
 
 
 

Mr Richard Thomas  
Snowdonia National Park Authority 
National Park Offices 

Penrhyndeudraeth 
Gwynedd 
LL48 6LF          

Tel 01766 770272 fax 01766 771211 

cynllunio@eryri-npa.gov.uk 
 
Application Ref:   NP4/26/323A 

Registration Date:       05-Aug-2016 
Location:    Afon Conwy, Betws y Coed 
 

Proposed hydro scheme generating up to 5MW of electricity comprising construction of intake weir, 

buried and tunnelled pipeline, buried powerhouse, switchgear room and t ransformer building, 

temporary construction compounds, biodiversity and recreational enhancement proposals, and 

alterations to vehicular accesses     

Dear Mr Thomas  

 This objection comes from the campaign group Save the Conwy. Save the Conwy was set up in 

December 2013 when news of the proposed hydro scheme came to our attention. The group consists 

of a core of members from the local area, 40 at last count, and a large r group supporting their 

activities who keep in touch through the blog, twitter feed and facebook account. At last count this 

group numbered 4,010 (counted through facebook) , concentrated in the local area with others spread 

across the country and a small handful of international supporters. In response to the last planning 

application Save the Conwy submitted a petition of objection with over 6000 signatures.  

https://www.facebook.com/savetheconwy 

https://savetheconwy.com 

https://twitter.com/savetheconwy 

The core group consists of, amongst others; local residents, members of the fishing community, 

kayakers and outdoor / adventure tourism operators and employees. There are also ecologists, 

engineers and a hydrologist helping to inform the objection.  

Members of Save the Conwy have met with RWE to express their concerns on several occasions 

including: The RWE open meeting with Canoe Wales, RWE open day at Conwy Falls Café and the 

Snowdonia Society talk on hydropower at Conwy Falls Café. It also attended the NRW chaired 

meeting regarding the Conwy Catchment in Llanrwst and the NRW public consultation to the hydro 

scheme in Betws y Coed.   

mailto:cynllunio@eryri-npa.gov.uk
https://www.facebook.com/savetheconwy
https://savetheconwy.com/
https://twitter.com/savetheconwy


We feel that Save the Conwy constitutes a good cross section of people directly affected by the 

proposed hydro scheme. That is has been involved with the process as much has been possible and 

is well informed as to the downsides and benefits of the scheme . 

The letter below is the work of many within the group representing the concerns of a large number 

of people and not the view of a single person. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



In carrying out its statutory planning responsibilities,  the National Park Authority (NPA) must 
also have regard to the statutory responsibilities and management role of National Park 
Authorities as set out in the Environment Act 1995. 

These purposes are to: 

 Conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the Park.  
 Promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of 

the Park, by the public.  

The National Park also has a duty to: 

 Seek to foster the social and economic wellbeing of  the local communities within the 
Park area.  

 

We believe the proposed development fails in respect of all 3 principles listed above. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(for the purposes of this document 

 text in blue is taken from  ERYRI LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2007 – 2022 ADOPTED VERSION 

text in red is taken from  CONWY FALLS, HYDRO-ELECTRIC SCHEME, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT, 

ASSESSMENT, VOLUME 1 – WRITTEN STATEMENT, May 2016 

text in italics is from expert opinion commissioned by Save the Conwy  or other outside information as 

referenced. ) 



Power produced and benefit to the local area proposed by the scheme. 

 

It is important to understand the level of power produced by the scheme and where / how that 

power will be used. There is some confusion of the installed capacity of the scheme with it being 

listed as 5MW in the planning application and 4.5MW on the RWE website. The predicted yearly 

power produced is also unclear listed as 13,000MWh and 14,000MWh depending where you look.  

5MW is a relatively low installed capacity compared with over renewable energy types, the offshore 

array in Llandudno has 160 3.6MW turbines, the Conwy scheme could be thought therefore as 

having the equivalence of 1.4 wind turbines. Comparing to traditional power production the scheme 

would produce around 1/2000th of a traditional coal power station across a year. Power will be 

produced only during periods of rain with full power production only being reached approximately 

35% of the time. Power produced will be extremely expensive with the FIT tariff being claimed worth 

over 9p/KWh (around the same price as the new Hinkley Point nuclear power station). It is therefore 

evident this scheme will have an insignificant effect on carbon reduction and could be produced in a 

less environmentally sensitive area or using different technologies both more easily and for less cost.  

The National Parks position on energy project is stated as  

3.19  

Whilst large-scale energy power generation projects are incompatible with National Park 

status an assessment of renewable energy in Snowdonia considered that scope might exist 

to contribute to reduce demand for electricity derived from fossil fuels through efficiency 

savings and through small-scale renewable energy developments to meet domestic or 

community needs. These included small-scale hydro, domestic wind turbines, photovoltaics, 

biomass and landfill gas. 

and 

Microgeneration and small-scale community renewable energy plant will be supported especially 

where they make a contribution to improving the quality of life in smaller communities 

It is impossible to see how the proposed scheme affecting a 10ha site and costing around £13 million 

could be considered small scale. It will be the largest by installed capacity by of a factor of around 10 

of all HEPs built since the formation of the National Park.  

It is also impossible to claim power produced is to meet community or domestic needs. Snowdonia 

had a power usage of 116.6 GWh / year for both domestic and commercial users combined. It 

produces through already installed renewables c299.4 GWh / year; nearly 3 times demand. Power 

produced will be sold to the grid for use outside the National Park therefore not meeting the 

statement in the LDP above.  

The lack of benefit to the local area is also marked. In an area dependant on tourism for its economy 

the potential loss of business due to construction and the degrading of an important natural and 

recreational site are not balanced by the benefits of the scheme. Only 1.5 FTE equivalent posts are 

to be guaranteed at the end of the construction phase.  The EIA states: 



13.7.2   

In summary, it is considered that the Development would have an overall long term negligible effect 

on the local economy, with only a limited provision of employment and other economic benefits. 

The Development will however provide a positive minor contribution towards meeting the 

government’s regional and national targets for renewable energy.   

This lack of “over-riding public interest for the development” and the ease with which the carbon 

reduction could be made using other means such as off-shore wind means the development also 

fails to meet Strategic Policy D (criteria i and ii) 

Strategic Policy D: Natural Environment (D)  

The natural resources, biodiversity, geodiversity and ‘Special Qualities’ of the Snowdonia National 

Park will be protected from inappropriate development. Where development is deemed acceptable 

developers will be expected to ensure that the natural environment is protected and enhanced.  

Proposals should not adversely affect the National Park’s biodiversity resources including designated 

sites from an international through to a local level, as well as wider biodiversity resources e.g. 

habitats and species outside designated sites.  

Development proposals which are likely to adversely affect the integrity of European designated 

sites (either alone or in combination with other plans of projects) will not be permitted unless the 

requirements of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 have been fulfilled and 

hence the following criteria can be met: 

i. There is no alternative solution.  

ii.  There are imperative reasons of over-riding public interest for the development 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Loss of recreational activity for kayaks. 

 

The opportunity to access, enjoy and immerse one’s self in the natural environment is becoming 

rarer in an increasingly man-made environment. National Parks offer this opportunity to their 

residents and the many thousands of visitors who travel to the each year. The Eyri Local 

Development Plan makes reference to the protection of this throughout. 

Strategic Policy A: National Park Purposes and Sustainable Development (A)                                             
ii. Promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the ‘Special Qualities’ of the area 

by the public. 

Amongst the special qualities listed are:  

• Extensive opportunities for recreation, leisure and learning for people of all ages and 

ability combined with areas of tranquillity. 

• The opportunity for people to understand and enjoy the National Park actively, whilst maintaining 

areas of tranquillity and solitude, thus promoting aspects of health and wellbeing.  

One of the main recreational user groups to be affected by the development would be (but not be 

limited to) kayakers. 

Despite originally contacting Canoe Wales as a non-statutory consultee during the first application 

the planning officer then dismissed all representations from kayakers and Canoe Wales as not being 

valid due to “the kayakers only being on the river with the permission of the landowner”. The law 

regarding a right of navigation on all rivers in England and Wales is far from settled (a right of 

navigation is allowed in Scotland). This right of navigation has never been subject to a test case and 

is still undecided in the WAG. Unless the planning officer has engaged specific legal advice on this 

issue, which is publically available, then I suggest that this extremely dubious legal position, 

seemingly held for the benefit of the applicant is dropped. With continuous and ongoing use of the 

Fairy Glen section of whitewater for nearly 35 years (first paddled winter 1981/82) the kayakers 

should be regarded as “established users” as they are by NRW. 

Two sections of river will be effected the Middle Conwy from Rhydlanfair bridge to Penmachno 

bridge and the Fairy Glen from below Conwy Falls to Beaver Pool.  

Effects on the Middle Conwy 

This section of river is generally grade 3/4 with 2 harder 4/5 rapids. It flows through stunning 

woodland parts of which are protected as a SSSI and parts classed as ancient woodland. It was rated 

4 stars in the original guidebook and is one of classics of Snowdonia whitewater. 

The effect on this section would be limited to a section near the egress. Here a 1m high weir will be 

built across the width of the river along with an access track for construction and maintenance 

vehicles.  

 

 



The concerns regarding this are twofold  

- The safety context of building a new weir on a river so widely used, especially by kayakers 

who are often improvers and still developing their skills. Weirs are renowned as one of the 

most dangerous river features and are responsible for a number of fatalities each year.  

- The ruining of the tranquil , natural view at this point with kayakers and canoeist last 

memory of this stretch of river being that of a built environment. RWE are obviously aware 

of this , from the planning document: 

6.4.77 
Canoeists: There will be significant visual effects on canoeists where they exit the River at 
the new intake site during construction when access will also be limited. In the longer term, 

the new wire and its associated structures will introduce a new large manmade feature into 

the river valley with the potential to signif icantly affect visual amenity. However due to the 
limited number of people who will be affected by the change, and that some improvements 

are expected in the recreational pursuit due to the new access arrangements, the effect on 

visual amenity is not considered to be signif icant.  

 

We personally do not feel that because the number of people accessing a site is limited that 
beauty is diminished or of less significance. Searching out places of unspoilt natural beauty 

and true wildness is often the main driving factor for kayakers and canoeists and one of the 

leading reasons for them visiting the area to paddle the Conwy. The improvements 
suggested to the recreational activity are both limited and false as shall be discussed later.  

  

Effects on the Fairy Glen 

This section of river is generally considered grade 4/5 at the levels which will be affected by the 

scheme. This river is considered the classic test piece section of whitewater not only in 
Snowdonia but across the whole of the UK. Due to the large catchment it flows mo re often than 

any other river of this grade in Wales and is a leading draw for kayakers travelling to the area. 

This section was rated 5 stars in the original guidebook not just for the quality of the whitewater 

but for the stunning unspoilt gorge through which it flows.  

The main concern for this section of river is a reduction in days the river is runnable due to the 

planned abstraction. An assessment of the effect this would have has been commissioned from 

Hydrologist Iain Hissett.  RWE’s original plan was to remove up to 5.8 m3s-1 from this stretch this 

would reduce the number of days the river could be run from an average of 121 (33% of the 
time ) to 69 days (19% of the time)  a reduction in 51 days or 42%. It is important to note that 

these lost days are at the lower rates of flow when there are often no other rivers of a similar 

grade available meaning a loss of all similar grade kayaking in the area.  

 

Please see Appendix A calculations for these figures  

 

Note that the released planning document quotes a figure 6.2 m3s-1 which will have a greater 

effect.  

 

 

 



RWE attempt to justify this by claiming the river is paddled by a handful of expert kayakers only.  

 
13.5.10 
For those kayakers using the stretch of  river below the Conwy Falls and along the Fai ry Glen 

(approximately 1.5kms), the proposed Development has the potential to impact upon the 

recreational activities of such users through a reduction in water flows along the depleted reach 
of the river. This user group is very small comparable to the wider canoeing/kayaking 

community using the Afon Conwy, primarily due to the treacherous nature of accessing this 

stretch of  the river and the very challenging nature of kayaking the gorge. It is understood from 
consultations that few users at periods of high flows have the capability to kayak this stretch of 

the river. Whilst limited to a handful of individuals, this stretch does provide some the most 

challenging conditions for kayaking in the UK, and is of appeal to both national and international 

specialists of such high grade white water conditions. Such a user group, although very small, 
would be highly sensitive to potential changes in water levels on the Afon Conwy as a result of 

operation of the Conwy Falls hydro-electric scheme.  

 

This is no longer the case; improvements in technique and equipment have brought to the Fairy 
Glen a new generation of improving kayakers eager to hone their skills. This section of river is 

seeing more descents by a greater variety of paddlers than ever before. For those kayakers not 

yet able to paddle this grade of  whitewater the Fairy Glen is seen as an aspirational run steeped 
in kayaking history and often the focus of one’s goals.  

Save the Conwy asked paddlers to log their descents using the Paddlebubble website.  In 2014  

January and February alone showed a recorded 409 descents and the total number would 

probably be higher. Figures for the period of monitoring were shared with the National Park 
Access Officer following a requested to Save the Conwy at the NRW Conwy Catchment meeting 

in Llanrwst.  

The reduction in the number of days kayakers will travel to the area as a result of the scheme is 

of particular concern to the local economy. The growing number of  kayakers are part of the 
“Outdoor Activity Tourism” group. Worth £213 million pounds a year to North Wales the 

average spend for outdoor tourism (excluding hill walkers is £106 per visit).  

Figures from The Economic Impact of Outdoor Activity Tourism in Wales Final Report Visit 
Wales March 2014 

Another important fact regarding kayakers is that they visit when rivers are high during periods 

of heavy rain predominately in the winter. This is off-peak tourism when few other visitors are 

around.  

 

Mitigation offered  by RWE  

 

The planning document offers mitigation to the adverse effects on kayaking the scheme will 

have. These are both redundant and unsatisfactory. 

 

Reduced 13.6.6 

Generation Days: the Applicant would support the agreement of reduced generation days for 

water abstraction for the periods 8 hours per day at weekends June to October in order to allow 

kayakers the opportunity to use the Afon Conwy below the Conwy Falls at high flows. In 
addition an egress point would be facilitated at the intake point to allow kayakers to exit the 



river. The Applicant will also make available on-line the river level data for the scheme that will 

help inform local kayakers.  

 

-The reduced generation days are only planned for 8 hrs on a Saturday and Sunday during the 

summer months. The main season for kayaking on the Conwy is through the winter. Contrary to 

RWE’s statement below during the summer this section of river has its’ lowest amenity value. 

The number of weekend days in which there is sufficient water to run the Fairy Glen is 
negligible. The flow rate suggested for this reduced gen eration period also seems insufficient 

being propose at 6.5 m3s-1   

 

5.5.45 

This is based on a hands-off flow of  between Q95 or 0.46m3/s during low sensitivity 5.5.45times 
and 6.5m3/s or Q28 when the river has greatest amenity value, based on kayaking during most 

daylight hours in summer weekends.  

 

This requires the flow from the Machno being 4.78 m3s-1 to meet the 11.28 m3s-1 required for an 
enjoyable paddle on the Fairy Glen when the flow in the river is borderline.  

(see Appendix A for calculation of required level.) 

For a level suitable for kayaking to be reached the river Machno must therefore be flowing at 

4.5 m3/s or 70% of the flow at the abstraction point. As the catchment of the Machno  is only 
around 30% of that of the Conwy above the abstraction point (46km2 vs 141 km2) this is clearly 

impossible.  

-RWE also offer to provide an on-line gauge for river f lows in the Fairy Glen to assist kayakers. 

An on-line gauge is already available at the Conwy Falls fish pass so this offer is completely 
redundant.  

http://www.gaugemap.co.uk/#!Map/Summary/7932/3265 

 

-Another mitigating factor listed by RWE is that the reduction in f low will allow the river to be 

navigable more often when flows are high due to the reduction in volume.  

13.5.12 

It should be acknowledged that there is considerable uncertainty in relation to impacts 

predicted on kayakers of this specific stretch of river. Du ring the period of high flows through 

the winter period, and when the hydro-electric scheme is running at full output, it is possible 
that the top end of such flows would be abstracted thereby reducing the spate conditions 

downstream below the Conwy Falls and along the Fairy Glen. However, potential effects are 

very much dependent on how much water is in the river, because during exceptionally high flow 

events the slight reduction in water levels may be an advantage, rendering the river navigable to 
users when otherwise it may be considered too extreme; the effect of the reduced flows may 

also make the river more navigable to more users under slightly tamer conditions. At other 

times when flows are at their more typical levels during the winter period, the hydro-electric 
scheme may well reduce f lows down the gorge resulting in lower levels and hence attenuate the 

experience of the kayakers using the river during such times.  

 

During periods when the flow is too high for safe kayaking in the Fairy Glen the rive r is well 

outside of its normal f low pattern and will not stay at this level for long, the flow curve for this 

http://www.gaugemap.co.uk/#!Map/Summary/7932/3265


period is steep. It will be either be rising very quickly in which case it will be considered 

extremely dangerous and unsuitable for paddling, fast rising rivers contain many hazards 
including a trapped paddler being covered by rising waters before rescue can be afforded. Or 

falling very quickly in which case the advantage of the abstraction will be short lived, perhaps as 

little as a few hours and difficult to predict. Several other rivers in the local area , namely the 

Lower Llugwy and Lledr will also be “in condition” during these higher flow periods so the 
overall net amount of kayaking available in the area will not be increased. RWE have been made 

aware of this on several occasions.  

 

-The offer of an egress point for the Middle Conwy is deemed unnecessary by Save the Conwy 
and the despoiling of  the natural surroundings at the egress and the danger of an introduced 

weir far out-weigh any advantage offered.  The danger of the proposed weir location just above 

a potentially fatal section of river (the scene of numerous emergency service call outs)  seems 

extreme. Any river user trapped in the weir would then have little chance of exiting the river in 
time. There appears to be no weir risk assessment carried out by RWE so Save the Conwy 

commissioned their own.  

 

Matthew McLay, Rescue 3 International Swiftwater Rescue Instructor Trainer. 

My assessment of the weir within the A-H Intake Arrangement from the plans presented within the 
planning application for Conwy Hydro scheme are that it will present a risk to both water users and 
other members of the public. This assessment is informed by the Rescue 3 Europe and Environment 
Agency Weir Risk Assessment. 

These structures are potentially very dangerous due the recirculation created at the base of the weir 
/ Coanada screen. This recirculation has the potential to retain floating objects indiscriminately, 
whether this be debris or people. The danger these structurses present is the combination of a 
number of factors including size and shape but also public access and proximity to other hazards. 

Applying the plans for the A-H Intake Arrangement to the Rescue 3 / EA Weir Risk Assessment 
produces a weir risk rating of high; requiring immediate action to control the risk. This based on the 
hazard presented and the likelihood. 

 

 

Hazard assessment. 

Although it is not possible to assess all the criteria, the outcome is based on details within the plans 
and an examination of the proposed site. Based on these the structure scores a hazard rating of 23 or 
high 

The major points that cause it to score as a high hazard are; 

* Tow back or size of the recirculation created by the hydraulic jump. The base of the Coanda screen 
to the chamfer is 2m, this distance will determine the size of the recirculation. 



* Height of drop - 1.1m from the dimensions of Coanda screen. The larger the drop the drop the more 
kinetic energy there will be. 

* Slope of face of weir or Coanada screen angle of 45 degrees. This will create an equal vertical and 
horizontal component. The vertical component creates a deeper more retentive recirculation. 

* The inclusion of the Smolt chute may create a weakness with the recirculation although this 
weakness and therefore possible exit for victims in the centre of the river, away from an egress point 
and possible rescue. 

* The closed ends of the hydraulic stop water exiting at this point but also victims. 

* Orientation of 90 deg to flow represents more of a hazard than if it were angled. As, if angled, the 
water will flow towards the lowest point, which will be towards the bank for possible egress or 
rescue. 

* Major downstream hazard of Conwy falls means that if a victim were able to exit this hydraulic 
they would be swept downstream into further difficulty. 

These hazards are not only an issue for water users and members of the public but also any workers 
on site and Emergency Service personnel that are responding to incidents at this site.  

Likelihood assessment 

As well as the hazard that this structure will present the likelihood is a key area to assess. Based on 
assessment tool, likely hood it scores “almost certain”. 

This is due to; 

* The amount of public access to the weir and the river. 

* The lack of control measures to reduce access both on the bank and in the water. Although there is 
signage and egress included in the proposal this is very close to weir. Any misjudgement could result 
in water users being swept over the weir. 

Applying this to a 5x5 risk assessment matrix it scores high and requires immediate attention. 

Additional consideration need to be given to creation of new hazard and how this will impact on the 
emergency services and their response to this, bearing in mind the hazard it presents and the 
remoteness. 

It is difficult to understand how RWE can claim in the statement above that “there is 
considerable uncertainty in relation to impacts predicted on kayakers of this  specific stretch of 

river”. Save the Conwy has discussed their concerns over this with RWE on several occasions 

especially with regards to days lost to kayaking and the unsuitability of the proposed mitigation. 

RWE have carried out no detailed investigation with regards to how much kayaking will be lost 
due to abstraction however the Save the Conwy report by hydrologist Iain Hissett has been 

available publically on the Save the Conwy website since February 2014 for them to access. The 

conclusion is that the EIA on effects to recreation is either inadequate in its investigation or 
deliberately misleading.  



Environmental Concerns. 

 

Under section 40 of the NERC act:  

(1)Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard,  so far as is consistent 

with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity.  

This act requires the Snowdonia National Park Authority (SNPA) to take responsibility for the 

biodiversity affected by this planning application, this responsibility cannot be legally passed to 
NRW to decide (although NRW can give advice and make its’ own judgement this does not 

absolve the SNPA from its’ responsibility). SNPA must therefore make assessment of possible 

biodiversity impact using either its’  own ecologist or by requesting help of an outside 

organisation such as the local wildlife trust or preferably both.  We understand the SNPA has not 
approached the NWWT for advice although it is clear what its opinion would be as an objecting 

organization. NRW’s advice is somewhat limited with, amongst other things, details on the 

effects to the significant features of the SSSI not being given as they will be considered in the 
abstraction regime response. Therefore the most relevant advice on ecological impacts is the 

Dayfdd Roberts the SNPA Senior Ecologist. Conclusion:  

 I am not convinced that this application satisfies SNPA Strategic Planning Policy A (criteria i & 
iv), Development Policy 1 (criteria i, v  & vi) nor Strategic Planning Policy D, and therefore in  

conclusion I object to this planning application. …..  

His report highlights many areas of concern not least of  which is the permanent loss of 

protected unimproved marshy land not described in the EIA. The report is comprehensive and 

considered. It covers all the major points of  concern held of the environmental impacts by Save 

the Conwy and there is little point in restating those points in this letter. If the conclusion of  the 
ecologists report is not heeded there is a significant chance the planning officers actions would 

not stand up to judicial review.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Water Framework Directive 

The building of a weir / low head dam on a main lowland (<105 gradient) river will obviously 

have an impact on the Water Framework Directive, in particular with regards to geomorphology 

and fisheries. NRW have made it clear in their submission that SNPA has a legal responsibility to 

uphold the WFD in their decision. The NRW submission states that the current WFD assessment 
in the application is inadequate to demonstrate compliance with both an out of date River Basin 

Management Plan being used (despite it being available for some months before the application 

was made) and lack of information regards sediment management at the weir and f ish pass 
construction.  

A recent test case has shown that WFD must be applied to the permitting of individual projects.  

 Court of Justice of the European Union judgement July 2015, case C-461/13. Paragraph 51 of 

the Weser judgement provides:  

“Article 4(1)(a)(i) to (iii) of Directive 2000/60 must be interpreted as meaning that the Member 

States are required — unless a derogation is granted — to refuse authorisation for an individual 

project where it may cause a deterioration of the status of a body of surface water or where it 
jeopardises the attainment of good surface water status or of good ecological potential and 

good surface water chemical status by the date laid down by the directive.”  

It is therefore impossible for SNPA to approve the application without breaking WFD and 
attracting a complaint to the Court of  Justice of the European Union.  

NRW describes in its submission “The assessment of the scheme and its potential impacts upon 
WFD objectives is a complex area”. This is not true, the building of a new barrier to river 

connectivity of a main lowland river such as the Conwy (NRW describe the Conwy as a main 

river in the flood risk section of the submission) breaks WFD  on geomorphology grounds. NRW 

have guidelines to hydro schemes to prevent this happening.  
 
 
New weirs on lowland rivers 
 
 Given the likelihood of adverse effects on the environment – and the nature of these effects – we are 
unlikely to approve the construction of new weirs on lowland rivers except with clear and specific 
justification. This also applies to the reconstruction of weirs that have ceased to be serviceable and 
which have been identified as preventing the achievement of WFD objectives. We are unlikely to be 
able to grant licences in connection with applications for such schemes in designated sites and their 
supporting habitats. 

 

https://naturalresources.wales/media/2592/hydropower-guidance-note-hgn-14-weirs.pdf 

 
Given that NRW has delegated a level of responsibi lity with regards the weir meeting WDF to 

the SNPA and the SNPA have no specific guidelines to cover this;  it would make sense for the 

SNPA to adhere to the above.  

 
For more information on fisheries aspect of the WFD and how the application relates to this we 

direct the planning officer to  the submission from Fish Legal/Angling Trust.  



Landscape concerns 

 
 
The main visible structures of the plan include a river wide intake weir around 1m in height 

creating an impoundment stretching some 70m, an outflow 2m high and 10 m long and a 

powerhouse. The EIA states: 
 
‘The hydro-electric scheme will introduce new built industrial features into the river gorge of the 

Conwy. The scheme will be experienced as two separate structures – the powerhouse and intake, 

separated by woodland and agricultural land. Within the context of the intimate nature of the 

wooded gorge, they will represent a major change to the tranquil and natural qualities of the gorge 

environment …’ (EIA Vol 1 - 6.3.68) 

That a development should constitute the above in the setting of a natural and tranquil wooden 

gorge stands contrary to the LDP  

Strategic Policy A:  

National Park Purposes and Sustainable Development (A) The Local Development Plan seeks to 

ensure that new development promotes the principles of sustainable development in ways which 

further National Park purposes and duty whilst conserving and enhancing the National Park’s 

‘Special Qualities’. Proposals which compromise National Park purposes will be refused. The 

following considerations should be taken into account to help deliver sustainable development in 

Snowdonia:  

i Give the highest priority to the protection and enhancement of the natural beauty, wildlife 

and cultural heritage.  

 

 

It is understood that Gareth Lloyd Senior Planning Officer (Policy Team) hold similar concerns.  

I therefore fail to see how the development as proposed helps the National Park Authority to fulfil 

its first purpose and satisfy the requirement to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the 

National Park 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Major development 
 
 
In the “Registration Sheet” for the new application the application has been listed as 

“Major”.  As the power produced is destined for consumption outside of  the local area as 

shown above the development must be considered “National” in character.  
It is understood the Gareth Lloyd Senior Planning Officer (Policy Team) holds the same opinion that 

proposed development should be considered “Major”, 

The development also needs to be considered against the Strategic Policy B: Major Development; 

criteria i; iii; vi and xiii of Development Policy 1; Strategic Policy D and Development Policy 2. 

 

Planning Policy Wales (PPW) Jan 2016 states:  

 

5.5.6  
In National Parks or AONBs, special considerations apply to major development proposals 

which are more national than local in character. Major developments should not take place in 

National Parks or AONBs except in exceptional circumstances. This may arise where, 
after rigorous examination, there is demonstrated to be an overriding public need and refusal 

would be severely detrimental to the local economy and there is no potential for locating the 

development elsewhere or meeting the need in some other way.  

 
As shown above there is no benefit to the local economy and th e very limited reduction in green 

house gases this scheme would result in could be achieved in a myriad of other ways, for 

instance 162 wind turbines of Llandudno instead of 160. 

The LDP Strategic Policy B, Major Development (B) parts i, ii and iii reiter ate the same point.  

Therefore this “major” development does not pass the requirements to be acceptable under 

either the LDP or PPW rules.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Decommissioning 

In order to ensure all development is sustainable decommissioning must be consider in all 

application of this type.  

The opening statement on decommissioning in the EIA is false:  

5.9.1 

The Applicant currently operates 3 hydro scheme in North Wales that are over 100 years old, and 

plans to continue to do so well into the future.  It is considered very unlikely that there will not be a 

demand for low cost carbon free electricity in the future, and once the capital cost has been repaid 

few energy sources can match the cheapness of hydro power 

As stated above the tariff cost for this scheme is over 9p/KWh, around double the average for 

current UK wholesale energy prices. This is not low cost.  

5.9.5 

The removal of in-river intake weir and tailrace would potentially result in more damage to the 

environment than leaving them in situ.  Hence, subject to the decommissioning requirements of 

a planning related condition, it would be prudent to make them safe and leave in-situ.  

This is not decommissioning it is abandoning. The developer has stated that periodic excavation 

of material from above the weir and the depositing on the downstream side would be required 

to ensure the continued bed substrate conveyance required to not break the WFD.  

 

Substrate Transport and Habitat Quality  

12.6.9 

 It is acknowledge that the weir will have an adverse effect on bed substrate conveyance in the 

River Conwy, which in turn could negatively impact bed habitats. Additional mitigation will be 

required to manage these effects.  

12.6.10 

 It is recommended that impacts on substrates are monitored carefully, and if necessary, 

substrates trapped upstream of the weir should be periodically excavated with machinery and 

replaced immediately downstream of the weir to help reinstate some continuity of  substrate 

movement.  

If the weir was to stay in place after decommissioning this work would have to be carried out 

and funded in the long term. There is no allowance for this in the decommissioning plan.  

 



Doubts over adherence to the plans as submitted 

 

There have been considerable problems with HEP scheme applications listing unachievable CMSs in 

order to gain planning permission. These CMSs are then broken and retrospective planning applied 

for following environmental damage. The Afon Las being a recent example. The potential of this 

happening on a scheme of this size and complexity is considerable and should be considered when 

judging the application.  

The SNPA Tree Officer has major concerns over this aspect of the application: 

The CMS needs to be rigidly adhered to otherwise serious environmental consequences could 

easily happen, and this element I’m extremely weary and concerned about if the application is 

successful. Other schemes have shown that this is the case (no compliance), and if this is a 

consideration then I would recommend the development is refused. 

Rhydian Roberts SNPA Tree and Woodland Officer. 

As does the SNPA ecologist 

 The applicant has proposed a considerable amount of mitigation through numerous design 

iterations to try and persuade the regulatory and consenting authorities to find the scheme 

acceptable. To my mind, there is a considerable amount of risk associated with this development, 

and a number of unknowns. It seems almost inevitable with a scheme of this magnitude and 

complexity that unforeseen circumstances will arise. I’m struggling to think of many HEP schemes 

that I’ve seen that have been constructed strictly a per submitted and agreed documentation. 

Experience has shown that in difficult terrain with many constraints, construction contractors and 

developers invariably cannot stick to all the methodologies submitted for planning approval, often 

with detrimental environmental consequences. 

Daffyd Roberts, Senior Ecologist SNPA   

Save the Conwy consulted an experienced senior civil engineer to comment on the likelihood of the 

tunnel section of the project being built as described in the application, 

Hannah Brand , Planning Engineer for the new Mersey Gateway Bridge (previously of Cross Rail ) 

The proposed scheme does not fully assess and appreciate the methodology for the 900m 
tunnel section of the pipeline in both the project timeline and the proposed cost of the scheme. 

Drill and blast tunnelling is a very specialist method of tunnelling that requires specialist 

labour which will not be available locally, this methodology is also used where contractors 
expect to find variable rock conditions.  

Assuming that the contractor achieves a 3m pull (the distance gained with each blast of rock) 
and completes the work required for the next blast in the same day (removing rock, installing 

anchors where necessary and spray lining where required) they will require 300 working days 

to complete the work. This duration does not allow for site set up, creating the first tunnel 

heading and demobilisation of equipment upon completion. Are RWE proposi ng to work 7d a 



week in order to deliver this project in the timescales advised? As this would contradict their 

planning application.  

Taking a rate from the Civil Engineering and Highway Works Price Book the tunnel alone will 

cost approximately £2,400,000.00, on top of this the tunnel would require lining at potentially 

an additional cost of £1,800,000.00. This total of £4.2m excludes all other associated costs to 
mention a few: additional pay required under the working rule agreement for the specialist 

labour, site set up, prelim costs and also the cost for transporting the 6,300m3 (approx. 797 

wagons) of material away from the site. It also does not included any monitoring for the A5 
highway or environmental impact mitigation. Will this leave enough budget to complete the 

remainder of the scheme in the same methods and to the same quality proposed in this 

application I very much doubt it.  

Having read the proposed planning application and consulting with one of the UK’s number 1 

drill and blast specialists the cost to deliver the scheme at £12m seems vastly under cost 

especially using the above mentioned method for 900m of tunnel.  

The intention of RWE’s application especially for this 900m section of pipeline needs to be 

seriously questioned. I feel that if this scheme is accepted they are going to apply for 
retrospective planning permission to divert this 900m section of the pipeline above ground 

which will have catastrophic impacts to the environment.  

Save the Conwy asked for specialist information on whether alternative methods of tunnelling 
would be available to the developer such as direct ion drilling. The advice we received was that 

directional drilling to the proposed diameter 3m and for the proposed length 900m was most 

likely not available, most contractors can only offer directional drilling for that distance up to 
0.9m diameter. Also if direction drilling was to be used the rock type and density along the 

whole route must be known in advance and a full geological survey and rock sampling would 

have to occur along the length of the route before this was proposed. The application includes 

none of  that information. It is essential that for such a large part of the development the CMS is 
set and the EIA relevant to the actual method to be used.  

Save the Conwy also asked her to comment on the assessment of  traffic disruption covered in 
the EIA. 

Hannah Brand , Planning Engineer for the new Mersey Gateway Bridge (previously of Cross Rail ) 

Traffic Count Data 

The report does not highlight any traffic management that would be required to maintain the local 

roads during the project construction as a highway condition survey has not been carried out. The 

report assumes that the additional construction traffic will not have an impact on the state/quality 

of the road and no repair works will be required during the construction. I cannot see this as being 

the case. 

The construction project requires 4 temporary construction compounds which will be in operation 

during the construction of the project. The largest of which as indicated on drawing number MMD-

31595AA-C-DR-002 is 10,000m² (1.3 times the size of a football pitch). A typical construction 

compound would have a base of approximately 400mm (dependant on loading requirements) 

made up of either reinforced concrete or of 6F2 (hardcore/crush material). 



The construction of the above compound would require 4000m³ of material. Making the 

assumption that it will be made out of hardcore material a total of 400 wagon deliveries will be 

required to make this compound alone. Relating this back to the assessment in the report that 

there will be minimal construction traffic impact to local residents I do not feel that this statement 

is correct, the above compound will require 800 vehicle movements to deliver the material to 

construct the compound. This is not considering the tree felling required in the area, cabin 

deliveries for welfare and office space, deliveries for site hoarding and any plant based at this 

location and any temporary works required to stabilise the ground surrounding the compound. 

The other compounds based at locations B4406 and A5 intersection for Penmachno and next to the 

tail race outfall would required 76 and 240 vehicle movements respectively for their construction 

(excluding tree felling, cabin delivery for welfare and office space, hoarding deliveries and plant 

deliveries). 

In accordance with the Snowdonia Local Development Plan which states that 

 “the traffic implications of the development do not result in volumes or types of traffic which will  

create highway or safety problems on the local road network, or significantly harm the landscape 

or amenity of local people.” The traffic implications of the proposed construction project do not 

satisfy the quoted statement. 

The proposal does not mention how it plans to manage the interface between large construction 

plant using the roads and cyclists/motor cyclists and road users other than through briefings and 

signage. There is no mention of industry best practice such as all site vehicles being fitted with 

cameras and reversing beacons. This is a huge safety concern for local residents. 

Section 4.3.2 of the URS Traffic Report states plant that will be required during the construction 

project. It makes no mention of plant that will be required for installing temporary works and 

enabling works for the project such as sheet pile rigs or ground anchor rigs further to this the 

report make no mention as to how it will stabilise the ground during construction of either pump 

houses which are situated on steep gradients.  

The specialist’s opinion provided shows that the EIA is not adequate in assessing traffic 

disruption and that the likely impact, based on her experience of similar scale projects, will 
break conditions set in the LDP.   

 

 

 

 

 

 



Conclusion 

Save the Conwy feels this application should be rejected. Not for lack of information as was the 

previous application but for the following reasons.  

Breaking WFD on geomorphology and fisheries grounds. 

Not meeting SNPA Strategic Planning Policy A (criteria i, ii and iv) . 

Not meeting SNPA Strategic Policy B , Major Development (B) parts i, ii and iii.  

Not meeting PPW Jan 2015 section 5.5.6. 

Not meeting SNPA guidelines on energy projects 3.19. 

Not meeting Strategic Policy D (criteria i and ii).  

 

Many thanks for taking the time to read this submission.  

 

Dan Yates 

Representative of Save the Conwy 

Maes Newyddion 

Betws y Coed 

Conwy 

LL24 0DF 

 

 

 

 

 


