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Interested Parties Ref:
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We propose two additional site inspections; the reasons are given in relevant sections:
1.
, Peniel to assess visual impact (see our separate WR on visual impact)
2. The public footpath from Peniel to Tan-y-Garth farm (see our response to 8.2 below) we
suggest visiting the initial section of the path at Peniel with views overlooking the valley).

Could the Applicant explain why a Single Pole structure with a buried earth conductor is not
proposed? A single-pole structure would be less harmful visually and less problematic for
agriculture.

A natural stream that passes through all but one field at
is now the only source of
water for all animals on land at
. The proposed development crosses the stream at its
furthest upstream point and a double-pole structure with stays is planned to be installed within
approx. 2m of the stream (2.2.4 Land Plans Sheet 4. box 25). The disruption and likely
contamination of water associated with the construction will therefore be a very significant
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concern regarding the health and safety of all the animals. The proximity of the pole structure to
the stream is a concern for long term water quality.

The lack of an end date for the development and the lack of definite assurance on full
decommissioning are of serious concern. We need guarantees that the development would be
removed and the land restored by a specific date that is tied to the end of life of the windfarm or
an earlier cessation of windfarm electricity generation.

We strongly disagree with the Applicant. We consider that the benefits of underground cabling
outweigh the effects of overground cables and structures. Farming units in Wales are relatively
small and each piece of farmland is a precious resource. Putting cables underground is the only
way to optimise the use of agricultural land and to preserve its integrity for the longer term.
Regarding habitats, ecology and archaeology, an underground cable scheme is likely to take a
different route to the currently proposed overground route. For example, underground grid cables
often go alongside or underneath made roads. This minimises damage to natural habitats. It is
difficult not to conclude that the primary reason for the Applicant disregarding the underground
option is one of cost rather than ecological considerations. We consider that the overall benefits
to our countryside, farming, tourism, health and ecology are far better realised by an underground
scheme.

We do not agree that the viewpoints selected by the Applicant are adequate. We propose an
additional viewpoint at the beginning of a public footpath in Peniel for the following reason:
The severity of visual impact on a popular public footpath and on residents in Peniel has not been
adequately addressed by the Applicant in their visual impact assessment.
For location please refer to: 2.4.4 Access and Rights of Way Plan Sheet 4. Footpath 21.

Describing the proposed development route (6.7 ES Chapter 7 – Landscape and Visual) the Applicant
states “..it would be visible to the north and north east, particularly where it would appear in foreground
views and from the edge of settlement at Peniel, from the B4501 and the local footpath network. The
Proposed Development becomes less visible in the wider landscape as it passes through grazing land
adjacent to wooded copses, then through a low and localised stream valley, before rising up again as it
crosses the B4501..”
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The applicant does not adequately describe the effect of the development on the visual amenity
value of 1km of footpath from Peniel to Tan y Garth farm.
The visual impact is significantly worsened because the proposed route descends into and crosses
a valley, before then rising the other side. The footpath traverses the centre of the valley and
would pass directly underneath the overhead lines. The proposed development would be a very
dominant visual feature to footpath users at all points on the footpath over the 1 km distance.
Currently there are no existing electric or telephone cables or artificial structures to mar the
experience of this unspoilt region. It is a uniquely beautiful and peaceful route that passes ancient
woodland and through fields, a wholly natural environment that is enjoyed by tourists, local
residents, ramblers and youth groups.
We would like the panel to make a site inspection and consider an additional viewpoint at the
beginning of the footpath at Peniel overlooking the valley and the proposed route.

In our view the Applicant has not demonstrated that the development would have a
‘negligible/low adverse effect on the area’s tourism economy’ for the following reasons:
Paragraph 11.6.5 of the Socio-Economic and Tourism chapter of the ES quotes the text used to
communicate with the respondents for the survey. We note that it conveniently avoids any
reference to ‘pylons’ or even the size of the double-pole structures or how they may appear in the
landscape. It simply refers to a 132kv line.
There is no record of any further information given to the respondents to enable them to give an
informed opinion on visual impact and we don’t know how many, if any, of the respondents were
already familiar with the proposed scheme as that question was not asked. Furthermore,
paragraph 11.6.4 states “Some felt they did not have time to provide a full response”.
The final sample size of only 15 respondents in total (paragraph 11.6.7) combined with factors
already mentioned is not a sufficiently sound basis for the Applicant’s claim of ‘negligible/low
adverse effect on the area’s tourism economy’.
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