, batching and crushing plants, vehicle parks, maintenance buildings as well as
the temporary slate storage areas access routes lay-down and storage areas within his Order

It should be noted that trees do not provide noise screening and therefore have not been
included in the noise assessments.

limits, without the space required to construct these bunds. The surface works from these areas
will be audible throughout the area. Q1 and Q6 concrete batching plants will be tall pieces of
equipment.
The loss of the sound absorbing trees behind Glyn Peris and the Lake View will open up the site
and the new tips will further reflect sound towards the village and across the lake. This has not
been allowed for in the ‘standard’ noise assessments. W ithin the DCO, ALL operations must be
clearly described and individually named, where they are being limited to ‘daytime’ 7am to 7pm
hours of working. There is currently too much scope in the DCO to ensure that no noisy
operations are carried out: the Applicant is already arguing that these are ‘tunnelling operations’.
This aspect of the DCO needs strengthening if night-time noise and light pollution are to be
avoided in the valley.
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Responses to SPH’s SPH_GREX_WED6_02 Deadline 5 Comments
The Applicant has responded to my Deadline 5 submissions in Document Reference:
SPH_GREX_W ED6_02 . (Please note that the reference shown on the footnote of pages

The Applicant notes the comments and again is unable to comment on a third party agreement.
The Applicant does not agree with the statement about the Development and stands by the
comments made previously at Deadline 6.

following page 5-1 appears to incorrectly show “ SPH_GREX_W ED6_01”. I will however continue

Since Dinorwig was constructed, there have been significant advances in turbine optimization to

to refer to

increase efficiency and to reduce cavitation effects at the impellors and vibration generated in

the document as SPH_GREX_W ED6_02). The Applicant’s responses or documentary excerpts
are shown in italics.

the turbine casing. These advances have been made through increased use and accuracy of
Computational Fluid Dynamics modelling techniques.

I respond to SPH’s responses as follows:
Page 5-1 It must be unacceptable for the Applicant to dismiss the established evidence that
ground vibrations from turbines can create significant noise and impact on residences situated
hundreds of metres from the source. I find it even more surprising that the Applicant can so easily
dismiss the GBVN issues evident at Dinorwig as:Page 5-1 “ The Applicant is unable to provide comment on a third party compensation agreement
for a different scheme. The Applicant does not consider the situation to be a precedent given that
it concerns a different scheme designed some time ago and using different equipment to that the
Applicant will install.”
The Applicant has consistently failed to give ANY information as to what differences in his
equipment or why they will ensure that GBVN will no longer be an issue. The fundamental
principles of high mass rotating impellers and generators which must be securely encased in
concrete or rock for structural reasons have not changed since hydro-electricity was invented. It is
these factors that give rise to the GBVN that cannot be mitigated by design or construction. IF this
statement is to be accepted then the Applicant should be addressing this issue properly and
advising what his mitigation measures will be and demonstrate where these measures have been
proven to work in the past.
Unless the Applicant can demonstrate how he will deal with this evidenced problem the
conclusion must be that the proposed site is too close to the village of Llanberis.
Page 5.4 “A response to the detail contained in the Appendix to Mr Vitkovitch’s submission is

It is agreed that it is easier to mitigate LFN or GBVN prior to construction, therefore as

provided later in this section. The Operational Noise Management Plan

previously stated, the Airborne Noise, Low Frequency Noise and Ground-Borne Noise will be
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(SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05), agreed with Gwynedd Council (submitted at Deadline 5), documents

assessed during the detailed design stage as specified in the Operational Noise Management

the approach to Low Frequency Noise, Ground-Borne Noise and Ground-Borne Vibration. The

Plan and where necessary appropriate mitigation will be incorporated into the design.

Applicant has previously noted that it is aware that attenuation of LFN is better undertaken at the
design stage than retro-fitted and that this will be accounted for in the detailed design “
Although the Applicant appears to accept that LFN is an area that requires consideration, the
Expert W itness, Mr Taylor points out cannot mitigate either GBVN or LFN after construction. It
would not have been unreasonable or impractical for the Applicant to have carried out tests to
demonstrate the predicted effects of both these occurrences, as the frequency of the vibration
sources are recognised and known. However the Applicant, without any supporting evidence
simply states
”The Applicant does not accept that there are no means of mitigating LFN or GBVN if
experienced.”
It would have been useful to the Examination if the Applicant could have demonstrate how GBVN
and LFN. If the Applicant believes there are ways of addressing the problem at the design stage,
then he should have stated what they would be and demonstrate that they are recognised as
effective. My Expert W itness Mr Rupert Taylor’s statement and opinion of 7th June 2016 stands
as:”In the case of both groundborne noise and low frequency noise, if reliance is placed on a future
design process then in the event of actual levels of groundborne noise and/or low frequency noise
proving to be in excess of acceptable limits, retrospective mitigation may prove to be
impracticable because of the radical nature of necessary re-engineering of the installation and/or
excessively high cost or programme implications. The ES does not take account of this risk, for
which reason it is not possible for the decision maker to know from the ES what the likely
significant effects due to groundborne noise and/or low frequency noise will be.” Rupert Taylor
Page 5.7 “ In addition the detailed design, and therefore final specification of the Development
including turbines, is subject to approval via Requirement 5 of the DCO.”
In my opinion this should be a prerequisite to the DCO should the ExA consider it be granted.
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Page 5.8 “Noted. The risk-based staged approach to Ground-Borne Noise and Vibration

As stated in the ONMP, if required, mitigation LFN and GBV and GBN could include vibration

presented in Section 4.4 of the Operational Noise Management Plan (SPH_GREX_DCOD5_05)

isolation, mufflers, attenuators, etc. and will be considered during the detailed design stage.

agreed with Gwynedd Council (submitted at Deadline 5) allows for early identification of potential
effects in order to influence the design.”
Again this is another ‘throw away’ and unsupported statement. Can the Applicant please give how
his design will be changed and demonstrate where such changes are proven to reduce GBVN?
These changes should already be before the ExA if the environmental impacts of this scheme are
to be properly considered. In their absence the ExA must assume the worst case situation will
occur, but the Application makes no statement as to the maximum effects of GBVN and LFN
associated with his scheme.
5.10 “ A risk-based assessment procedure has been established in the Operational Noise

As stated above, since Dinorwig was constructed, there have been significant advances in

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

turbine optimization to increase efficiency and to reduce cavitation effects at the impellors and

for Deadline 5). The Applicant does not consider the current situation at Dinorwig to be a

vibration generated in the turbine casing. These advances have been made through increased

precedent given that it concerns a different scheme designed some time ago and using different

use and accuracy of Computational Fluid Dynamics modelling techniques.

equipment to that the Applicant will install. “
How can the Applicant make such a statement unless he is a) aware of the design of Dinorwig
and b) he already has designed his own installations? I find it unacceptable how much of the
information required to properly assess this development proposal has been passed on to ‘the
detailed design’ or the ‘Principal Contractor’.
Alternative Access Roads

The Applicant has already provided extensive commentary on the subject of alternative access.

Page 5.12 “It is noted that the possibility of constructing an access road between Q1 and Q6 does In addition, it is again unknown where the suggestion of a temporary stockpile behind Glyn Peris
not form part of the Application”.
The Applicant should have considered ALL opportunities to mitigate the effect on the communities
around the scheme. A link between the Q1 and Q6 site should have been fully investigated as it is

Guest House and Lake View has come from. The Applicant does not agree with any of the
comments in this section as the Development has been subject to an extensive and thorough
impact assessment and many of the comments in this response are factually incorrect.

clearly the route to avoid traffic through the narrow streets of W aunfawr entirely. This access road
would be temporary, removed and reinstated on completion. The Application is incomplete without
full considerations of this route the visual impact of which is inconsequential when considering the
loss of trees and the temporary spoil heap and behind Glyn Peris Guest House and Lake View,
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the size of the dams and the effects of effectively creating an open quarry producing 1million tons
of slate waste in one year, only 500m from residences and businesses of Llanberis.
Page 5.14 “Ffordd Cefn Du is an existing adopted highway and therefore would not necessarily
meet modern design standards. Regarding the localised gradients, and the improvements
proposed, the Applicant has met with an Abnormal Load Haulier on site and they have confirmed

The passing places have been located based upon a topographical survey and long section.
The road widening has been agreed with Gwynedd Council as being suitable for HGV
Construction traffic on Ffordd Cefn Du.

the road’s suitability. This has been confirmed by the Applicant in previous responses. No long
sections have been submitted as the Applicant is proposing to widen an existing alignment rather
than regrade Ffordd Cefn Du.
I am not sure what the Applicant means by Ffordd Cefn Ddu being “an existing adopted highway”.
It is simply an “existing highway”. ‘Adoption’ does not come into the matter any more than it would
for the A4086.
A long section is essential to correctly determining the location of passing places and intervisibility
between passing places so HGVs stand some chance of passing each other whilst still being able
to restart on the gradient. I note the Applicant does not contest my statement of high gradients on
the Cefn Ddu road that “an Abnormal Load Haulier on site and they have confirmed the road’s
Suitability” If 20% areas on an 11% grade are acceptable on Cefn Ddu then they can apply to a
direct Q1 to Q6 link. The Applicant has consulted an ‘Abnormal Load Haulier’ but as advised at
the W aunfawr Consultation, has not consulted HGV hauliers about the suitability of the road
widening, the position of passing places and how the HGV movements can be managed. The
management of construction, HGVs and local traffic, has not been thought through as the 16
engineering points (listed at the end of this submission) I have made to Gwynedd Council testify.
Page 5.15 “Without a design based upon a topographical survey, it is not possible to comment on

The Applicant has already provided extensive commentary on the subject of alternative access.

the suitability of the design, the amount of cut / fill required, or its cost implications. The Applicant
again notes that the application under examination does not contain any proposal for such a
route.”
I note the Applicant does not disagree with the information provided but remains reluctant to even
review the information provided on a point by point basis. A basic desk top study would confirm
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this is a viable route totally mitigating the effect of widening the Green Road and passing huge
amounts of traffic through W aunfawr.
Page 5-16 “The improvement works are to be undertaken within the existing confines of the

The Applicant has outlined previously that this is the nature of the DCO procedure in W ales

Ffordd Cefn Du highway. The localised widening is minor in places above the cattle grid and

which does not allow associated development such as the road upgrades to be include within

would not change the conclusions of the ASIDHOL. Notwithstanding this, the highway

DCO applications. This was a political decision designed to respect the devolution settlement by

improvements (as associated development in Wales) are not part of the DCO application and

retaining local control of associated development, The Applicant is complying with the

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

necessary statutory procedures as appropriate. Therefore any Associated Development works

I disagree that the effects of this widening should be wholly free of any assessments as to the
effects on the Historic Landscape, the Environment and the village of W aunfawr. The decision on

will be subject to their own consent or permissive regime as appropriate. An Environmental
Statement will not be required to be undertaken as part of the S278 agreement.

whether the ‘effects are minor’ is not up to the Applicant to decide without an assessment by
GAPS.
The Applicant/Authority should confirm how the effects of the Cefn Ddu Road ‘improvement’ will
be assessed and whether an ASIDHOL and an Environmental Statement will be carried out as
part of the Section 278 application. GAPS confirmed that they were not party to the information
regarding the ‘improvements’ to the Cefn Ddu Road as part of their consultation.
Page 5:16 “SNPA comments concur with Gwynedd Council’s comments that the site should be

SNPA’s comments are contained within Query 3 of Jane Huuse’ response

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

“I cannot recall any specific discussions regarding any preferred access routes to the proposed

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

development. From the SNPA’s point of view it would make more sense if the site was accessed from

likely significant effects.”

the north rather from the south through the National Park”.

Please direct me to the record of these statements as this is contrary to the SNPA response to

The Applicant has confirmed that the Development will be accessed from the north via the

Jane Huuse’s Deadline 4 submission.

A4085

Page 5.17 “As outlined above, the Applicant cannot comment on the feasibility or viability of the

The Applicant has already provided extensive commentary on this subject and considers the

Respondent’s proposed route as it is not based upon a topographical survey. The route is not part

previous responses to remain valid.

of the DCO application under examination and the Applicant will not comment on details of
speculative route which was dismissed for robust and valid reasons, and this has been agreed
with statutory consultees.”
This alternative is based upon the best information available, that is factual satellite GPS based
data available on Google Earth. W ith an accuracy of 1m at the scale presented the information is
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sufficient to provide an adequate indicative design. It is churlish to suggest “the Applicant cannot
comment on the feasibility or viability of the Respondent’s proposed route as it is not based upon
a topographical survey”. As such an Alternative has never been presented to the ‘Consultees’ it is
not surprising they have not been able to assess or consider it in preference to widening the Cefn
Ddu road through W aunfawr.
Tunnelling

Noted

Page 5.19 “The Applicant also notes that the volume of tunnel excavation is approximately 2% of
the total excavation i.e. a very small proportion. If some further additional excavation is, indeed,
required this is well within the contingency allocated for disposal of excess material.”
It is not the volume of excavation that is the issue here, it is the volume of shot-crete or concrete
material required to restore the 4.5m finished diameter in the design. Drill look-out, overbreak and
minimum concrete thicknesses will result in an overall average volume of shotcrete or concrete to
be installed of over 25,000 m³. This will result in over 48,000 T of material to be imported for this
activity alone. (The figure of 2.4 Tonne/ m³ is normally accepted as the density of structural
concrete. W ith cement element of 300Kg/ m³ for 40N/mm² strength concrete, the remainder of the
total weight is made up of water (150 Kg/m³), crushed stone aggregate (x1150 kg/m³), and sand
(800 Kg/m³).)
Page 5.20 “ To minimise HGV movements through Waunfawr it is currently envisaged that

W e refer the Respondent to the Applicant response to Question 2.11 of ExA First W ritten

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

Questions (SPH_GREX_FW QD2_01) specifically the reuse of slate within the Marchlyn Mawr

It is not structurally possible to use any slate material as part of the aggregates or fillers in

works in relation to the dam construction.

concrete or shotcrete. I am not aware of slate aggregate being used in structural concrete in the

It is a priority of the Development to reduce the amount of imported material to a minimum and

UK and ask the Applicant to show where this has been achieved. Any dolerite dykes encountered

promote the sustainable construction of project by investing in waste minimizing techniques

are of a very hard rock that would be uneconomic to separate, crush and grade for aggregate. BS

where possible. Comments on “flakiness” are acknowledged. However, the Applicant notes the

EN 12620:2013 Aggregates for concrete is the European Standard that specifies the properties of

availability of other rock types arising on the site, including sandstones and dolerites, and

aggregates and filler aggregates obtained by processing natural, manufactured or recycled

disagrees that the use of “proprietary” concrete mixes would be inappropriate if considered

materials and mixtures of these aggregates for use in structural concrete. Pd 6682-1:2013

necessary.

(guidance on the use of EN 12620): Table 3, recommends a maximum flakiness index of 35 for
crushed rock aggregates. TRL LTd’s report ‘Ground engineering as potential end uses for
recycled and secondary aggregates ‘ Project code: DTI/W RAP Aggregates Research Programme
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STBF/13/8C’ Table 27 shows slate as having a flakiness index between 50 and 70. I attach the
report as a pdf document. ‘Flakiness’ is the term used to describe aggregate particles whose least
dimension (thickness) is proportionally much less than its overall dimension ie ‘flat’. This
characteristic is undesirable in the production of structural concrete due to the following reasons.
Flaky particles have a far greater surface area, leading to higher water demand and higher
cement content.
Flaky particles are inherently weak due to their shape and may not meet the strength
requirements of aggregates for concrete. This potential weakness may also have an effect upon
the strength of the concrete.
Concrete made with an excess of flaky particles is not as workable as concrete made with
rounded particles. This could lead to placement and compaction problems and could also lead to
higher water/cement demand.
There is documentary evidence that slate aggregate has been used in the production of nonstructural concrete, but under these circumstances the concrete would be classed as a
‘proprietary’ product not suitable for the structural use required in this project.
Page 5.20 “To minimise HGV movements through Waunfawr it is currently envisaged that

The Applicant notes the detail that the Respondent has gone into but such information is

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

premature and not informed by the Principal Contractor’s working method. The Development

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

has gone through several engineering reviews and this has informed the Rochdale Envelope as

Q1 end – again to minimise HGV movements through Waunfawr.

assessed.

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

The reference to tunneling starting at Q1 is an error. Our previous response transposed Q1 and

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

Q6 and should read “….the majority of tunneling works will be undertaken from the Q6 end…”.

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

The sentence does not make sense if Q1 remains.

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

The Respondent’s opinion is noted regarding overbreak. However the use of alternative

Vehicle movements associated with this quantity have been included within the Environmental

tunneling and lining systems means that the excavated profile shown in the drawings can be

Statement (Doc ref: 6.02).

achieved.

Firstly, the use of a batching plant must not be permitted at night as this is an ‘above ground’
operation that will have a far reaching noise envelope across the valley from Q1. Secondly
6,000m³ is a total underestimate of the volumes of concrete and shotcrete required as this only
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represents an average tunnel diameter of 5.1m of tunnel. A tunnel cannot be excavated on the
basis of its exact finished diameter alone. To avoid cracking and failure a minimum thickness
of250mm will be required for the reinforced concrete lining even in the low pressure sections. The
face will therefore be marked for drilling at 5.0 metre diameter. The drill lookout will result in a
blasted face of a further 250mm as this is necessary to accommodate the size of the drill itself on
the next round. A perfectly blasted hole to suit a 4.5m diameter finished internal lining would
therefore average the 5.5 m diameter allowed by the Applicant W ITHOUT any consideration of
the inevitable over-break. The blocky nature of slate blocky nature will result in significant overbreak which, from the experience of Dinorwig could easily result in an increase radius of 300mm
on average. Furthermore, a volume allowance for the excavation of the flat floor, passing places,
plant and equipment recesses, and drainage will also need to be added to the volume.
From a finished diameter of 4.5m the end result will be a minimum average blasted diameter, prior
to any shotcrete or concrete linings of at least 6.1 metres. As confirmed by the Applicant in his
responses, he has allowed only for his own unrealistic assessment of the volume of concrete
required for the tunnel which fails to make ANY allowance for over-break.
Page 5 -20 “The Applicant notes the reference to structural concrete. However, because it is

The Respondent’s comments are noted. The lining selection and associated construction

envisaged that the tunnel lining will be steel, the amount of structural concrete beyond the pre-

method will be finalised at the time of detailed design. The timescales suggested are a realistic

cast units is much reduced.”

estimate and the construction contractor’s method will be determined considering the most

This statement either demonstrates the Applicant’s fundamental lack of understanding of the

appropriate techniques.

processes of drill and blast tunnelling and over-break, profiling and lining operations, or shows
how he glosses over the issues. The over-break in an excavated tunnel is a function of the
practicalities of drilling, blasting and the rock type and condition OR Rock Mass Rating (RMR)
AND not the type of lining. The use of precast concrete linings is common place in TBM bored
tunnels and the equipment forms part of the tunnel ‘train’. For the precast units to be erected the
must be supported by the excavated ground behind them as a 4.5m circular arch structure cannot
‘hang’ in mid-air whilst the lining is erected and concrete or grout pumped behind. In a drill and
blast tunnel the broken profile will require the ‘rough’ tunnel to be pre-lined to within 25mm of the
outside diameter of the precast units. However there is no point in pre-lining a low pressure rock
tunnel with concrete just to enable the subsequent installation of precast concrete units. The
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engineering time and cost aspects of lining the tunnel mean a single operation is always
preferable and the tunnel would simply be in-situ concrete lined to the finished diameter in the first
place. W hy do it twice? Although precast concrete units may reduce the volume of concrete
BEHIND the lining the volume of imported materials,(be they aggregates, precast concrete or
steel) from inside the finished lining to the rock itself, remains the exactly the same. The Applicant
has failed to demonstrate how his vehicle traffic assessments are formulated and where he has
allowed for each operation. It is therefore easy for him to say “Vehicle movements associated with
this quantity have been included within the Environmental Statement (Doc ref: 6.02).” Double
counting within his unaccounted assessment has never been easier…
It is agreed that in the High Pressure section of the tunnel, where a precast or steel lining will be
necessary, pre-lining the tunnel with concrete will still be required to ensure that only a narrow
annulus outside the lining exists. As a separate advance exercise the invert must have already
been concreted to profile to provide a smooth surface and a reference profile for the positioning
and securing of precast or steel linings.
The Applicant’s programme takes none of these sequential and access limited activities into
account, showing only a 12 month lining programme whilst for the first 3 months also moving the
waste spoil from Q6 to Q1. This equates to 8.2m/day which even in a perfect world is more than
double that achievable in reality.
ES Vol 2A XH 4 4.4.14 “It is currently anticipated that at least the lower half of the penstock will

As noted elsewhere it is not currently envisaged that the tunnel will be constructed from the Q1

require pressure lining (a length of approximately 750m) but this may be lesser or greater

end.

depending on the detailed design, analysis and ground conditions. Installation of pressure tunnel
lining is expensive. It has currently been assumed that the pressure lining will be steel but it may
be formed from heavily reinforced cast in situ concrete (with a smooth internal face).”

The Respondent’s comments on tunnel lining sequencing are noted. However, as stated
elsewhere, there are a number of sequencing options relating to the construction of both the
tunnel and the project as a whole (such as multiple shift patterns and single or double face

First of all, the processes of lining cannot commence until the tunnelling is complete and all other

working as alluded to by the Respondent), hence the reason that the programme provided is

‘through’ operations, such as moving material from Q1 to Q6, are complete. The Applicant has

considered indicative. The lining sequence and associated construction method will be finalised

made it clear that there are to be only two ends for possible access. It must be noted that once

at the time of detailed design. The timescales suggested are a realistic estimate and the

the first steel lining section is in place, other steel linings cannot pass through it. Therefore the

construction contractor’s method will be determined considering the most appropriate

Applicant’s stated 750m of High Pressure lining works must start in the middle and work outwards

techniques. .

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_W ED9_02

9-13

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

to Q6. The same applies to concreting the invert which is a perquisite of either the reinforced
concrete LP lining or the steel/concrete HP.
From Q1, the LP lining will require a moving and folding steel shutter which can travel either
inwards or outwards. Concrete will be pumped behind the shutter. This ¾ diameter steel lining
shutter, which will weigh around 30 tons, will be running on preinstalled rails bolted to the new
invert concrete. The length of the shutter will be limited to 5m as longer bays will exacerbate
shrinkage cracking significantly.
Clean rock surfaces and remove all loose rock, concrete the invert to finished profiles. Concrete
must be several days old before it can accept rail mountings for the travelling shutter and so must
be completed well ahead of the shutter. (The logistical issue here is how the concrete deliveries
are made along the tunnel and through the main steel shutter. The tunnel is too long for pumping
and too small for truck mixers to pass through.) Position the reinforcement against the rock
surface, move shutter, fix in position and stop end to profile. Pump concrete behind lining, taking
around 8 to 12 hours. The rate of fill will be restricted and both sides equally balanced to avoid
moving shutter and stop end. (Again the logistical issue here is how to get a constant delivery of
concrete along the tunnel to be pumped from the invert and up into the tunnel crown. The tunnel
is too long for continuous pumping from ground level.) The concrete is pumped into place and left
for a minimum 12 hours for concrete to reach earliest acceptable strength to enable the steel
shutter to be collapsed and moved to on to the next bay. The maximum rate of lining progress
would be 5 m every 2 days, it is not possible to improve on this imply because of the concreting
processes. W hen concreting or shutter movement is in progress there can be no access past the
shutter. The lining of 750m of LP tunnel alone will therefore take a minimum of 300 days. The
lining of the HP tunnel will take longer due to the time it takes to a) put in a primary concrete lining
and invert and b) the time it takes to move and position steel lining sections and grout behind
them.
The practicalities of working the LP lining from Q1 whilst the HP lining progresses from Q6 are
heavily restricted by the programme operations shown in the “ES page 4-27 Table 4-2 Indicative
Construction Programme “, which shows that the conveyor is also still in operation. This is
something that is physically impossible whilst the invert, LP or HP lining works are ongoing. I
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would welcome an explanation of how the Applicant considers all this can be achieved in and
demonstrate this around a revised ‘Indicative Construction Programme” that clearly demonstrates
his logic, sequencing, methods and resources. In the absence of such a proper programme his
assessment of the construction period together with transport and vehicle movements through
W aunfawr and on other roads, cannot in any way be considered to have been demonstrated in
the Application.
Page 5-21 “ The Applicant has deliberately not shown the thickness of concrete lining as this will,

As above

indeed, vary over the penstock length and be dependent on a number of variables including rock
characteristics and final penstock lining design.”
However in so saying this the Examiner is afforded no opportunity to gain a true indication of the
physical and resultant time scales of the penstock construction. W e now have confirmation that
the penstock is to driven from the Q1 site alone. The ES had previously stated that it would be
Q1, Q6 or both. The Indicative Construction Programme shows the Penstock being driven
immediately following the Q6 ‘launch shaft’, which shows that the programme is based around a
TBM operation taking 1 year. It is clear that the Table 4.2 does not represent the programme or
sequence of events that will happen with a drill and blast approach now proposed by the Applicant
which will take the best part of 20 months from Q1.
In the absence of a realistic programme it is not possible for the Examiner to assess the duration
or impact of the construction works.
Page 5:28 “Noted. The Applicant wishes to clarify that the waste material will not generally be

Noted

loaded onto the conveyors in an “as dug” condition.”
The Applicant is stating that all the material to be excavated from the Q6 site will require crushing
by processing in order to be loaded onto a conveyor. I agree that as-dug slate cannot be
conveyed in this way. This means that extensive crushing operations will be ongoing at the lower
reservoir and temporary tip site to process ALL 1.25 million tons of material before its passage
either up to Q1. In addition all of the material retained for the Q6 dam is to be processed. The
effect of this is that there will be an open quarry and huge tip operation being carried out on the
main approach to the tourist centre of Llanberis throughout the extended construction period.
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There seems to be a particular contradiction that a ‘green’ project starts off by generating 1.2
million tons of waste slate.
Turning to the programme, the duration of construction is indicative of the period over which
disruption noise and dust will have potential effects on the localities of W aunfawr and Llanberis. It
is linked directly to the sequence of operations and the progress that can be made in each
activity. As explained in my earlier submissions, these have been underestimated and now the
Applicant’s responses to my Deadline 5 submissions have done nothing to change this view. The
penstock has been identified by all parties as the critical path activity that dictates overall
progress. The sequence of works indicated in the ES Vol2A Ch 4 ‘Project Description ‘Table 4.2
shows a 4 year construction period. The reality will be that the increased duration of the
excavation and lining operations alone will add over a year to the main programme. Other
operations such as deepening the quarry holes have not been detailed but the periods of time
shown for those activities are unlikely to be achievable give the need to blast and support the
excavations from the top down in a sequenced and linear process. Each 5m level of excavation
will require a slate access platform around the full perimeter of the hole to enable rockbolting and
anchoring to take place. This process will have to be completed to the reservoir floor before all the
blasted material can be replaced and access to the tunnel entrances achieved.
Page 5-29 The Applicant can confirm that it is envisaged that the conveyor will run up the

The Applicant acknowledges the bespoke and complex nature of the necessary construction

temporary access tunnel. The function of the temporary access tunnel is to allow the power house

works and can confirm that the conveyance systems required for the transport of spoil up steep

shaft and the tailrace tunnel to be constructed on an independent timeline from the penstock thus

slopes has been examined.

avoiding the issue suggested.
Page 5-29 “The Applicant can confirm that the material arriving at Q1 will be transported either by
further conveyor system or by vehicle up the temporary access ramp over the dam site.”
I presume that the Applicant has considered the steepness of any access road that can get from
the bottom of either Q1 or Q6 reservoirs to the top of the dam crest as it will be beyond the scope
of any wheeled transport. Particularly at Q6 the reservoir sides are near vertical. As previously
suggested the logistical aspects of this scheme, particularly those which determine programme
and noise have not been adequately considered or presented. In effect near vertical conveyors
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and large cranes will be necessary to carry materials both in and out of the tunnels throughout
their construction and lining. These must be specified in the DCO as daytime operations only.
Page 5-29 “Surface construction works are restricted to daytime hours, as secured in

The Applicant wishes to confirm that that the reference to primary contractor on Page 5-29 of

Requirement 12(1) of the draft DCO, with the exceptions detailed in 12(2)(b). Once the Primary

SPH_GREX_W ED6_02 should have stated Principal Contractor. The noise associated with the

Contractor has been appointed, a detailed construction noise and vibration assessment will be

tipping of stone will be included in the detailed construction noise assessment and the daytime

undertaken, based on the proposed working methods and plant schedule. The tipping of waste

construction noise limits will apply to this activity

material will be fully addressed in this detailed assessment.”
I presume the Applicant is referring to the Principal Contractor and not the Primary Contractor?
The Applicant accepts that the tipping of stone will be a source of noise but there has been no
mention of acceptable limits for this specific activity. Although the Applicant refers to this being a
‘daytime’ operation, the Draft DCO does not make this clear in that the same activity may well be
considered as part of ‘tunnelling operations’.
Page 5-36 “The penstock intake does not pass through the upper dam but, rather, is located at

Noted

the other side of the reservoir. This is shown on the drawing as referred to.”
Noted. The tunnel commences near the floor of the reservoir an access point that can only be
accessed once the reservoir excavation has been completed. All access, for example, for the
siting of a batching plant or material movements to and from the tunnel as it at the bottom of a
deep excavation with side slopes of 1 in 1. This further creates a logictical and programme
restriction.
Page 5-36 “ The Applicant has allowed for these activities in the assessment presented in the

This is a matter for detailed design and will have to comply with the requirements of the

Environmental Statement (Doc ref: 6.02). These activities will be conducted from within the

Reservoirs Act.

confines of the existing quarries”
My comments above regarding access to the reservoir floor are relevant to this statement. How
will facilities within the reservoir be accessed? It would be illogical to construct a batching plant
within the quarry hole at this, or any other stage of the project.
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Page 5-37 “It is acknowledged by the Applicant, and reflected in the Environmental Statement

W e refer the Respondent to comments made previously in this response

(Doc ref:6.02), that the underground excavation works will be undertaken on a 24 hour basis
subject to agreement with Gwynedd Council as part of the agreed Construction Noise
Management Plan (as required by Requirement 6).
As previously commented, for the avoidance of doubt , there needs to be a clear description of the
activities that are permitted under the 24 hour ‘underground excavation works’ as ‘underground
works’ require a minimum of surface support operations, some that will be acceptable to the ExA
and others that may not. The Applicant is suggesting that tunnel support operation that are within
the ‘existing quarries’ can operate 24 hours a day, when other identical operations such as
concrete batching and the movement of excavated slate are prohibited. There is a clear overlap
and the opportunity to carry out noisy activities at night arguing they ‘are part of tunnelling
operations’. The DCO must address this issue in more detail.
Ffordd Cefn Ddu – Section 278 Agreement
The first paragraph of this document highlighted concerns regarding the lack of information and

The only widening to the south of the cattle grid is some minor works on bends and resurfacing
between houses. This is not considered to be extensive and is within existing highway limits.

justifications given by either Gwynedd Council or the Applicant’s representatives at the Section
278 Public Consultation at Caeathro Village Hall on 29th June 2016.
I copy below the engineering and operational problems that were raised at the meeting.
There has been no response on these matters from Applicant or Authority. It was also of note that
although it was expected that ‘widening’ would be proposed above the cattle grid, there is
considerable works proposed below the cattle grid and between walls and houses. The effects of
the proposal turned out to be more far reaching and extensive than expected by the residents who
unanimously rejected the proposals.
1) There was no longitudinal section of the road to be widened. Fundamental to any highway

The Applicant has produced vertical long sections as part of the section 278 package of works,

design process in this case it would be essential to ensuring that passing places for HGVs were

these were not presented at the open event as the event was to give the local residents the

correctly placed at the top of steep gradients and not at the bottom.

opportunity to view a general overview of the works not the engineering fundamentals of the
scheme
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2) There were no highway cross sections or information on the road below the cattle grid and

Any alteration to driveways is due to resurfacing and will change levels by around 25mm, this is

through the residential section of the road to the crossroads. Plans showed a widening of tarmac

not therefore considered to be significant.

road widths with no detail of whether the edges were to be kerbed or otherwise. W e were
informed that some driveway entrances would need altering because of level changes with no
information of how.
3) The road is used on a daily basis by horse riders who use the grass verges. In particular this

The Applicant has produced a drainage strategy as part of the section 278 package of works,

includes the local riding stables and independent riders who regularly use this quiet and scenic

these were not presented at the open event as the event was to give the local residents the

road and benefit from the side verges. These verges are to be removed and surfaced over. This in opportunity to view a general overview of the works not the engineering fundamentals of the
turn increases the rate of runoff of rainwater with no provision for runoff attenuation or discharge

scheme

on the road between the houses.
4) Many properties around the lower section of the road by the crossroads have recently suffered

As above

flooding as a result of water cascading down the existing road. The Applicant seemed unaware of
this problem. The proposals fail to address the requirements of TAN 15, and the engineering
solutions to dealing with the increased runoff are clearly limited by the lack of space between
highway boundary walls.
5) The developer was unable to demonstrate how their HGVs moving up the road at the rate of 6

The provision of passing places will allow HGV’s to give way to other traffic.

or 7 an hour would avoid conflict with their HGVs returning down the hill at the same hourly rate.

The use of mobile phones for residents is not part of the proposals.

The journey time was estimated by the Applicant at 7 minutes suggesting that HGV’s would be
approaching each other at some point along the road several times per hour. Their Management
Plans make it clear that “construction traffic will give way to local traffic “ but not how this can

The use of banksmen and two way communication is a standard methodology for monitoring
and controlling construction traffic.

actually happen without the need for HGV’s to reverse away from congestion. W hen challenged
on this point one suggestion was that residents could be given mobile phones to ring in and check
it would be safe for them to leave their driveways. There is talk of ‘banksmen’ and two way radios
between the top and bottom of the road but no way of gauging what is happening in between. A
20mph limit has been proposed because ‘any less will increase the HGV journey times’, without
any consideration for the effects HGVs at this speed will have on residents.
6) There was no consideration of how on a proposed 4m wide road, the needs of walkers, prams,

The Applicant acknowledges that 4m is a non standard width however this has been agreed

cyclists, horse riders and resident drivers would be provided for. This situation would be endured

with Gwynedd Council. To increase the road width to 5.5m or 7.3m would encourage higher

for many years during construction. 4 metres is a non standard highway width, only just wide

vehicle speeds.

Document Reference: SPH_GREX_W ED9_02

9-19

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Development Consent Order

enough for two cars to pass at a crawl, but not enough to allow HGV’s to pass cars or each other.
W e were told it was sufficient for the occasional large load ‘with a margin for error’. The widening
as proposed will therefore provide a road that is neither suitable for its intended HGV use nor offer
any useable advantage for the local traffic.
7) During the actual operation of widening the road, daily access to people’s property would be

During the construction of the widening, the Contractor would liaise fully with local residents to

impossible as although a ‘through road’ in the legal sense, it is only accessible by cars from the

ensure that access is maintained wherever possible, and as stated with the amount of local

village end. The existing tarmac is generally about 2.5m wide and not wide enough for cars to

traffic this is a manageable situation.

pass each other. W ith the amount of local traffic this is a totally manageable situation. There is
now the prospect of 100 plus HGV’s travelling up and then down on a daily basis. The road
character will be totally changed as will the quiet and rural nature of the village.
8) There are many walls along the road that retain the highway from above or below. W here this
is the case, the Highway Authority are also responsible for the walls. The proposed widening will
almost certainly have an effect on these dry stone structures, No assessment or consideration of

As part of the section 278 package of works, a structural assessment will be carried out on any
walls the local highway authority is responsible for or affected as part of the proposals.

this point has been made by either the Council or the Applicant.
9) The Applicant has separated the road widening from the Development Consent Order and

The DCO procedure in W ales does not allow associated development such as the road

thereby removed some of the procedure and scrutiny that it would otherwise need under the

upgrades to be included within DCO applications, the separation of the road improvements and

current Examination. The matter now falls to the Council to decide whether or not the road

the DCO application is accordingly a matter of law and not something the Applicant has any

widening is acceptable and ‘will be of benefit to the public’. Section 278 of the

control over.

Highways Act read:

Gwynedd Council is progressing with the Section 278 Agreement.

“(1)A highway authority may, if they are satisfied it will be of benefit to the public, enter into an
agreement with any person—
(a) for the execution by the authority of any works which the authority are or may be authorised to
execute, or
(b) for the execution by the authority of such works incorporating particular modifications,
additions or features, or at a particular time or in a particular manner,”
10) As this is the fundamental requirement of the Act the Highway Authority must establish this

The decision as to whether they are satisfied lies within the discretion of the Highway Authority,

before they can enter into a Section 278 Agreement. From the information available from the

there is no formal process which they are required to undertake.
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Council representatives at the Consultation, no-one was able to advise how this had been

Gwynedd Council is progressing with the Section 278 Agreement.

assessed, if at all.
11) No assessments of either the environmental or historic landscape has been carried out. This

The road improvement works fall with the scope of permitted development, there is no

has been confirmed by the Gwynedd Archaeological Trust. The Applicant and Council

requirement for an Environmental Assessment of such works. An ecological walkover survey

representatives seemed to be only to become aware of the presence of a bat and barn owl roosts

will be undertaken prior to the works being undertaken. This has been confirmed in the

alongside the road from the public at the Consultation.

Applicant’s response to Question 3.27 of ExA Second Written Questions and Question 3.9 of
the Rule 17 Request dated 20th July 2016. The appropriate actions including any European
Protected Species applications will be made as appropriate.

12) The current design shows 600mm wide and deep concrete drainage channels directly at the

The Applicant’s drawings showcased at the public open event were to give the local residents a

side of the new surfacing. This poses an obvious hazard to all users but in particular equestrians

general overview of the proposals. A full drainage proposal has been carried out and is to be

trying to pass, or being passed by the construction HGVs. Before the Highway Authority can enter

submitted to the council as part of the S278 agreement

into any agreement the road must have been fully assessed as safe for all users. A Safety Audit
and a Non-Motorised User Safety Audit must both be carried out in order to decide whether the
proposals presented by the Applicant are of benefit or disbenefit to the public.
13) The local residents consider that the current road width and traffic flows are acceptable. There
is very limited traffic beyond the last property above the cattle grid. This is mainly walkers, cyclists
and equestrians, with the odd light vehicle. The Applicant is proposing that the road is widened to
4.0m all the way to the Cefn Ddu quarry. The public will gain no benefit from this widening and as

Gwynedd Council have requested that Ffordd Cefn Du is not reinstated to its current width after
the construction works. However, traffic calming maybe implemented after the works to reduce
speeds if this is deemed to be a problem.

the Applicant considers that it should remain at the wider width and not be re-instated to its former
width on completion of construction, this will encourage the ‘boy racers ‘ that already occasionally
use the road in the evenings. It appears that certainly above the cattle grid the widening is only of
benefit to the Developer and not the public in the area.
14) The assessment of ‘benefit’ must recognise the benefits against the dis-benefits of the
proposal. The outcome must be demonstrable. There was insufficient information provided at the
W aunfawr consultation OR with the Application for the main scheme to make any such

The Highway Authority agrees that the works will be of benefit to the public and the Section 278
Agreement is being progressed.

assessment. It is therefore very surprising that the Council have already decided to agree to the
drafting of an agreement. Please provide the full justification as to why this proposal to widen the
road to Cefn Ddu is ‘of benefit to the public’ and not simply for the benefit of the Applicant or
Developer.
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15) At the consultation photographs of how the priority of the cross roads would change from
north south to east/west by simply changing the Give W ay signs and lines were shown. The
photographs of only three of the four roads were shown, presumably because the fourth would

The Applicant does not agree with this comment. The visibility at the junction will be increased
by changing the priority.

have revealed how narrow the road actually is and how visibility for locals crossing will be
severely affected by the house on the corner. The very reason the priority was set the way it is in
the first place was for safety, so how can a change in this junction priority be now be considered
beneficial to the public?
16) It is also a requirement of entering into a S278 that the proposed works are “for the execution

This has been considered as part of the Common Land application which is outwith the s278

by the authority of any works which the authority are or may be authorised to execute”. It has

and DCO applications.

been pointed out that the widening of the road above the cattle grid involves the loss of
approximately 6000sqm of common land which can only be done with the authority of the
Secretary of State and requires suitable replacement land to be provided. It also involves the loss
of Open Access Land. It is clear that these are not matters that the Highway Authority are
currently authorised to carry out.
The proposals to ‘improve’ Ffordd Cefn Ddu create major safety issues for the existing road users. It is not agreed that the works would create “major” safety issues and the proposals have been
This aspect of the project is clearly not in the best interests of the residents of W aunfawr.

agreed with the Local Authority as being appropriate to support the construction phase. A Road
Safety Audit is being carried out.

In conclusion, there is insufficient and inaccurate information being presented to the Examiner

The Applicant does not agree with this comment.

much of which has been changed as the Examination has progressed. However there are still
glaring inconsistencies in the documentation, minimal information on some important areas,
particularly temporary tips, how all the activities can coexist on the site during construction and
how the construction and operational noise, ground bourne vibration and noise and low frequency
noise will affect the residences in both W aunfawr and Llanberis. The application should have
been a fair representation of the construction and operational aspects of the project. It fails
significantly in this respect.
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The project as described is too close and directly impinges on the lives of too many businesses,
residences and the landscape. I respectfully urge the Examiner to consider these submissions
and reject the Application.

Mr Vitkovitch included a paper Ground engineering as potential end uses for recycled and secondary aggregates, D P Steele. 2004. This has not been reproduced here.
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