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2.

Ann Bowden Lawton

Secretariat
Defence Infrastructure Organisation
Kingston Road
Sutton Coldfield
B75 7RL
E-mail: diosec-parli@mod.uk
Website: www.gov.uk/DIO

22 September 2016
Ref. TO2016/00579D

Dear Ms Lawton,
Thank you for your email of 9 August 2016 concerning assurance regarding ordnance at the Glen
Rhonndwy site near Llanberis. In accordance with standard procedures I am responding to your
letter.
Whilst I understand your concerns, I must reiterate that the former RAF Llanberis site was sold by
the MOD over 40 years ago, therefore in line with the Department’s information retention
guidelines the records held are limited. Those who have owned the site since may be able to
provide more recent information on any investigations or clearance works which may have taken
place. Having said this, the below information may be of use.
An extensive clearance operation was undertaken in the 1970, the quarry area next to RAF
Llanberis was certified as clear from ordnance having being subjected to a thorough visual
search. As part of this clearance operation, 6 containers of Y3 and 7 containers of G2 (mustard
gas and nerve agent respectively) were disposed of. However, with regard to the ordnance
previously stored at the site, we do not hold any records that enable us to provide assurance that
the site is completely clear of chemical weapons.
What our records do indicate is that once chemical weapons were identified, stringent measures
were imposed to restrict the potential for chemical contamination in conjunction with Chemical
Defence Establishment Porton Down and the Gwynnedd River Authority at an early stage.
One report indicates that the 6 containers of Y3 and 7 containers of G2 were sent to the Chemical
Defence Establishment for disposal; however another document indicates that these containers
were disposed of by detonation or burning. However, we hold no further information to indicate
which of these documents is accurate.
I trust this clarifies the Department’s position.

Yours sincerely,
DIO Secretariat

3.
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Scheme; giles.scott@beis.gov.uk
Waunfawr residents" comments on SoS letter and SPH response
16 January 2017 16:27:28

To The Secretary of State

This letter concerns application EN010072 for a DCO to build a 100MW pumped
storage facility above the villages of Llanberis and Waunfawr in Gwynedd, North
Wales.

We appreciate that you may be regularly inundated with letters from the public
keen to discuss the impacts that major infrastructure projects may have on
communities and individuals’ quality of life and livelihoods. Although such concerns
are partly the subject of this letter, we are also concerned more widely that this
development has the potential to set an unfortunate precedent for the degradation
of many other beautiful upland areas in the UK, should this scheme get the
approval. The proposed development extends across 91 hectares of former slate
mines and moorland, which make up a highly scenic landscape on the edge of
Snowdonia National Park. The development contains historic, scenic and recreational
amenities which will be lost forever if development goes ahead as proposed. The
proposed development has a greater footprint than the much more effective
1728MW Dinorwig powerstation built with 1980s technology. If pumped storage is
decided upon as a desirable means to balance the grid, would it not be better to
have a UK-wide plan to provide the required capacity using just a few high-capacity
schemes and thus reduce the environmental and social impact associated with a
plethora of smaller schemes?
The site of the Dinorwig Power Station, operational and situated 2 km further up in
the same valley (and currently not working at full capacity), was carefully chosen
decades ago, on criteria which ensured optimal gradient, storage and ground
conditions, needed to successfully generate a substantial amount of energy to help
buffer the grid. This also involved providing a bypass to facilitate access and
mitigate construction traffic nuisance to the residents of the nearest village,
Llanberis.

At all stages of the planning and DCO applications for the Glyn Rhonwy
development, residents and landowners adjacent to Q1 have tried to engage
QBC/SPH in a dialogue about alternative access routes, including routing the access
through fields away from houses, through old quarries, etc, only to be ignored or
brushed aside with reference to Gwynedd Council having decided the Q1 access to
be via Fford Cefn Du from the outset, a statement which Gwynedd Council cannot
confirm.

The planned development will permanently block the most scenic and popular
circular walking and riding route in the area, with an inaccessible tract of marsh
land offered in return. The unfairness of this arrangement was raised repeatedly
over the past 5 years by councillors and residents alike, to no avail. This is all the
more frustrating as the submitted plans show that small adjustments in the
perimeter fence could allow soft hill users to pass between the quarries at the top

of Cefn Du as they have done for a century. Basically, it seems SPH is not interested
in dialogue with anyone except those pressing the ‘YES’ button.

Local engineers with expertise in tunnelling who worked on the original Dinorwig
scheme have pointed out that there are good geological, physical and economic
reasons why the smaller quarries proposed to be utilized by SPH have not previously
been developed for pumped storage. The development is a very ambitious proposal
by a company with no previous experience in this (or any other) field.
Misadventure on this scale could prove extremely costly and unsightly in this scenic
area.

We are concerned that the large landscape and environmental footprint and adverse
impact on local communities will result in negligible benefit to the UK grid with the
intent to generate profits or offset carbon taxes from other industries. We are also
concerned with the applicants’ tactics of first applying for a 49.9MW development
with the local council only to then upgrade the scheme once local approval of the
smaller scheme was secured. Whilst this may be a cunning approach it is also plays
the system by getting local authorities with limited resources on-side before putting
plans in front of the nation’s Planning Inspectorate.

From the very beginning, residents and local communities have been misled by the
proponent, who, when local approval had been secured, changed tact and began
ignoring or rejecting community concerns over traffic, pollution, impact on
recreational amenities, etc . Although our community has not had the same time
and access to financial resources to that of the applicant, we have been fully
engaged in the planning process. We have tried to rationally advise SPH how they
could help mitigate the worst impacts of their scheme on our community and highly
valued landscape.

We have been very impressed with the Planning Inspectorate’s examination, which
unfortunately proved the applicant unwilling to yield an inch on many essential
points and left us deeply concerned for our homes and quality of life and
environment. We were thus enthused and encouraged by concerns raised in your
letter of 21 Dec 2016, including the issue of penstock construction direction, a cap
on vehicle numbers and noise pollution.

Throughout the planning process of this and the previous 49.9MW scheme, all
penstock construction traffic in the Environmental Statements was listed as routed
through Q6 (works 3a). We did raise this point in the examining process, contrary
to the applicant’s reply to the contrary in response to your letter. As penstock
construction involves a huge number of heavy construction vehicles and 24/7 traffic,
it is by far the most disruptive element of the development. The applicant to this
day refuses to define his work plan for penstock construction, which is a 24/7
operation of 18 months duration. It is absolutely imperative for the residents of
Waunfawr that penstock construction will be from Q6 only as otherwise we will be
condemned to living in a construction site with no limits on noise, traffic or working
hours, if the applicant gets the DCO their way.

A cap on vehicle numbers and working hours is clearly in the interest of local
communities and residents and yet the applicant is rejecting any suggestions to cap
the numbers even if their projected numbers will result in up to 8-fold increases of
traffic on the upper parts of Fford Cefn Du, causing huge disruption to residents’
quality of life and recreational users. The applicant furthermore refused to adopt a
10 mph speed limit and independent CCTV monitoring of their vehicle movements
when suggested by the community and the ExA. Pavements along the proposed
haulage route were also rejected with the comment that pavements might
encourage speeding!

90% of the Waunfawr village questionnaire respondents were adamantly against the
use of Fford Cefn Du by heavy construction traffic over the proposed 4 year
duration of the build as they recognised the disruption this would bring to those
using this route for work and to reach the village’s main recreation asset, Cefn Du
itself (https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010072/EN010072-000959Dr%20Jane%20Huuse%20on%20behalf%20of%20residents%20of%20Waunfawr.pdf
).
The Waunfawr Community Council have also stated how they had been misled as to
the magnitude and nature of the SPH Scheme in the 2012 application and how it
has morphed into a highly destructive and lasting negative impact for our village
(English translation p 5-6: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010072/EN010072-001452Cyngor%20Cymuned%20Waunfawr).

Tunnelling experts who have evaluated the plans submitted by SPH and contributed
to the examination process, have pointed out some major shortcomings in the
penstock design and the over-ambitious nature of predicted construction rates
(https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010072/EN010072-001410-Mike%20Vitkovitch.pdf).

The non-committal or even dismissive response to the ExA’s and residents queries
as to important aspects of the build design right up to the final submission (e.g.
penstock drill direction, absolute caps on traffic movements, means of
accommodating a slate conveyor belt, slate removal vehicles and drill and blast
apparatus simultaneously inside an advancing penstock, etc. ), suggests a
realisation on SPH’s part that this scheme is already not possible within the bounds
of what they have projected in the ES. Knowingly passing these shortcomings on to
the developer to solve and agree limits out with the DCO with the council (e.g. final
traffic numbers) seems poor practice and indeed unfair on the affected communities
who have to suffer the consequences.

Like the majority of the local community we therefore urge you to reject the
application for a DCO or at the very least insist on uni-directional penstock
construction from works 3a, and caps on traffic numbers and noise as queried in
your letter of 21 Dec 2016.

We will of course be happy to provide more details on any of the above.

Yours sincerely

Drs Mads & Jane Huuse
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4.
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Scheme
giles.scott@beis.gov.uk
response to Secretary of State letter EN010072 and to Planning Inspectorate re Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage
Project
16 February 2017 16:32:44
GR vehicle directions map to shaft Llanberis.pdf
GR 20160711-EIR06376-Attachment.pdf

Dear Sirs/Madams
Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Project Llanberis
I write on behalf of the group “Concerned about Glyn Rhonwy” concerning the above
scheme because I wish to present what I believe is new information. During the
recent inquiry the Inspector, Mr Cowperthwaite, suggested that if new information
came to light regarding the issue of munitions it might be considered even outwith
the various deadlines.
The source of this information is not new. It is derived from a more detiled analysis
of communications with the Ministry of Defence and from the large volume of
previously classified information released to Gwynedd Archives.
The munitions specialist consultants Zetica claim to have used this same collection of
records to produce their report Vol3H Appendix 8.5 Zetica (2015) UXO Desk Study
Report
Further analysis of this collection has revealed what we consider to be puzzling and
worrying details which were not properly considered by Zetica and were not
highlighted by ourselves at the time of the Inquiry.
The attached map GR vehicle directions map to shaft Llanberis which we think dates
from the seventies indicates a dumping site for material being brought to Glyn
Rhonwy from elsewhere.
Was this because the newly introduced restrictions on marine disposal (the Dumping
Convention of 1972) created a need for a UK landfill site for disposal of munitions?
As this is a hand drawn map it is not exactly clear where this site labelled “shaft” is
located. It may be one and the same as the site known as “pit 2B” where “inert
ordnance scrap” was dumped (and which has now been backfilled with slate waste)
or it may be a separate site some 100m to the NNE of the 2B site. If it is a separate
site then Zetica have failed to note this in their hazard zone assessment. We don’t
think there was an actual vertical shaft in the true sense of the word since that
doesn’t fit the style of quarrying here .. it may be a euphemism for a big hole in the
ground.
Both locations lie directly underneath the site of the proposed retaining dam for the
tailpond .. Q6 in the developers nomenclature
Page 5 of the attached file GR 20160711-EIR06376-Attachment indicates in great
detail some of the material allegedly disposed of in pit 2B including nearly 200,000
incendiary bomb cases and it is not entirely clear what happened to the erstwhile
contents. (we note also that a Y3 container .. ie mustard gas bomb .. was dumped on
this site .. how empty?) This whole page is oddly missing from Zetica’s transcription
of this inventory of material, and raises a number of questions which are not

addressed by Zetica:
a) what exactly is meant “expended/inert recoveries” .. how inert is inert –
environmentally non damaging? Or just a munitions device from which the detonator
has been removed?
b) how diligently has Zetica performed its analysis of the site if it has missed some
significant of parts of this document collection?
c) were the disposals in Pit 2B and perhaps elsewhere on the quarry complex only of
material originating on the site or was material imported from outside, and if so what,
where and why?
d) is any of this so-called inert material to be exhumed or will it be buried forever
beneath a dam structure with potential for leaching contaminants into the
environment? This does not currently seem to be part of the proposal.
The MoD say that progress reports for the seventies cleanup are only held up to
1973 which means that there is missing information for 1974 and 1975. This seems
odd, given the thoroughness of some of the reporting, and we question how a fully
informed assessment of munitions can be made without these records. Zetica does
not seem to have pursued such enquiries and we have no confidence that their
assessment is anywhere near comprehensive enough.
This new analysis only serves to reinforce our concerns.
The munitions history of Glyn Rhonwy, both within the Development boundary and
within the broader quarry site, is so complex and potentially so hazardous to public
health and the environment that in the public interest a thorough, expertly and
openly conducted, properly funded site remediation effort should be carried out.
We have no confidence that such an expensive exercise can be conducted by a
private developer constrained by accountants and shareholders looking over their
shoulder.
We therefore urge that consideration of all development on this site should be
suspended until such remedial work has been carried out by the MoD - the only
organisation with the resources to be able to do so.
Regards
Jeff Taylor
On behalf of the “Concerned about Glyn Rhonwy” group
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5.
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Scheme; giles.scott@beis.gov.uk
ADDENDUM response to SoS letter EN010072 and to Planning Inspectorate re Glyn Rhonwy Pumpedd Storage
Project
17 February 2017 15:28:21
GR progress report re Orfordness 3-Oct to Dec 1970.pdf

Dear Sirs/Madams
Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Project Llanberis - ADDENDUM
My apologies for missing out the information below in the submission I sent to you
yesterday on behalf of the group “Concerned about Glyn Rhonwy” concerning the above
scheme and presenting what I believe is new information.
I asserted that munitions material had been brought to the site in the seventies. The attached
document GR progress report re Orfordness 3-Oct to Dec 1970 CONFIRMS that munitions
had already been brought from Orfordness in East Anglia. Its storage/disposal site was “pit
4A” – outside the developers boundary but within the wider Gwynedd Council owned site.
And as detailed in our earlier submissions and reported by the American Military Observers
SCITEK there was a similar scale of disposal operation going on at Orfordness.
However the map sent with yesterdays email gives dumping directions for arriving vehicles
at locations within the developers proposed boundaries
So we feel it is reasonable to assert that material of undeclared provenance, and
undocumented by the professional consultants Zetica, is laying-. at locations which may not
have been properly recognised - within the developers site and again urge that consideration
of all development on this site should be suspended until full site remediation work has been
carried out by the MoD - the only national body with appropriate resources (skills funds and
full access to historical data)

Regards
Jeff Taylor
On behalf of the “Concerned about Glyn Rhonwy” group
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6.
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:
Importance:

Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Scheme
IMPORTANT and URGENT: Response to Secretary of State letter EN010072 and to Planning Inspectorate re
Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Storage Project
20 February 2017 15:12:14
MOD response to me 22Sept2016.pdf
High

To the Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy
Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find attached letter from the Ministry of Defence dated 22 September 2016. From the date
on the letter you will notice that it was received too late for Deadline 8 representation.
This letter has raised further concerns. Please note that in the last paragraph it states they have
one report indicating that the mustard gas and G2 containers were sent to the Chemical Defence
Establishment for disposal, however, they have another document indicating these were disposed
of by detonation and burning. Furthermore, they have no further information to indicate which of
these documents is accurate. This is very concerning to say the least.
In paragraph 3, it states they do not hold any records that enable them to provide assurance that
the site is completely clear of chemical weapons – which is also very worrying.
In view of this, we feel that the only safe way forward to safeguard any future development would
be for the Ministry of Defence to do a full clean-up of the whole area.   With the MOD currently
unable to guarantee the site safe, even after their extraordinary clean-up operation during the
1970s, it makes one wonder if it will ever be safe for development purposes.
Another point I wish to make is that SPH denied knowledge of chemical weapons until evidence to
the contrary was given to the Inspectorate (even though Y3 (mustard gas) was listed in the Zetica
report).
Thank you for noting these additional concerns.
Yours faithfully
Ann Bowden Lawton
Concerned About Glyn Rhonwy

Rhif Elusen Gofrestredig 1141565 - Registered Charity No. 1141565
Gall y neges e-bost hon, ac unrhyw atodiadau a anfonwyd gyda hi, gynnwys
deunydd cyfrinachol ac wedi eu bwriadu i'w defnyddio'n unig gan y sawl y cawsant
eu cyfeirio ato (atynt). Os ydych wedi derbyn y neges e-bost hon trwy
gamgymeriad, rhowch wybod i'r anfonwr ar unwaith a dilewch y neges. Os na
fwriadwyd anfon y neges atoch chi, rhaid i chi beidio a defnyddio, cadw neu
ddatgelu unrhyw wybodaeth a gynhwysir ynddi. Mae unrhyw farn neu safbwynt yn
eiddo i'r sawl a'i hanfonodd yn unig ac nid yw o anghenraid yn cynrychioli barn
Prifysgol Bangor. Nid yw Prifysgol Bangor yn gwarantu bod y neges e-bost hon neu
unrhyw atodiadau yn rhydd rhag firysau neu 100% yn ddiogel. Oni bai fod hyn wedi
ei ddatgan yn uniongyrchol yn nhestun yr e-bost, nid bwriad y neges e-bost hon yw
ffurfio contract rhwymol - mae rhestr o lofnodwyr awdurdodedig ar gael o Swyddfa

Cyllid Prifysgol Bangor.
This email and any attachments may contain confidential material and is solely for
the use of the intended recipient(s). If you have received this email in error, please
notify the sender immediately and delete this email. If you are not the intended
recipient(s), you must not use, retain or disclose any information contained in this
email. Any views or opinions are solely those of the sender and do not necessarily
represent those of Bangor University. Bangor University does not guarantee that
this email or any attachments are free from viruses or 100% secure. Unless
expressly stated in the body of the text of the email, this email is not intended to
form a binding contract - a list of authorised signatories is available from the Bangor
University Finance Office.
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Ann Bowden Lawton

Secretariat
Defence Infrastructure Organisation
Kingston Road
Sutton Coldfield
B75 7RL
E-mail: diosec-parli@mod.uk
Website: www.gov.uk/DIO

22 September 2016
Ref. TO2016/00579D

Dear Ms Lawton,
Thank you for your email of 9 August 2016 concerning assurance regarding ordnance at the Glen
Rhonndwy site near Llanberis. In accordance with standard procedures I am responding to your
letter.
Whilst I understand your concerns, I must reiterate that the former RAF Llanberis site was sold by
the MOD over 40 years ago, therefore in line with the Department’s information retention
guidelines the records held are limited. Those who have owned the site since may be able to
provide more recent information on any investigations or clearance works which may have taken
place. Having said this, the below information may be of use.
An extensive clearance operation was undertaken in the 1970, the quarry area next to RAF
Llanberis was certified as clear from ordnance having being subjected to a thorough visual
search. As part of this clearance operation, 6 containers of Y3 and 7 containers of G2 (mustard
gas and nerve agent respectively) were disposed of. However, with regard to the ordnance
previously stored at the site, we do not hold any records that enable us to provide assurance that
the site is completely clear of chemical weapons.
What our records do indicate is that once chemical weapons were identified, stringent measures
were imposed to restrict the potential for chemical contamination in conjunction with Chemical
Defence Establishment Porton Down and the Gwynnedd River Authority at an early stage.
One report indicates that the 6 containers of Y3 and 7 containers of G2 were sent to the Chemical
Defence Establishment for disposal; however another document indicates that these containers
were disposed of by detonation or burning. However, we hold no further information to indicate
which of these documents is accurate.
I trust this clarifies the Department’s position.

Yours sincerely,
DIO Secretariat

7.

Reference EN 010072
Glyn Rhonwy ,comments from interested parties.
My name is Christine Jordan and we live alongside Fford Cefyn Du and I
have previously submitted many representations on our own behalf and a
group of over 40 local residents whose lives will be directly affected if this
DCO is granted
We believe we have many valid concerns about this proposed
scheme,mostly that Snowdownia Pumped Hydro is a company with no
experience ,no regard for anything other than profit and have told us from
the beginning that they will not be the developers but will sell the scheme
on.
The intial small scheme was swept through by Gwynedd Council,who
cannot be impartial considering the financial gain they will make yearly by
the use of their developed and unused Glyn Rhonwy infastructure.
And we question the section 278 provision for securing a safe access for
construction traffic for the Q1 resevoir.The wording reads 'for public
benefit' but directing 100 HGV movements a day through a narrow ,steep
and bending single track mountain lane, past old cottages with no
footpaths to protect the residents is a real danger to lives and property and
certainly not for 'public benefit' but just for financial benefit of a remote
and uncaring group of investors .
In any normal development,safe and appropriate access is a major part of
granting any permission and we feel it should be the same
here.Construction is going to take about 5 years and so this phase is not
for just a short time,we need another access to be investigated and secured
,assessed by a truly independant and unbiased body.
This scheme is full of problems, the rapid technological advancements will
soon make it unviable ,the permanent destruction of a wild and beautiful
moutainside,the risk of disturbing dumped ordanace and chemicals,the
detrimental effect on Llyn Padarn ,the damage to the tourism industry and
local businesses,the flood risk to the local villages, todays news of the dam
in America brings this into focus,the dangerous proposed construction
traffic route,the list goes on.
The affect on the locality and it's residents must be the major concern
when considering such large projects and is rightly so,we can see no
Page 1

benefits locally only dangers and destruction,we urge you to consider most
carefully before allowing an unproved and profit based remote company
any DCO.

Page 2

From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

VIDEO: Spectacular sight as Storm Doris sends torrent of water rushing over Derwent Dam - The Star
26 February 2017 07:34:16

IS THIS WHAT THE VILLAGE OF WAUNFAWR IS FACING IF THE DAM IS BUILT ABOVE IT BY
SNOWDOWNIA PUMPED HYDRO   THINK LONG AND HARD ABOUT THE DANGER IT POSES !
http://www.thestar.co.uk/news/video-spectacular-sight-as-storm-doris-sends-torrent-of-waterrushing-over-derwent-dam-1-8408470
Sent from my iPad
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8.
Ref : EN01CI072. Gomments from interested party C Bartlett.

Decommissioninq: complete proiect decommissionino plan

It is vital that the decommissioning plan covers the possibility of abandonment during

construction should the applicant be granted development consent. Abandonment during
construction is very likely because:

-

-

The timescales of this project mean that êhanges in electricity supply could easily be
made during the construction period and effectively make this project obsolete. SPH
point to two documents lowards a smart energy sysfem (2016) and Smarf Power
(2016) to justify their'faith in the future of pumped storage. Having read both
documents I see only that pumped storage was ". .. built several decades ago under
a very different sysfem . .." and that the authors are enthusiastic about new energy
storage methods rather than pumped storage. The existing pumped hydro facility at
Dinorwig is not used at full capacity now so the demand for electricity from another,
very much smaller facility, is by no means guaranteed.
SPH have never undertaken a project like this and their lack of experience may
become ever more apparent as the project starts leading them to abandon it
Changes in the UK's financial status over the next few years, which will be a period
of great upheaval and change in the financial enÙironment, may lead to investors
moving away from such a project rendering it financially unviable

The points above, particularly those relating to financial support indicate that the wording
proposed by the Secretary of State "The Applicant ... must demonstrate how funding for the
decommissioning is secured" is entirely appropriate and should not be replaced by the
Applicqnt's wording replacing demonstrafe with explain, as the likelihood is that any such
plan may well need to be implemented. The dange'r for residents near the project is that the
Applicant abandons the project during construction and has no financial assets that could be
used to implement the decommissioning plan, leaving resiOents with a hideous blight on their
doorsteps and no access to resources to dealwith it.

Additional clauses to reflect existinq plannino permission for Glvn Rhonwv pumped storaoe
facilitv

It is vital that Condition 53 be included in any new permission awarded, particularly
considering the potential that has been clearly identified that ordnance may well be found
during tunnelling and excavatíon operations and must not be deposited in a new slate tip.

Conditions 56 and 57 should also be included going fonuard to protect the site, particutarly if
a decommissioning plan is to be implemented.

9.
The Rt Hon Greg Clark MP
Secretary of State for Business, Energy, and Industrial Strategy
BEIS
3 Whitehall Place
London
SW1A 2AW
gregclarkmp@parliament.uk
enquiries@beis.gov.uk

2nd February 2017

Discharge of responsibilities under the Planning Act 2008: Development Consent Order for Glyn
Rhonwy Pumped Storage Project EN010072

Dear Secretary of State
I write on behalf of Cymdeithas Eryri the Snowdonia Society, the conservation charity which for 50
years has worked to protect the special qualities of Snowdonia.
The purpose of this letter is to inform you of concerns regarding the discharge of responsibility by
Natural Resources Wales and its implication for discharge of your responsibilities in deciding
whether or not to grant a Development Consent Order for the proposed pumped storage scheme in
Llanberis.
With some urgency I must bring to your attention information which has become available since
the Examining Authority submitted his report for your determination. We believe that this
information is of material significance and that you will need to consider its implications in order to
arrive at a sound decision.
We draw your attention to the decision by Natural Resources Wales to grant Water Discharge
Licences under their statutory permitting powers. A copy of NRW’s Decision Document is attached
with this letter. We are also asking you to seek clarity on which elements fall under the DCO
planning process and which under Natural Resources Wales’ permitting process.
The Water Abstraction Decision Document highlights structural and procedural questions which
cast doubt on whether in this case Natural Resources Wales’ various functions and responsibilities
have been fully discharged. NRW in fulfilling its statutory permitting role has responsibilities and
priorities towards environmental protection which differ from those which prevail when fulfilling its
role as a statutory consultee.

We believe there is doubt as to whether NRW has exercised its consultee responsibilities properly
in this case. This is a serious matter in itself, but it raises a further question as to whether some
material issues have been properly and legally resolved and the implications for the soundness of
your determination of the DCO application. We also question whether it is appropriate for NRW to
seek to pass responsibility for complex elements of environmental risk assessment to your
department.

Decision
Document
reference
1 p.11
Internal
consultations:
NRW Geoscience
specialists

2 p.11
Internal
consultations:
NRW Geoscience
specialists

3 p.13
Decision Checklist

Decision Document text

Our comments

Given that the dewatered waters
are to be discharged to surface
waters rather than ground, then
Geoscience does not have any
major concerns.
There is a potential for
contamination to exist
(particularly in Q6) as a result of
the historic use of the site. Quarry
6 was used by the MoD to store
and demolish ordnance. It is
possible that the dewatering of
Q6 could disturb potentially
contaminated sediment, which
could contaminate Llyn Padarn
directly (sediment loading) and/or
by causing contaminants to be
leached back into the water as
the sediment is agitated.
While it is not our role in
Geoscience to set the parameters
for the discharge permit, we
would advise that the
contaminants that could
potentially arise from the
previous use of the site should be
included or considered.
A full assessment of the
application and its potential to
affect the site, protected species
and protected habitats has been
carried out as part of the
permitting process.

The implication is that were the
discharge to be to ground, there
would be concerns. That this issue
is not addressed in the Decision
Document or in the resulting permit
is indicative of a permitting process
which consults on a range of risks
but does not reflect the consultation
responses in its outputs.

The recommendation by NRWs own
specialists that potential
contaminants be included in the
parameters for the discharge permit
has not been followed. The
Decision Document offers no
explanation of why this specialist
internal advice has been ignored.
This is demonstrably incorrect. It is
a matter of record that the
applicant based the assessment of
the quality of the water/effluent to
be discharged on a small number of
samples, none of which were taken
from the bottom sediment of the
quarry pits. The assessment of the
water discharge application is based

4 p.19

For example if a particular type of
UXO is found on the site which
typically contains particular
chemicals then we would expect
the standard land contamination
to include inspection and analysis
for those chemicals.
Finally, this is a Planning Consent
issue, not an issue for the permit
application currently being
considered.

5 p.14
Decision checklist

We consider that the application
may affect the features of the
site, protected species and
protected habitat. Operational
controls and relevant limits have
been placed on the permit to
mitigate against these effects.
Monitoring to ensure compliance
with the discharge permit
conditions will be the
responsibility of the developer
and site operator.

6 p.20
Responses to
external
representations

on evidence which NRW knew to be
inadequate. We understand that
some NRW staff have expressed
concerns about this.
NRW has not adequately evaluated
the pollution risks from the
dewatering process involving
residues resulting from the
incineration of thousands of tons of
munitions.
This conflicts with the claim in point
3 above that a ‘full assessment’ has
been made.
Is it appropriate for NRW to pass
responsibility for assessment of
environmental and ecological
consequences of potential UXO
pollution risks to your department?
NRW’s permitting process has not
adequately evaluated the water
pollution risks from unknown UXO
in this scenario.
This is at odds with the statements
above. The Water Discharge
permits place no limits on any of the
potential pollutants resulting from
munitions storage and incineration
at the site.
NRW has granted discharge permits
without having seen any sample
data from the bottom sediments of
the quarry pits. NRW does not
know what residues of munitions
incineration may be present and
mobilised during dewatering. NRW
is prepared to allow the developer
to do all the monitoring during
dewatering.

The proposal embodied in the DCO includes plans to discharge the contents of quarry pits into Llyn
Padarn – a freshwater Site of Special Scientific Interest and popular bathing and water sports
location. Those pits contain the residues of industrial scale programmes of munitions disposal many thousands of tonnes of weapons incinerated over a period of years.
The Water Discharge permits granted by Natural Resources Wales are compromised by:




inadequate information – no water sampling has been carried out at depth in the quarry pits
by NRW or the applicant
faulty processing of information – internal consultee concerns and advice have not been
acted upon, and EQS exceedences in the data have been ignored1

NRW has consulted internally and then ignored the advice it has given itself. The consequence of
this is that NRW’s granting of a permit gives no guarantee of meaningful scrutiny of the
environmental or ecological consequences of the decision at hand.
NRW’s failure to deal with the substance rather than the process has left you with an impossible
task in terms of discharge of responsibility for environmental assessment under the Planning Act
2008. NRW is in effect inviting you to take responsibility for assessing the detailed ecological risks
to a SSSI and to the people who bathe in Llyn Padarn, risks arising from Glyn Rhonwy’s history as an
industrial-scale munitions incineration site.

Yours faithfully

John Harold
Director, Cymdeithas Eryri the Snowdonia Society

cc: GlynRhonwy@pins.gsi.gov.uk
mark.reckless@assembly.wales
Lesley.Griffiths@assembly.wales

1

See attached submission by Snowdonia Society in response to the Water Discharge applications.

Natural Resources Wales permitting decisions
Bespoke permit
We have decided to grant the permit for Glyn Rhonwy Pumped Hydro Storage
Facility operated by Snowdonia Pumped Hydro Limited.
The permit numbers are EPR-AB3392CJ & EPR-AB3392FB.
The discharge is for the dewatering and operational activities at the site,
which allow for the generation of hydroelectric power at Glyn Rhonwy.
Permit to regulate discharges as a result of dewatering activities
To allow construction of the hydroelectric storage facility, two quarries at Glyn
Rhonwy will need to be fully dewatered. The water from Quarry 1 (Q1) will
discharge to the Nant y Betws at SH 55110 59660, and the water from
(Quarry 6) Q6 will discharge to Llyn Padarn at SH 57290 61190.
Q1 holds 5,000mᶟ of water, and releases of water will be pumped at a
maximum rate of 0.6mᶟ/second. Groundwater/water from the lower strata of
Q1 will pass through a settlement system or sediment trap prior to reaching
the watercourse.
Q6 holds approx 50,000mᶟ of water. The application states a maximum
discharge at a rate of 1000l/s. Due to the amount of spoil that could be
saturated, the volume has been doubled to represent a worst case scenario of
100,000mᶟ. The full volume of water will require removing to allow for
construction activity. Q6 has the potential to contain unexploded ordnance.
Permit to regulate discharges as a result of operational activities
The proposed hydro storage facility will result in the creation of two water
reservoirs. This permit regulates 4 activities:
 Spillway operation at Quarry 1 (Q1)
 Spillway operation at Quarry 6 (Q6)
 Relief valve operation at Q1
 Relief valve operation at Q6
When the scheme is operational, it is not intended to release any significant
volume of water from Q1 or Q6. That is, the scheme should operate entirely
separately from the wider water environment. The primary mechanism for
drawdown of Q1 is via the penstock to Q6, and vice versa for the drawdown of
Q6.
The relief valve from Q1 to Nant y Betws, and from Q6 to Llyn Padarn would
only be used where:
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i) The penstock is unavailable, and there is a need to lower the water level
behind the dam.
ii) Maintenance as required, as per dam safety legislation.
Both the Q1 and Q6 spillway are only expected to discharge to the Nant y
Betws and Llyn Padarn (respectively) after a long period of no operational
activity where the water then reaches the spill level.
The need for a spillway at both reservoir is a requirement as per the
Reservoirs Act.
We consider in reaching that decision we have taken into account all relevant
considerations and legal requirements and that the permit will ensure that the
appropriate level of environmental protection is provided.

Purpose of this document
This decision document:

explains how the application has been determined

provides a record of the decision-making process

shows how all relevant factors have been taken into account

justifies the specific conditions in the permit other than those in our
generic permit template.
Unless the decision document specifies otherwise we have accepted the
applicant’s proposals.

Structure of this document




Key issues
Annex 1 the decision checklist
Annex 2 the consultation, web publicising and newspaper
advertising responses

Key issues of the decision
Natural Resources Wales have decided to grant the (applied for) permissions
to Snowdonia Pumped Hydro Limited on the basis that the conditions outlined
within the environmental permits are adhered to. These conditions include –
but are not limited to - the following:
Permit ref EPR-AB3392CJ
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2.1.1

The operator is only authorised to carry out the activities specified
in schedule 1 table S1.1 (the “activities”).

Table S1.1
Activities
Activity
reference

Description of activity

Limits of specified activity

A1

Discharge of trade effluent consisting of

N/A

excavated groundwater and surface water run
off from Q1 via outlet 1
A2

Discharge of trade effluent consisting of

N/A

excavated groundwater and surface water run
off from Q6 via outlet 2

2.3.1 (a) The activities shall, subject to the conditions of this permit, be
operated using the techniques and in the manner described in the
documentation specified in schedule 1, table S1.2, unless
otherwise agreed in writing by Natural Resources Wales.
Table S1.2 Operating techniques
Activity

Description of

reference

documentation

A1 & A2

Application

Supporting documents
and plans

Parts

Date Received



Part A



Part B2



Part B6



Part F2



App B Nant y Betws Flood
Risk



App C Water Management
Plan



App D Silt Management

08/09/2016

08/09/2016

Plan


App E Dewatering
Environment Management
System



App F Habitats Risk
Assessment



App G Risk Assessment



App H H1 Assessment



App I WFD Addendum



App J Biosecurity



App L Code of
Construction Practice



233_08_SD92

Version 3

App M Ordnance
Management Strategy

Issued 19 July 2011

Page 3 of 21

3.1.1 There shall be no point source emissions to water except from the
sources and emission points listed in schedule 3.
3.1.2 The limits given in schedule 3 shall not be exceeded.
3.3.1 Permanent means of access shall be provided to enable
sampling/monitoring to be carried out in relation to the emission points
specified in schedule 3 tables S3.1, S3.2 and S3.3 unless otherwise
agreed in writing by Natural Resources Wales.
Table S3.1 Point Source emissions to water (other than sewer) – emission limits and monitoring
requirements
Discharge
source and
discharge
point ref. &
location

Parameter

Limit
(including
unit)

Reference
Period

Limit of
effective
range

Monitoring
frequency

Compliance
Statistic

Trade
effluent
consisting of
excavated

Suspended
solids
(measured
after drying

50 mg/l

Instantaneous
(spot sample)

N/A

N/A

Maximum

groundwater
and surface
water via
outlet 1

at 105o C)
pH

6 to 9

Instantaneous

N/A

N/A

Minimum and

Visible oil

No

Instantaneous

N/A

N/A

or grease

significant
trace
present

(spot sample)

Trade

Suspended

50 mg/l

Instantaneous

effluent
consisting of
excavated
groundwater
and surface

solids
(measured
after drying
at 105o C)

water via
outlet 2

(spot sample)

maximum
No significant
trace

N/A

N/A

Maximum

(spot sample)

pH

6 to 9

Instantaneous
(spot sample)

N/A

N/A

Minimum and
maximum

Visible oil
or grease

No
significant

Instantaneous
(spot sample)

N/A

N/A

No significant
trace

trace
present
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Table S3.2 Discharge points
Effluent Name

Discharge Point

Discharge point NGR

Receiving
water/Environment

Trade effluent
consisting of excavated
groundwater and
surface water

Outlet 1

SH 55110 59660

Nant y Betws

Trade effluent

Outlet 2

SH 57290 61190

Llyn Padarn

consisting of excavated
groundwater and
surface water

Table S3.3 Monitoring points
Effluent(s) and discharge
point(s)
Trade effluent consisting of
excavated groundwater and
surface water via outlet 1
Trade effluent consisting of
excavated groundwater and
surface water via outlet 2

Monitoring type
Effluent sample point

Monitoring point
NGR
SH 55105 59937

Monitoring
point reference
Q1

Effluent sample point

SH 56766 60993

Q6

Permit ref EPR-AB3392FB
2.1.1 The operator is only authorised to carry out the activities specified in
schedule 1 table S1.1 (the “activities”).
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Table S1.1 Activities
Activity reference

Description of activity

Limits of specified activity

A1

Discharge of trade effluent
consisting of abstracted water and
rainfall via the spillway at outlet 1

n/a

A2

Discharge of trade effluent
consisting of abstracted water and
rainfall via the spillway at outlet 2

A3

Discharge of trade effluent
consisting of abstracted water and
rainfall via the relief valve at outlet 1

A4

Discharge of trade effluent
consisting of abstracted water and
rainfall via the relief valve at outlet 2

2.3.1 (a)

The activities shall, subject to the conditions of this permit, be
operated using the techniques and in the manner described in
the documentation specified in schedule 1, table S1.2, unless
otherwise agreed in writing by Natural Resources Wales.

Table S1.2 Operating techniques
Activity
reference

Description of
documentation

A1, A2,
A3 & A4

Application Forms

Supporting documents

Parts

Date
Received



Part A



Part B2



Part B6



Part F2



App B Excess water management

and plans

08/09/2016

strategy


App C Environment Management
System
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3.1.1 There shall be no point source emissions to water except from the
sources and emission points listed in schedule 3.
3.1.2 The limits given in schedule 3 shall not be exceeded.
3.3.1 Permanent means of access shall be provided to enable
sampling/monitoring to be carried out in relation to the emission points
specified in schedule 3 tables S3.1, S3.2 and S3.3 unless otherwise
agreed in writing by Natural Resources Wales.

Table S3.1 Point Source emissions to water (other than sewer) – emission limits and monitoring
requirements
Activity
reference

Discharge
source
and
discharge
point ref.

Parameter

Limit
(including
unit)

Reference
Period

Limit of
effective
range

Monitoring
frequency

Compliance
Statistic

Discharge

Suspended

50 mg/l

Instantaneous

N/A

N/A

Maximum

of trade
effluent
consisting
of
abstracted
water and
rainfall via
the

solids
(measured
after drying
at 105o C)

& location
A1

pH

6 to 9

Instantaneous
(spot sample)

N/A

N/A

Minimum
and
maximum

Visible oil
or grease

No
significant
trace
present

Instantaneous
(spot sample)

N/A

N/A

No
significant
trace

Discharge
of trade

Suspended
solids

50 mg/l

Instantaneous
(spot sample)

N/A

N/A

Maximum

effluent
consisting
of
abstracted
water and
rainfall via
the
spillway at

(measured
after drying
at 105o C)
6 to 9

Instantaneous

N/A

N/A

Minimum

spillway at
outlet 1

A2

pH

(spot sample)
Visible oil
or grease

outlet 2
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Table S3.1 Point Source emissions to water (other than sewer) – emission limits and monitoring
requirements
Activity
reference

Discharge
source
and

Parameter

Limit
(including
unit)

Reference
Period

Limit of
effective
range

Monitoring
frequency

Compliance
Statistic

Discharge

Suspended

50 mg/l

Instantaneous

N/A

N/A

Maximum

of trade
effluent
consisting
of
abstracted
water and

solids
(measured
after drying
at 105o C)

discharge
point ref.
& location
A3

rainfall via
the relief
valve at
outlet 1

A4

pH

6 to 9

Instantaneous
(spot sample)

N/A

N/A

Minimum
and
maximum

Visible oil
or grease

No
significant

Instantaneous
(spot sample)

N/A

N/A

No
significant

trace
present

Discharge

Suspended

of trade
effluent
consisting
of
abstracted
water and
rainfall via

solids
(measured
after drying
at 105o C)

the relief
valve at
outlet 2

(spot sample)

trace

50 mg/l

Instantaneous

N/A

N/A

Maximum

(spot sample)

pH

6 to 9

Instantaneous
(spot sample)

N/A

N/A

Minimum
and
maximum

Visible oil
or grease

No
significant
trace

Instantaneous
(spot sample)

N/A

N/A

No
significant
trace

present
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Table S3.2 Discharge points
Effluent Name

Discharge Point

Discharge point NGR

Receiving
water/Environment

Q1

SH 55110 59660

Nant y Betws

Q6

SH 57290 61190

Llyn Padarn

A3: trade effluent
consisting of abstracted
water and rainfall via
the relief valve at outlet
1

Q1

SH 55110 59660

Nant y Betws

A4: trade effluent
consisting of abstracted

Q6

SH 57290 61190

Llyn Padarn

A1: trade effluent
consisting of abstracted
water and rainfall via
the spillway at outlet 1
A2: trade effluent
consisting of abstracted
water and rainfall via
the spillway at outlet 2

water and rainfall via
the relief valve at outlet
2

Table S3.3 Monitoring points
Effluent(s) and discharge point(s)

Monitoring type

Monitoring point
NGR

trade effluent consisting of abstracted
water and rainfall via the spillway at
outlet 1

Effluent sample
point

SH 55105 59937

Monitoring
point
reference
A1

trade effluent consisting of abstracted
water and rainfall via the spillway at
outlet 2

Effluent sample
point

SH 56766 60993

A2

trade effluent consisting of abstracted
water and rainfall via the relief valve at
outlet 1

Effluent sample
point

SH 55105 59937

A3

trade effluent consisting of abstracted
water and rainfall via the relief valve at

Effluent sample
point

SH 56766 60993

A4

outlet 2

Internal Consultation
As per NRW’s determination process, an internal consultation was circulated
to all relevant technical specialists. Their comments are available below:
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Environment Management comments:
PAN-000733
Q6 dewatering needs to be at such a rate so as not to cause disturbance. Any
discoloration /suspended solids disturbed from the lake bed will be highly visible.
Any suspended solids discharged from Q6 will also be highly visible.
Any mobilisation of slate fines from Q1 or Q6 may result in an increase in metal
concentrations markedly higher than those in the H1 screening. Specifically, Cu, Zn,
Ni and most notably Al. I note there are no EQS values for Al.
Note that P does not screen out of H1. Padarn had a significant Blue green algae
outbreak in 2009
The EMS for the permit appears to show adequate control measures in Sections 3.3.5,
3.4.5, 3.4.6.
However, for 3.8.2. SPH should make it clear what temporary environmental permits
means.
PAN-000734
No specific comments.
Date: 18/10/16

Biodiversity comments:
NRW have considered a wide range of potential impacts on terrestrial a freshwater
Biodiversity as a result of the application for discharge consent into Llyn Padarn and
into the Nant y Betws.
Both receptors are considered to be highly sensitive areas, and both discharges affect
aquatic SSSIs immediately or downstream, whilst the Nant y Betws eventually flows
into a Natura 2000 SAC site.
The information provided by the applicant has reassured NRW that there should not
be an adverse or significant impact on the receiving waterbodies as a result of us
granting these permits through either (a) deterioration in water quality and (b) changes
in flow quantity, both in relation to de-watering for the construction phase and then
excess water release in the scheme operational phase.
Llyn Padarn SSSI
In particular, NRW considered the potential for contamination of Llyn Padarn by the
release of nutrient rich (phosphate contaminated) water through the temporary or
permanent (scheme operating) infrastructure. The programme of sampling and control
measures in place have been considered alongside the numerous other documents
submitted by the applicant. This conclusion applies to the other potential
contaminants identified in the applicant’s thorough baseline studies of the Glyn
Rhonwy site.
NRW also considered the potential for adverse changes in lake temperature as a result
of granting the Environmental Permit. Again, the documentation provided by the
applicant indicates this will not be an adverse impact.
The excess water strategy reassured NRW that no scouring / flooding impact would
be an issue.
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Species of particular concern in considering Llyn Padarn were Arctic char, Floating
water-plantain and the Atlantic salmon spawning area at Penllyn.
Afon Gwyrfai and Llyn Cwellyn SSSI and SAC
The main concerns here were the potential for importation of non-native invasive
species from the Llyn Padarn catchment. Although no non-native invasive species of
concern are currently in Llyn Padarn, the high recreational boating and watersport
activity on Padarn presents an increased risk pathway for the importation of invasive
invertebrates or plants into that site from elsewhere e.g. through wet uncleaned
wetsuits, wet bilges etc. Although the applicant would not be responsible for this
happening, should an invasive non-native species become established in Llyn Padarn,
then there would be a significant risk that SPH operational activities (pump storage
water transfer and then subsequent release in the Nant y Betws) could cause crosscatchment transfer of invasives. We are satisfied that the applicant’s relevant
documentation relating to invasive species does address these theoretical risks and
that an effective response mechanism to control that risk has been outlined.
NRW also considered the potential for release of water into the Nant y Betws to cause
scouring of that watercourse and for an adverse impact on aquatic habitat, some of
which probably supports N2K features (Atlantic salmon / European otter). Again,
NRW were satisfied that the information provided by the applicant was robust in
showing that there should be no adverse impact.
NRW had some concerns that the release of poor water quality water during dewatering / scheme construction may also have an impact. Information and
undertakings provided by the applicant (incl the CEMP and monitoring / mitigation)
have given NRW confidence that there is no likely impact.
Date: 31.10.16

Geoscience Response:
Given that the dewatered waters are to be discharged to surface waters rather than
ground, then Geoscience does not have any major concerns.
There is a potential for contamination to exist (particularly in Q6) as a result of the
historic use of the site. Quarry 6 was used by the MoD to store and demolish
ordnance. It is possible that the dewatering of Q6 could disturb potentially
contaminated sediment, which could contaminate Llyn Padarn directly (sediment
loading) and/or by causing contaminants to be leached back into the water as the
sediment is agitated. While it is not our role in Geoscience to set the parameters for
the discharge permit, we would advise that the contaminants that could potentially
arise from the previous use of the site should be included or considered.
The DoE Industry Profiles on “Engineering Works: mechanical engineering and
ordnance works”, and also “Chemical Works – explosives, propellants and
pyrotechnics manufacturing works” provide some useful guidance on chemicals
associated with ordnance.
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For information, we previously advised on the analytical suite that was proposed for
the water quality monitoring that was carried out by the applicant to establish baseline
conditions and gather information for the previous permit application. We advised
that cyanide, magnesium and phosphorus be added to their proposed analysis at the
time.
Date: 20/10/16
Flood Risk Management:
With regards to flood risk associated with both the dewatering (construction)
activities and the operational activities, we note and agree with the content of the
Technical Note (hydrology & Flood Risk- Nant Y Betws- Job No. 60334725)
submitted in support of the applications. We note and support the statement –
“…Operational conditions will be in place for the operation of the scheme, and also
for the dewatering phase prior to construction, to prevent release of water to the Nant
y Betws during times of flood or high flow in the watercourse….”
Rates released to the Nant y Betws catchment should not exceed 0.6m3/s to ensure
that the watercourse (and associated structures) are not overloaded.
The rates released to Llyn padarn are expected to be <1.0m3/s (section 3.1.2 of
supporting document number (EPR/YB3190HR/A001)) and as such we would tend to
agree with the statement that any increased flood risk downstream is negligible.
We are therefore generally satisfied with the documents submitted in support of the
application with regards to Floor risk.
Date: 24/10/2016
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Annex 1: decision checklist
This checklist should be read in conjunction with the Duly Making checklist.

Aspect

Consultation
Scope of
consultation

Responses to
consultation,
web publicising
and newspaper
advertising

Operator
Control of the
facility

Justification / Detail

Criteria
met
Yes

The consultation requirements were identified and
implemented. The decision was taken in accordance
with RGN 6 High Profile Sites, our Public Participation
Statement and our Working Together Agreements.
The web publicising, consultation and newspaper
advertising responses (Annex 2) were taken into
account in the decision.



The decision was taken in accordance with our
guidance.

We are satisfied that the applicant (now the operator) is
the person who will have control over the operation of
the facility after the grant of the permit. The decision
was taken in accordance with EPR RGN 1
Understanding the meaning of operator.

European Directives
Applicable
All applicable European directives have been
directives
considered in the determination of the application.
The site
Extent of the
site of the
facility



The operator has provided a plan which we consider is
satisfactory, showing the extent of the site of the facility
including discharge points.







A plan is included in the permit and the operator is
required to carry on the permitted activities within the
site boundary.
Biodiversity,
Heritage,
Landscape and
Nature
Conservation
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A full assessment of the application and its potential to
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We consider that the application may affect the features
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Aspect

Justification / Detail

Criteria
met
Yes

of the site, protected species and protected habitat.
Operational controls and relevant limits have been
placed on the permit to mitigate against these effects.

Suspended solids
(measured after drying at
105o C)
pH
Visible oil or grease

50mg/l

6 to 9
No significant trace
present

Formal consultation has been carried out with Gwynedd
and Ynys Môn Natural Resources Management Team.
The consultation responses (Annex 2) were taken into
account in the permitting decision.
Environmental Risk Assessment and operating techniques
Environmental
We have reviewed the operator's assessment of the
risk
environmental risk from the facility.



The operator’s risk assessment is satisfactory.
Operating
techniques

We have reviewed the techniques used by the operator
and compared these with the relevant guidance notes.
The proposed techniques / emission levels for priorities
for control are in line with the benchmark levels
contained in the TGN and we consider them to
represent appropriate techniques for the facility.



The permit conditions

Incorporating
We have specified that the applicant must operate the
the application
permit in accordance with descriptions in the application,
including all additional information received as part of
the determination process.
These are specified in the Operating Techniques table in
the permit.
Emission limits

We have decided that emission limits should be set for
the parameters listed in the permit.



It is considered that the numeric limits described below
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Aspect

Justification / Detail

Criteria
met
Yes

will prevent significant deterioration of receiving waters.
We have imposed numeric limits because either a
relevant environmental quality or operational standard
requires this.
We have included a 50mg/l Suspended Solid limit on
both permits. This limit was agreed by the local NRM
Officer and Biodiversity Team Leader, and is based on
the Suspended Solids limit for the nearby Llanberis
Wastewater Treatment Works (permit ref: EPRDB3590HX).
The H1 risk assessment can be used to assess the
impact of hazardous pollutants released within
discharges to surface waters. The applicant completed
and submitted the risk assessment alongside their
application.
We are satisfied with the conclusions that no hazardous
substances are present within the waterbodies, based
on the information provided to us.
Monitoring

We have decided that monitoring should be carried out
for the parameters listed in the permit, using the
methods and to the frequencies specified.

Operator Competence
Environment
There is no known reason to consider that the operator
Management
will not have the management systems to enable it to
System
comply with the permit conditions. The decision was
taken in accordance with RGN 5 on Operator
Competence.
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Annex 2: Consultation, web publicising and newspaper advertising
responses
As per NRW’s determination process, the applications have been advertised
on the external webpage, and in the local newspaper (see below).
The applications underwent formal consultation both internally and externally
(see below).

Date
published/sent
Bilingual advert published
on the NRW external web
page for a period of 28
days
Bilingual advert published
in the Denbighshire and
Caernarfon Herald
Applications
sent
for
internal consultation with
relevant
technical
specialists
Applications
sent
for
external consultation with
Environmental Health
Applications
sent
for
external consultation with
Ministry of Defence
Applications
sent
for
external consultation with
Snowdonia National Park
Applications
sent
for
external consultation with
Dŵr Cymru Welsh Water

12/10/2016

Date
comments/responses
received
Various dates between
12/10/2016 - 09/11/2016

12/10/2016

Various dates between
12/10/2016 - 09/11/2016

10/10/2016

24/10/2016

27/10/2016

25/11/2016

31/10/2016

31/10/2016

27/10/2016

10/11/2016

26/10/2016

Refers
to
comment
received
in
response
dated 22/03/2016

Response received from
Public Health Wales
Brief summary of issues raised
“Provided the operations are undertaken in accordance with the management
plans and controls defined within the application we have no grounds for
objection based upon the public health.”
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered
No action required.
Response received from
Ministry of Defence
Brief summary of issues raised

233_08_SD92

Version 3

Issued 19 July 2011

Page 16 of 21

“I checked with our Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) people and they can
confirm that there have been no tasks to this area since April 2016. This in
addition to the earlier confirmation that there have been no EOD tasks in the
area from April 2014 to April 2016.
Just to repeat the caveat on the previous reply, this response does not negate
the possibility of any unexploded ordnance being in the area as no formal
clearance has been requested or carried out and therefore this response
should, in no way, be taken as any form of statement that the area is clear of
explosives.”
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered
An investigation for unexploded ordnance (UXO) is proposed by the
applicant. This UXO investigation is expected to be carried out in advance of
the standard land contamination (LC) investigation. The desk study, which
looks at what was used and/or disposed of at the site, should inform what the
UXO investigation should include. It is not our remit to comment on the
appropriateness of the UXO investigation, a this is a matter for the Planning
Inspectorate. It is important to note that the findings of the UXO investigation
could impact on the content of the standard LC investigation.
Response received from
Snowdonia National Park
Brief summary of issues raised
No concerns due to the proposed activity taking place outside of the boundary
of the National Park.
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered
n/a
Response received from
Dŵr Cymru Welsh Water
Brief summary of issues raised
Highlighted the need for a Water Monitoring Plan, encompassing additional
monitoring requirements should it be needed i.e. in the case of a pollution
incident.
Summary of actions taken or show how this has been covered
The requirement to implement an appropriate Water Monitoring Plan prior to
any discharge is conditioned within the environmental permit.

Representations to the web and newspaper advert
Both applications were published on the 12th October 2016. The adverts
appeared in the Caernarfon and Denbigh Herald for one day, and on the
NRW external website for the period of 28 days.
The full application, including supporting documentation was available to all
interested parties via an online sharing system .
A total of 12 representations were received.
The following detail was published on the external website, and distributed to
all individual who had submitted representations to the applications. The
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document summarised the key points raised during the 28 day representation
period. (The format of the doc has been changed to suit this Decision
Document).

Responding to your representations December 2016
Snowdonia Pumped Hydro’s Permit Applications for a proposed
pumped storage scheme in Glyn Rhonwy; The aim of this
document is to answer concerns submitted as part of the public
consultation, as a result of the publication advertising the scheme
(October 2016)
The document is summarised to provide a consolidated response.
Please note: Natural Resources Wales are still undertaking technical
determination of the
applications. We are yet to conclude our decision.
Concerns surrounding recreation and amenity at Llyn Padarn
Natural Resources Wales (NRW) are very aware of the importance of
Llyn Padarn for the wellbeing of the community around it. Ensuring that
there is no deterioration in the water quality, ecology and recreational
value of the lake is a key consideration during the determination
process.
Whilst there may be short term disruption to recreational activities as
part of the construction of this scheme, this is a matter for the Planning
Authority. NRW would need to be satisfied that there will be no long term
adverse impact on recreation should we decide to issue the
Environmental
Permits. This includes craft based and immersive water sports.
NRW is of the opinion that there is no potential for the outlet pipe, being
several metres beneath the water surface, to adversely impact
swimmers’ safety or recreational use of the lake. Again, this has been
addressed via the Planning Consent process.
Concerns surrounding potential munitions and unexploded ordnance
NRW has read the applicant’s submission regarding this matter and
believe they have provided a robust and risk-based assessment of the
situation. The applicant has proposed an additional investigation into
unexploded ordnance (UXO).
This UXO investigation is expected to be carried out in advance of the
standard land contamination investigation. It is not NRW’s remit to
comment on the appropriateness of the UXO investigation. However, it is
important to note that the findings of the UXO investigation could impact
on the
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content of the standard land contamination investigation. For example if
a particular type of UXO is found on the site which typically contains
particular chemicals then we would expect the standard
land contamination to include inspection and analysis for those
chemicals.
Finally, this is a Planning Consent issue, not an issue for the permit
application currently being considered.
Concerns surrounding potential increased flood risk
AECOM (architecture, engineering, construction, operations, and
management) have produced a Technical Note (Hydrology & Flood RiskNant y Betws. Job No: 60334725) to address and manage concerns
previously raised for the Nant y Betws watercourse and the village of
Waunfawr.
Operating conditions will need to consider and ensure that the outflows,
suggested in the note, are followed to ensure that the proposal will not
overload the watercourse. The watercourse will
continue to have a flood risk associated with it, as it currently does for
rainfall generated events for the catchment.
The developer has indicated that, during normal operation, excess flows
would be routed to Llyn Padarn. As these flows would already enter the
lake – either directly, through surface runoff, or indirectly through
groundwater flows – we do not believe the proposals would result in an
increased
flood-risk. It is accepted that there may be exceptional circumstances
where discharges may be required from Q1 to Nant-y-Betws e.g. a
prolonged period where the penstock between Q1 and Q6 is not in use.
In these circumstances, Q1’s relatively small catchment would mean that
it would take some time
for levels to raise sufficiently to cause the reservoir to ‘spill’ into Nant-yBetws. However it is accepted that this could occur if the penstock was
inoperable for a sufficiently long period. It is worth noting that there will
be some managed releases from Q1 to Nant-y-Betws on a periodic basis
– in order to test the reservoir scour valve. We have received technical
confirmation from the
applicant that the controlled releases would not overwhelm existing
structures (culverts/bridges etc.) on the watercourse.
Concerns surrounding the sample data and monitoring of discharges
The applicant has undertaken a range of water quality samples which
have been submitted to NRW as part of the permitting process. NRW
needs to be satisfied that the data provided indicates that there should
be no adverse impact on nearby protected sites. The methodology to
implement
dewatering and excess water management indicates that there should
not be any adverse impact on the local environment, and that sampling
prescribed by the applicant to ensure that discharges meet the required
standards will be adequate.
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Monitoring to ensure compliance with the discharge permit conditions
will be the responsibility of the developer and site operator. Data
provided to NRW would be robustly examined. NRW retains the option
to undertake its own monitoring, should it suspect the validity of the data
and that permit
conditions are not being met.
The information provided by the applicant indicates that there will be no
deterioration caused to the surrounding environment. With regards to
this environmental permit, NRW would need to be confident that there
will be no deterioration in water quality as a result of granting the permit,
and
there will be no consequent impact on lake ecology nor on the status of
the bathing water.
Concerns surrounding the protected species and protected features in
both catchments
Any discharges would need to meet the required standard of the
environmental permit.
Comments regarding the scheme’s impact on choughs and nesting
peregrine being disturbed in 2015 are considered by the Planning
Inspectorate as part of the planning consent for the scheme.
A “Breeding Bird Method Statement” has been produced by the
applicant. NRW has considered a number of documents and plans
submitted by the developer relevant to the concern surrounding
spawning salmonids in the Nant y Betws. NRW concludes the volumes
of water to be discharged
under any Environmental Permits will not cause adverse impact on
salmonids, particularly Salmo salar.
The potential for siltation, scouring and flow deprivation have been
considered amongst other factors and any environmental permit will
specify water quality parameters necessary to avoid any adverse impact
to both Llyn Padarn and the Afon Gwyrfai & Llyn Cwellyn.
The transfer of water and potentially non-native invasive species from
catchment to catchment was a concern that NRW has considered in
some detail. This was mainly around the potential for recreational
watercraft or equipment to import an invasive non-native species into
Llyn Padarn, and for that species to be drawn into the Glyn Rhonwy site,
and subsequently find its way into the Gwyrfai catchment. However, we
are satisfied that the biosecurity plan produced by the applicant
addresses these issues and the risk will be controlled adequately.
Will NRW be on hand during the dewatering phase?
NRW would respond to incidents, and will undertake routine visits
regularly. However, NRW would not be providing a continuous on-site
presence during the dewatering phase.
As with all environmental permits, NRW would respond robustly to any
incidences of permits conditions being breached.
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The contamination of drinking water supplies in the Nant y Betws
NRW has considered this to be a risk factor during the construction and
operational phases of this development. The strict discharge conditions
included in any Environmental Permit issued should ensure no adverse
impact on drinking water supplies (private domestic). Nevertheless, there
remains a conceivable risk pathway during the construction phase when
dirty water from excavations and trackways could cause issues that are
outside of the site boundary – this is not a matter controlled by this
environmental permit. We expect the developer to control these risk as
part of their Construction Environment Management Plan.
How will Natural Resources Wales regulate the site?
NRW is mindful of the potential for challenging site conditions due to
rainfall and topography at this location. NRW would carry out joint
regulatory liaison meetings and site visits with the Planning Authority
during the construction phase.
Any breaches of water quality standards affecting controlled waters e.g.
silt pollution, will be responded to as an environmental incident by NRW.
Any pollution to controlled waters that sit outside of, or are in breach of,
an Environmental Permit may result in enforcement action being taken,
in line with our enforcement policy.
Ensuring that there is no deterioration in the water quality continues to
be a key consideration of our determination process.
pH
The physical act of lining Q1 and Q6 with concrete, once set, should
provide an inert liner to the ponds. Provided steps are taken to ensure
no contamination during the construction phase, this should have no
impact on the pH of the water within the system. The physical act of
lining Q1 and Q6 with concrete should reduce the likelihood of scour and
sedimentation.
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Yr Hen Ysgol
Brynrefail
Caernarfon
Gwynedd
LL55 3NR

Wales Permitting Service
Natural Resources Wales
Ty Cambria
29 Newport Road
Cardiff
CF24 0TP

 01286 685498
director@snowdonia-society.org.uk
www.snowdonia-society.org.uk

permittingconsultations@naturalresourceswales.gov.uk

8th November 2016

Application numbers: PAN-000733 & PAN-000734 for regulated facility type: Operation of
spillway (at Q1 & Q6) and relief valve (at Q1 & Q6), and the dewatering of existing quarry
lagoons (Q1 & Q6).
Regulated facility location: Glyn Rhonwy Slate Quarries, Cefn Du, Llanberis, Gwynedd, LL55
4TY.
NGR discharge point & receiving environment: NGR SH 55110 59660 to Nant y Betws, and
NGR SH 57290 61190 to Llyn Padarn

Dear Water Resources Permitting Team
Cymdeithas Eryri the Snowdonia Society is a member-based charity which since 1967 has
worked to protect Snowdonia.
The Snowdonia Society objects to the above applications. Our view is that they should be
refused on the basis of risk of damage to designated features of Llyn Padarn SSSI and Afon
Gwyrfai SAC. These risks relate to both dewatering and operational phases of the
development.
We offer these observations and trust that you will apply your expertise rigorously to ensure
that our precious freshwater resources at Llyn Padarn and Afon Gwyrfai are not subjected to
yet further abuses on top of those already suffered for many years.
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Known exceedences of EQS standards in water samples from Q1 and Q6:
‘Long-term impacts of Copper and Phosphate are not screened out for emission point W3 to
Nant y Betws, whilst long-term impacts for Phosphorus are not screened out for emission
point W4 to Llyn Padarn.’
‘During construction, water with high concentrations of copper will be discharged to Llyn
Padarn. High concentrations of copper can be toxic to aquatic organisms especially in soft
water as occurs in this catchment, although higher concentrations can be tolerated for
shorter period without having a significant impact on biological quality elements (BQEs) in
the long term.’
(Appendix H Glyn Rhonwy H1 Environmental Risk Assessment - Aecom May 2016)
The risks posed by these exceedences are cause for concern in themselves, but particularly
so given the history of pollution of Llyn Padarn and the extremely sensitive features of both
Llyn Padarn and Afon Gwyrfai designated sites.
Direct and in-combination effects of such discharges in both short-term and long-term can
only result in an increased likelihood of negative impacts on Water Framework Directive
status of the waterbodies.
In the light of the Weser case such potential WFD outcomes must be treated within a
precautionary approach:
‘It follows that, unless a derogation is granted, any deterioration of the status of a body of
water must be prevented, irrespective of the longer term planning provided for by
management plans and programmes of measures. The obligation to prevent deterioration of
the status of bodies of surface water remains binding at each stage of implementation of
Directive 2000/60 and is applicable to every surface water body type and status for which a
management plan has or should have been adopted. The Member State concerned is
consequently required to refuse authorisation for a project where it is such as to result in
deterioration of the status of the body of water concerned or to jeopardise the attainment of
good surface water status, unless the view is taken that the project is covered by a
derogation under Article 4(7) of the directive.’
http://curia.europa.eu/juris/document/document.jsf?text=&docid=165446&pageIndex=0&
doclang=EN&mode=lst&dir=&occ=first&part=1&cid=521)
At various points the application documents refer to the elevated total phosphate levels of
Llyn Padarn as if that were a mitigating factor rather than a compounding factor. We find
this inexplicable and trust that you will consider the contribution from the proposed
dewatering operation as representing an increased burden on a water body into which any
additional inputs of phosphate need to be prevented.
We are further puzzled by the logic which moves from these copper, phosphate and
phosphorus exceedences to Table 3.3 of the HRA where the effects of ‘Nutrient
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enrichment/eutrophication’ are scoped ‘in’ only for Afon Gwyrfai SAC during operations.
(SPH HRA - EP Construction. September 2016)
In the same document (SPH HRA - EP construction.) in Table 3.3 impacts on ‘Water Quality’
is entirely scoped out – again we find this hard to square with the reality of the site’s
history, the sensitivity of the designated sites which will receive the discharge effluents and
the flimsy sampling basis on which the applicant is constructing its argument.

Elements of toxicological concern in water samples from Q1 and Q6
Looking at the water quality sample data a number of readings give cause for concern. To
understand them in context we consulted: ‘Estimation of background reference
concentrations for metals in UK freshwaters’ (Water Framework Directive - United Kingdom
Technical Advisory Group (WFD-UKTAG) May 2012)
Table 3.1 Environmental quality
standards for trace metals in the UK
Metal
As (dissolved)
Cu (dissolved)
Fe (dissolved)
Mn (dissolved)
Ni (dissolved)
Zn (total)3

Current statutory annual average
EQS
50 μg·l-1
1 to 28 μg·l-1 (hardness banded)
1 mg·l-1
30 μg·l-1
50 to 200 μg·l-1 (hardness banded)
8 to 500 μg·l-1 (hardness banded)

Taking just one element as an example, two results for Manganese from sample BH013
(Appendix H - 2015-16 WQ Results) are given as:
340 μg/l-1 (collected at 45m depth 09/06/2015) and
1100 μg/l-1 (no depth given, collected 20/07/2015).
These samples are an order of magnitude greater than the EQS as given in the WFD-UKTAG
report, yet go entirely unremarked upon in the application documents. This is just one
example – our brief scrutiny of the water quality sample data highlighted a number of
samples and a number of elements which seemed to show unusually high concentrations,
particularly at depth. Examples include chromium, antimony, aluminium, iron, lead, and
phosphorus in addition to the manganese noted above.

Toxicological impacts of elements at levels recorded in existing sampling data
Taking manganese again as an example, the elevated levels which have been found in some
samples – without even sampling the sediments - must prompt analysis of potential impacts
on biota. We request that you apply your expertise to these questions across the water
quality sample data, inadequate though that data clearly is.
‘Proposed EQS for Water Framework Directive Annex VIII substances: manganese
(bioavailable)’ (Water Framework Directive - United Kingdom Technical Advisory Group
3

(WFD-UKTAG) 2010) proposes predicted no-effect concentrations (PNECs) for manganese
which are an order of magnitude lower than the samples highlighted above. The report
notes that, of the groups for which toxicity data is available, crustaceans appear to be the
most sensitive to manganese.
‘The lowest reliable long-term toxicity datum is a 28 - 42 day EC10 of 0.096 mg l-1 for
growth of the crustacean amphipod Hyalella azteca. This results in:
PNECfreshwater_lt = 96 μg l-1/AF (10) = 9.6 μg l-1 manganese (dissolved)’
Freshwater crustaceans include such ubiquitous fish-food as Gammarus (see for example
work on diet of Arctic char http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10452-009-9261-8).
This single example points to the potential for direct and indirect effects on relevant
features of the designated water bodies which will be in receipt of more than 100,000m 3 of
effluent from Q1 and Q6, not to mention the disturbed sediments from the amongst the
mess of different types of waste at the bottom of these pits. The concentrations of metals,
metalloids, (and indeed exotic compounds resulting from combustion of munitions) in the
bottom sediments are entirely unknown as they have not been sampled.
The WFD UKTAG Manganese report also explains how the previous EQS had been attained:
‘The long-term freshwater standard was extrapolated from laboratory data for salmonid
fish. …The lowest concentration reported to be significantly lethal was 320 μg l-1 of added
manganese, causing an increase in mortality of 15% in brown trout fry in a 30-day study at
pH 4.5 (with no increase in mortality at pH 6.6)...’

Inadequacy of existing water quality sampling
The applicant’s suggestions as to the degree and phenology of stratification in Q1 and Q6
appear to be no more than guesswork.
Given the likely settlement and sedimentation processes in lentic waterbodies such as Q1
and Q6, you must treat the applicant’s complete failure to sample from the bottom
sediments as a critical evidence gap.
High concentrations of elements such as manganese have been found in solution in the
water column. It is therefore essential to know what the bottom sediments contain in order
to assess whether the management and mitigation measures proposed can provide the
protection needed to ensure there is no damage to designated site features and WFD
status.
There is no obvious basis for extrapolating from the meagre existing sample data to the
whole body of effluent which it is proposed to discharge into designated freshwater sites.
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Known unknowns
The applications to discharge effluent from quarry pits Q1 and Q6 need to be assessed
rigorously in the light of the site’s history. It is established fact that large quantities of
munitions (measured in tens of thousands of tons) were disposed of – largely by
incineration - at this site. A large proportion of the residues of that combustion either were
or are located in the quarry pits.
We can see no evidence that the applicant has addressed this fundamental problem of the
potential for toxic and possibly exotic materials to be liberated from water and sediments as
discharge effluents. The applicant appears to assume that the clearly inadequate water
sampling undertaken to date has yielded enough information to proceed with confidence.
Our view is that the proposed discharges pose unacceptable risks to features of designated
sites and to WFD status of freshwaters. A precautionary approach to protection of Llyn
Padarn SSSI and Afon Gwyrfai SAC would require a radically different approach to:
 Sampling of water quality
 Evaluation of water sample results
 Design of dewatering processes
 Design of pollution control and effluent/contaminant management
To give an example of these failures, consider these sections from SPH HRA (EP
Construction) September 2016:
1.2.12 Water in Q1 will be pumped out and discharged to Nant Y Betws. Baseline water
sampling has not identified any exceedances of the Environmental Quality Standards (EQS)
with the expection of dissolved copper, and therefore it is not expected that water reatment
will be required. If required, the water will be passed through settlement lagoons and a
‘Siltbuster’ (or similar) to minimise the discharge of suspended solids. The rate and
volume of any discharges will be undertaken in line with the required discharge consent.
1.2.13 Water in Q6 will be pumped out to the adjacent Llyn Padarn via a temporary pumping
main. If required, the water will be passed through settlement lagoons and if necessary a
‘Siltbuster’ (or similar) to minimise the discharge of suspended solids. The rate and volume of
any discharges will be undertaken in line with the required discharge consent.
Our observations:
 Baseline water sampling had in fact identified exceedences other than copper- this
statement is therefore false.
 As a consequence the expectation that water treatment will not be required is based
on a false premise.
 The position that silt will only be controlled ‘if required’ demonstrates a ‘let’s see
what happens and then react’ approach.
 Such an approach is unacceptable for a scheme which involves moving hundreds of
thousands of tons of potentially contaminated rock material, altering surface and
groundwater flows, and discharging over 100,000m3 of potentially contaminated
water.
5



Such an approach is unacceptable when the consequences of a single mistake could
be pollution of an important designated freshwater site.

A huge amount of work has been put into the protection and conservation of special
features of both Llyn Padarn SSSI and Afon Gwyrfai SAC:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mN-cBK3H42g
The proposed discharges of effluent from quarry pits once used for incineration of vast
quantities of munitions cannot help us to achieve and maintain good WFD status for these
freshwaters. The scale and nature of the harm that such discharges will cause cannot be
assessed without proper investigation of the quarry pits has been carried out.
We trust you will ensure that your risk assessment is robust.

Yours sincerely

John Harold
Director, Cymdeithas Eryri the Snowdonia Society

6

For reference our response to the previous discharge licence applications for this project is
copied below.
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Yr Hen Ysgol
Brynrefail
Caernarfon
Gwynedd
LL55 3NR

 01286 685498
Wales Permitting Service
director@snowdonia-society.org.uk
Natural Resources Wales
www.snowdonia-society.org.uk
Ty Cambria
29 Newport Road
Cardiff
CF24 0TP
permittingconsultations@naturalresourceswales.gov.uk

5th April 2016
Application numbers: EPR/YB3690HU & EPR/YB3190HR
- Operation of spillway (at Q1 & Q6) & Relief valve (at Q1 & Q6)
- Dewatering of existing quarry lagoons (at Q1 & Q6)
Glyn Rhonwy Slate Quarries, Cefn Du, Llanberis, Gwynedd, LL55 4TY
NGR discharge points & receiving environments:
- SH 55110 59660 to Nant y Betws, Afon Gwyrfai Special Area of Conservation
- SH 57290 61190 to Llyn Padarn Special Area of Conservation
Effluent types: Rainfall, site run off and trade effluent
Note: in our submission we refer to the applicant’s Discharge Consent Supporting Statement
as ‘DCSS’.

Dear Natural Resources Wales Permitting Team,
Cymdeithas Eryri the Snowdonia Society is the charity which works to protect, enhance, and
celebrate Snowdonia. Established in 1967 as a member-based organisation, our practical
and campaign work is dedicated to safeguarding the special qualities and features of
Snowdonia.
Cymdeithas Eryri the Snowdonia Society objects to each of the above applications and
requests that you reject them on the basis of risk of damage to SSSI/SAC features and
condition in Llyn Padarn and in Afon Gwyrfai. These risks, relating to both dewatering and
operation, are outlined below.
Some of our concerns result directly from the fundamentals of the application:
 seeking to discharge water/effluents known to contain excessive levels of
phosphorus, copper, iron and silt into the SACs during initial dewatering, without
convincing evidence that safeguards will provide entirely reliable and effective
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protection to the SAC features, some of which are known to be in unfavourable
condition and status
potential contamination of water/effluents by the unknown contents of unexploded
ordnance, with the resulting difficulty of selecting appropriate tests to identify and
monitor such contaminants
seeking permission to discharge water/effluents during operation without
convincing evidence that we can predict the quantities, the temperature, the
chemical qualities, contaminants or pH of that water and therefore its impacts on
the SAC features .

We recognise that some safeguards are proposed, but question whether they can be
sufficient given the hammering that the SAC features of Llyn Padarn - including the rare
torgoch (arctic charr) - have suffered for many years as a result of industrial discharges and
inadequate regulation thereof.
We recognise that a considerable quantity of work of a professional standard has gone into
the development of this project. There are, however, serious problems with how some of
that work is presented and with the validity of some conclusions drawn from it in the DCSS.
These problems, concerning quality and reliability of application and supporting materials,
form the basis for the remainder of our concerns.
1. Concerns resulting from information supplied in the applications.
The applicant supplies evidence that the water/effluent which would be discharged into Llyn
Padarn and Afon Gwyrfai during the initial dewatering potentially poses serious threats to
the conservation features of those SACs.
Example
The DCSS reports high levels of phosphorus from test samples in Q1 and Q6, with, for
example, total phosphate levels on average 65.5ug/l , compared with the 10ug/l ‘good
ecological status’ target for Llyn Padarn. Phosphorus and its oxidation is clearly identified by
Environment Agency Wales’ report ‘Llyn Padarn Investigations 2010’ as a key direct cause of
elevated biological oxygen demand and therefore of the long history of damage to Llyn
Padarn and deterioration in the conservation status of Llyn Padarn’s designated features.
2. Missing Information
There are gaps in the information supplied which will have a material effect on your ability
to make a sound and safe determination of the applications.
Example
There is no information on the materials and methods for lining of the head and tail ponds.
Water chemistry will be of critical importance during discharge, whether those discharge
events are tests, planned, emergency, accidental or malicious. The choice of lining
materials will determine the extent and nature of chemical interaction with the water in the
so-called ‘closed system’. The quality and characteristics of the water in the system will be
altered, in the form of pH changes and potential for concentration of the products of
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chemical reactions between the water, any contaminants and the materials in the lining and
other surface components in the system.
Example
We can find no evidence of proper consideration of the potential impacts of temperature
spikes on the receiving water bodies and designated features, caused by inflow of warmer
water during operational discharge. The DCSS should refer to such impacts and should
address the range of possible scenarios, including what would happen during periods of
extended intense rainfall such as that recently experienced. EAW’s ‘Llyn Padarn
Investigations 2010’ report highlights the likely role of releases of warmer water from an
existing pumped storage operation in reducing habitat availability and spawning success of
Arctic Charr.
3. Inadequate and misrepresented information
Some of the information supplied is inadequate. However, for those who value the delicate
and threatened natural resources of Llyn Padarn and Afon Gwyrfai, of greatest concern is
the misrepresentation of data in the DCSS through the presentation of conclusions which
cannot be justified on the evidence provided and the dismissal of data which are
inconvenient. There are several examples of such practices in the DCSS. In such
circumstances you will require a high level of confidence that you can guarantee the safety
of our SSSIs and SACs and the wildlife which depends on your protection.
Example
Planned discharges of water from the so-called ‘closed system’ will generally be in response
to rainfall as direct input or run-off input to the head- and tail-ponds. The DCSS 3.3.5 states
‘average annual rainfall is around 1850mm’. However in order to assess the impacts of
planned discharges you will need to assess likely worst-case scenarios. What was the actual
rainfall at the site in 2015? For information, the total annual rainfall measurements at
nearby ECN weather stations in 2015 were 4541mm (Snowdon) and 6185mm (Crib Goch).
Example
Dewatering of Q1 to Nant y Betws
‘2.3.6 Ongoing monitoring of the water quality in relation to sediment and turbidity will be
carried out throughout the operation of pumped discharge to the local watercourse.
Pumping can be ceased at any time if there is thought to be a risk of causing a pollution
incident. Further testing of the water quality may be implemented if deemed necessary.’
This level of detail is entirely inadequate for discharging of sediments and possible
contaminants into a SAC catchment:
 no methodology for the monitoring
 no indication of which chemicals will be tested for
 no indication of acceptable limits
 no justification for the selection of methodology and limits
 no mechanism linking the monitoring regime directly to operations management and
to contractors on site
‘Pumping can be ceased if there is thought to be a risk of causing a pollution incident’?
Surely this should provide detail on the mechanism for identifying and notifying such risks
and state ‘pumping will cease immediately and will not recommence until all risks have been
10

eliminated’. The application is seriously flawed in not detailing how the ‘self-monitoring’
regime will work in practice.
Example
Section 2.5 on Environmental Risk Assessment for Dewatering contains a number of
statements which give serious cause for concern. These concerns include both the reliability
of the information provided and the composition of the water quality, sediments and
contaminants in Q1 and Q6, and therefore the risks they pose.









DCSS section 2.5.1 states that the water sampling plan for Q6 is provided in
Appendix B. It is not present.
Reference to ‘surface waters’ in 2.5.3 does not make clear what was found at depth.
Without the sampling plan we cannot see that adequate testing was actually carried
out.
Section 2.5.5 reveals levels of copper in Q6 which average 6.5 times the Water
Framework Directive standards and levels of iron at 20 times the environmental
standard. The suggestion in 2.5.5, without any justification, that the highest figure
for iron could be ignored demonstrates a less than rigorous approach to science.
‘Total phosphate concentrations exhibited a relatively wide range with an average of
31 ug/l, above the target value of 10 μg/l set for oligotrophic waters under the
Habitats Directive quality guidance (JNCC 2015).’ What was the highest reading? It
would be useful to know how potent a source of phosphate it is proposed to dump
into an SAC which suffers, and has historically suffered, the impacts of a heavy
phosphorus load.
Section 2.5.7 on Q1: ‘However, total phosphate levels were on average 65.5 ug/l,
which is above the 10 ug/l Good Ecological Status target for Llyn Padarn.’

Given these statements (and numerous others which we could highlight) it is extraordinary
that this section of the report concludes, without justification or explanation of the
obvious logical disconnect:
‘ 2.5.9 Therefore it is proposed that the discharge of the existing water within Q1 and Q6
will not cause any adverse significant effects to the receiving water bodies.’

4. Environmental Management System
At the information session held at Electric Mountain on 22nd March, NRW officers confirmed
that the approach taken by yourselves as regulator will be based on ‘self-monitoring’ by the
developer.
Is there evidence that legal responsibilities for the protection of Llyn Padarn SAC can be
effectively carried out under a ‘self-monitoring’ regime? The history of the site suggests
otherwise, given the history of impacts from discharges by industrial operations which
include operations of a similar nature to that which is the focus of these applications.
Much of the substance in assessing these effluent/water discharge permits will come down
to degrees of confidence in how discharges in the construction operation phases are
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planned, managed, operated, monitored and reported by the operator, and in how
effectively those measures are regulated by yourselves.
During both dewatering and operational phases, discharge events may result from tests,
planned release, emergency release, accidental release, chronic or acute equipment
failure, chronic or acute structural failure, or malicious action. This suggests that an
effective environmental management system must be established, approved and tested
well in advance of any operations commencing.
DCSS points 3.4.8, 3.4.9, and 3.4.10 describe arrangements for the EMS, first stating that
‘The type of environmental management system (EMS) that will be implemented is to be
determined at a later date by the scheme operator’ then stating that ‘Snowdonia Pumped
Hydro do commit to having an environmental policy and management system in place, but
this is subject to confirmation at a later date as to which specific EMS the scheme will
implement’ and finally stating that ‘the electricity generation company operating the
developed scheme will establish an appropriate system’.
However, in answer to Question 3d in the Part B2 of environmental permit application
forms - ‘Does your management system meet the conditions set out in our guidance?’, the
applicant has replied ‘Yes’ and has ticked the box which indicates that they have their own
management system in place. The applicant then refers to DCSS paragraph 3.5., which is in
fact not an EMS but an ‘Environmental risk assessment for operational discharges’.
Did the applicant tick the box saying that they have an Environmental Management System
by mistake? For Llyn Padarn and Afon Gwyrfai, one mistake may be one mistake too many.
Please refuse these applications – is there any other way of ensuring you meet your
international obligations for the protected flora and fauna of Afon Gwyrfai and Llyn Padarn?
Llyn Padarn in particular has suffered enough already from industrial misuse and inadequate
regulation.
Yours

John Harold
Cyfarwyddwr, Cymdeithas Eryri
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