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1.

SUMMARY

1.1

Summary

1.1.1

This document sets out the comments of the Applicant, SP Manweb Plc ("SP
Manweb"), to Relevant Representations (RRs) received by the Planning
Inspectorate (PINS). The Examining Authority ("ExA") requested comments
on the RRs by 1 September 2015, pursuant to the timetable contained in its
Rule 8 letter dated 4 August 2015.

1.1.2

PINS received 90 RRs relating to the Proposed Development. RRs were
received from the following groups:
(a)

Fifty four from parties classified by PINs as 'statutory organisations' or
'other statutory consultees' which includes;
i) Thirty three persons with an interest in the land;
ii) One local authority;
iii) Five government agencies and statutory undertakers;
iv) Fifteen community councils; and

(b)
1.1.3

Thirty-six from members of the public, businesses and other interested
organisations.

SP Manweb has reviewed all of the RRs and has arranged responses to
those RRs under 19 topic headings:
(a) Agriculture and Land Use Impact
(c)

Compensation and Property Values

(d)

Consultation

(e)

Historic Environment Impact

(f)

Cumulative Impact

(g)

DCO and Application Documentation

(h)

Design and Construction

(i)

Environmental Impact

(j)

Ecological Impact

(k)

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Methodology

(l)

Health and Electro-Magnetic Fields Impact

(m) Human Rights
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(n)

Landowner Negotiations

(o)

Landowner Suggested Amendments to the Proposed Development

(p)

Landscape and Visual Impact

(q)

Need for Proposed Development

(r)

Noise Impact

(s)

Rationale for Overhead Line Route

(t)

Socio-Economic and Tourism Impact

1.1.4

Each of the subsequent sections of this document follows the same format.
Each topic section contains a table identifying the source and content of the
RR and SP Manweb's response to the RR.

1.1.5

Due to the nature of the RRs made and the fact that many of them make very
similar points or contain the same content, SP Manweb has set out its
comments in sections that address specific topics. Those who have made a
representation should find their name and representation number in the table
below with a short identification of which specific topics their representation
relates to. The table then refers them to the section of this document where
they can find comments relating to their representation. SP Manweb has
adopted the RR numbering system used by PINS on the project website. A
glossary is included at Appendix 1.

1.1.6

Matters that SP Manweb considers resolved are set out in Table 21 of this
document.
Table 1

Relevant
Rep No.

1

2

3
4
5
6

Name

Nature of Representation

Document
Section

Sheila Harman

Cumulative impact
Environmental impact
Ecological impact
Landscape and visual impact

6
9
10
16

Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property value
Landowner negotiations
Socio economic and tourism impact

2
3
14
20

Socio-economic and tourism impact

20

John Ellis
Pritchard on
behalf of Melin
Wynt Hafodty
Ddu cyf
Denbighshire
County Council
Civil Aviation
Authority
Nantglyn
Community
Council
Ian Gardner

No response required – Statement of
Common Ground signed 29 July 2015
Rationale for overhead line route

19

Rationale for overhead line route

19
3

7
8
9
10

11

12

John Hopkinson
Ramblers
Association -Conwy County
N/A
Trefnant
Community
Council
Martin Barlow,
Chair on behalf
of Cefn
Meiriadog &
Glascoed Road
Residents and
Users Group
N/A

13

Martin John
Barlow

14

Roger CorbettJones

15

Robin Barlow

16

Mrs Jill Tyrer

17

John Fleet

18

Network Rail
(Property)

19

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mrs C
A Owen

20

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr H
M Parry

Need for the Proposed Development

17

Landscape and visual impact

16

No relevant representation exists with
this number

N/A

Rationale for overhead line

19

Historic environment impact
Design and construction
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism

5
8
16
19
20

No relevant representation exists with
this number
Consultation
Cumulative impact
Design and construction
Landscape and visual
Rationale for overhead line
Compensation and property values
Cumulative impact
Environmental impact
Rationale for overhead line
Design and construction
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property values
Consultation
Environmental impact
Health and electro-magnetic fields
impact
Noise impact
Rationale for overhead line
Socio economic and tourism impact
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism impact
No specific comments – no objection
to the proposed development
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact

N/A
4
6
8
16
19
3
6
9
19
8
2
3
4
9
12
18
19
20
19
20
N/A
2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
4

21

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr D
R Owen

22

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr M
Jones

23

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr D
E Jones

24

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr I W
Jones

25

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr D
G Davies

26

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr J E
Davies

27

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr R
Evans

28

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr B
M Roberts

Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line

14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
5

Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
DCO application and documentation
Design and construction
Consultation
Environmental impact
Landscape and visual
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property values
Landscape and visual impact
Socio-economic and tourism impact
Consultation
Human rights
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual impact
Need for proposed development
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use
Compensation and property value
Landscape and visual impact

2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19
7
8
4
9
16
19
2
3
16
20
4
13
14
16
17
19
2
3
16

29

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mrs J
L Jones

30

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr D
C Jones

31

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr A A
Owen

32

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr A E
M Owen

33

RWE Innogy
UK Ltd

34

Simon Peter
White

35

Glynne Jones

36

Dafydd I Jones
on behalf of
Nerys Jones

37

Elgan Jones

38

Campaign for
the Protection
of Rural Wales Clwyd Branch

Cumulative impact
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line

6
16
19

39

Cefn Meiriadog
Community
Council

Historic environmental impact
Cumulative impact
Design and construction
Landscape and visual impact

5
6
8
16
6

40

Meirick Ll.
Davies

41

David Roberts

42

Dafydd I Jones
on behalf of
Iwan & Helen
Jones

43

Mari Jones on
behalf of
Farmers Union
Wales

Rationale for overhead line
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Compensation and property values
Landscape and visual impact
Socio-economic and tourism impact
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property values
Human rights
Landowner negotiations
Need for proposed development
Rationale for overhead line

19
16
19
3
16
20
2
3
13
14
17
19

No specific comment provided.

N/A

Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Environmental impact
Landowner negotiations
Landscape and visual
Rationale for overhead line

2
8
9
14
16
19
2
8
9
14
16
19

44

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr
Emyr Wynne
Hughes

45

Eifion Bibby on
behalf of Mr
Hefin Wynne
Hughes

46

Dafydd I Jones
on behalf of
Emlyn a Nicola
Davies

Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property values
Rationale for overhead line

2
3
19

Dafydd I Jones
on behalf of
Neville Hughes

Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property values
Design and construction
Landowner suggested amendments to
the Proposed Development
Rationale for the overhead line

2
3
8
15

Rationale for the overhead line

19

Agriculture and land use impact
Consultation
Historic environment impact
Ecological impact
Landscape and visual impact
Socio-economic and tourism impact
Compensation and property values
Historic environment impact
EIA Methodology

2
4
5
10
16
20
3
5
11

47

48

Llanynys
Community
Council

49

Llansannan
Ward within
Conwy County
Borough
Council

50

Dyfrig Hughes
on behalf of
Pylon the

19

7

Pressure Group

51

I T Jones

53

Public Health
England,
Centre for
Radiation,
Chemical and
Environmental
Hazards
Richard Owen

54

Julia Owen

55

Benjamin Owen
Llanfair Dyffryn
Clwyd
Community
Council

52

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

Mr John Jones

Henllan
Community
Council
Derwen
Community
Council
Clocaenog
Community
Council
Cvffylliog
Community
Council

Llanrhaeadr
Community
Council

Health and electro-magnetic fields
impact
Landscape and visual impact
Need for Proposed Development
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism impact
Health and electro-magnetic fields
impact
Landscape and visual

12
16
17
19
20
12
16

Satisfied there will be no impact upon
public health - no further comments.

N/A

Landscape and visual
Landscape and visual
Need for Proposed Development
Rationale for overhead line

16
16
17
19

Environmental impact
Landscape and visual impact

9
16

Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property values
Historic environment impact
Health and electro-magnetic fields
impact
Socio-economic and tourism impact

2
3
5
12

Rationale for overhead line

19

EIA methodology
Landscape and visual impact

11
16

Historic environment impact
Landscape and visual impact
Socio-economic and tourism impact

5
16
20

Compensation and property value
Health and electro-magnetic fields

3
12

Compensation and property value
Historic environment impact
EIA methodology
Health and electro-magnetic fields
Landscape and visual impact
Need for Proposed Development
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism

3
5
11
12
16
17
19
20

20

8

Compensation and property value
Historic environment impact
EIA methodology
Health and electro-magnetic fields
Landscape and visual impact
Need for Proposed Development
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property value
Historic environment impact
Design and construction
Health and electro-magnetic fields
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism
Compensation and property value
Historic environment impact
Cumulative impact
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Compensation and property value
Landscape and visual impact
Noise impact
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism

3
5
11
12
16
17
19
20
2
3
5
8
12
16
19
20
3
5
6
16
19
3
16
18
19
20

63

Alys Owen

64

Gordon Owen

65

Lois Williams

66

David Tyrer

67

Iona EdwardsJones on behalf
of Mr & Mrs E G
& A Edwards

Compensation and property value
Consultation
Landowner negotiations

3
4
14

68

Menna Eluned
Jones

Cumulative impact
Design and construction
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line

6
8
16
19

69

Cyngor
Cymuned
Llangernyw

Landscape and visual impact

16

Compensation and property value
Consultation
Cumulative impact
Design and construction
EIA methodology
Health and electro-magnetic fields
Landscape and visual impact
Noise Impact
Socio-economic and tourism
Agriculture and land use impact
Consultation
Historic environment impact
Cumulative impact
Ecological impact

3
4
6
8
11
12
16
18
20
2
4
5
6
10

70

Cyngor
Cymuned
LlanrhaeadryngNghinmeirch
Community
Council

71

Durand Hotham
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72

Janet Beedles

73

Durand Hotham
on behalf of
Cefn Meiriadog
Excludees

74

Margaret ParryJones

75

Eric Jones

76

Richard Parry

77

Ann Williams

78

Eirian Jones

79

Jannine Poletti
Hughes

80

Iona Jones

81

Llannefydd
Community

Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Consultation
Historic environment impact
Cumulative impact
Ecological impact
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism
Compensation and property value
Consultation
Historic environment impact
Cumulative impact
Environmental impact
Ecological impact
EIA methodology
Health and electro-magnetic fields
Landscape and visual impact
Need for Proposed Development
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism
Rationale for overhead line
Cumulative impact
Ecological impact
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property value
Historic environment impact
Health and electro-magnetic fields
Socio-economic and tourism
Historic environment impact
Landscape and visual impact
Need for Proposed Development
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property value
Historic environment impact
Health and electro-magnetic fields
Socio-economic and tourism
Compensation and property value
Historic environment impact

16
19
20
16
19
2
4
5
6
10
16
19
20
3
4
5
6
9
10
11
12
16
17
19
20
19
6
10
16
19
20
16
19
20
2
3
5
12
20
5
16
17
19
20
2
3
5
12
20
3
5
10

Council

82

Meilir Jones

83

Gerwyn Jones

84

Eirian Jones

85

Richard Mars
Jones

86

Mr David
Roberts

87

Elin Mars Jones

88

Mari Roberts

89

Tudor Mars
Jones on behalf
of Ardro Limited

90

Dewi Parry

91

Natural
Resources

Health and electro-magnetic fields
Landscape and visual impact
Need for Proposed Development
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism
Agriculture and land use impact
Design and construction
Compensation and property value
Consultation
Landowner negotiations
Socio-economic and tourism
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property value
Historic environment impact
Health and electro-magnetic fields
Socio-economic and tourism
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property value
Historic environment impact
Health and electro-magnetic fields
Socio-economic and tourism
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property value
Design and construction
Ecological impact
EIA methodology
Landscape and visual impact
Need for Proposed Development
Rationale for overhead line
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property value
Historic environment impact
Health and electro-magnetic fields
Socio-economic and tourism
Agriculture and land use impact
Compensation and property value
Design and construction
Ecological impact
EIA methodology
Landscape and visual impact
Need for Proposed Development
Rationale for overhead line

12
16
17
19
20
2
8
3
4
14
20
2
3
5
12
20
2
3
5
12
20
2
3
8
10
11
16
17
19
2
3
5
12
20
2
3
8
10
11
16
17
19

Agriculture and land use impact

2

Cumulative impact
Landscape and visual impact
Need for Proposed Development
Rationale for overhead line
DCO and application documentation
Environmental impact

6
16
17
19
7
9
11

Wales

92

Llansannan
Community
Council

Ecological impact
Landscape and visual impact
Design and construction
Landscape and visual impact
Rationale for overhead line
Socio-economic and tourism

10
16
8
16
19
20

1.2

Application to be made to the Secretary of State in respect of changes
to the submitted application

1.2.1

As referred to in SP Manweb's letter to the Examining Authority dated 24 July
2015, an application is shortly to be submitted to the Secretary of State
requesting that the Secretary of State accept a refined line design
incorporating various landowner suggestions that SP Manweb has
considered, analysed and accepted. This refined line design is to be called
"Option B."

1.2.2

Option A is the line design as submitted in March 2015 and which SP
Manweb considers to be acceptable. However, SP Manweb will be providing
the Secretary of State with an Option A and an Option B for consideration.

1.2.3

All responses given in this document are to be read as applying equally to
Option A and to Option B, in anticipation of the application being made and in
the event that the application is accepted.

1.3

Reduction in number of wind farms

1.3.1

Since the Preliminary Meeting, SP Manweb has been made aware that
Vattenfall Wind Power Limited ("Vattenfall") will not be carrying out the
development of Nant Bach wind farm. This position has been published on
the Company's website. As a result, SP Manweb is expecting the connection
agreement to be terminated, but at the time of writing this termination has not
been formally received

1.4

SP Manweb has considered the effect of any termination on the
examination of the application for development consent. It considers
that there are three issues to focus on:

1.4.1

The proposed Nant Bach wind farm has a capacity of 22 MW. Should
Vattenfall terminate its connection agreement, then SP Manweb will not be
under a contractual, or statutory, obligation to connect the wind farm.
Accordingly, the total generation capacity that is to be connected into the
distribution network will reduce from 170 MW to 148 MW. Therefore, does
this reduction change the conclusion reached in the Strategic Options Report
(DCO Document Reference 7.3) that the Proposed Development was the
optimum technical solution to deliver this connection? Put more simply, does
the reduction in total generation capacity to the distribution network mean
that an alternative design solution would be preferable?

1.4.2

The costs of delivering the North Wales Wind Farms Connection are to be
met by the Wind Farm developers. This is set out in more detail in the
Funding Statement (DCO Document Reference 4.2). Consideration must be
12

given to whether the reduction in the number of Wind Farms changes the
funding arrangements for the North Wales Wind Farms Connection.
1.4.3

Does the reduction in the number of Wind Farms have an effect on the
environmental impact assessment undertaken for the Proposed
Development?

1.4.4

Consideration of whether the termination of the connection agreement for
Nant Bach means that an alternative design solution would be more
appropriate is set out in an addendum to the Strategic Options Report (DCO
Document Reference 7.3 Addendum). This document concludes that the
reduction of the total generation capacity does not change the conclusions of
the Strategic Options Report and therefore no amendment needs to be made
to the application for development consent for the Proposed Development, to
alter the form of development.

1.4.5

Consideration of the matters raised in paragraphs 1.4.2 and 1.4.3 are
considered in sections 1.5 and 1.6 below.

1.5

Funding Statement

1.5.1

The costs of funding delivery of the North Wales Wind Farms Connection are
explained in the Funding Statement. At paragraph 2.3 of that document it is
explained that it is developer funded, including the relevant costs relating to
compulsory acquisition. The termination of the connection agreement for
Nant Bach would not change this position, other than the costs will now be
shared between the three remaining wind farm developers. There is no
change in the position that the costs of funding delivery of the North Wales
Wind Farms Connection remain the responsibility of the contracted
developers. In the unlikely event that any of the remaining wind farm
developers defaulted on the terms of its connection agreement, then SP
Manweb is confident that it could meet the costs from its own resources, as
set out in the Funding Statement and in response to the ExA's questions. It
would then seek to recover these costs from the defaulting wind farm
developer.

1.6

Environmental Impact Assessment

1.6.1

The Environmental Impact Assessment considers the Wind Farms as part of
its cumulative assessment. SP Manweb considers that the termination of the
Nant Bach connection agreement does not change this position. The
planning permission to construct the Nant Bach Wind Farm remains extant
and could still be constructed. Therefore, it is correct that the cumulative
assessment continues to consider the Wind Farms (i.e. the four wind farms)
as part of the cumulative assessment.

1.7

Amendments to the application for development consent

1.7.1

SP Manweb informed the ExA it intended to make an application to amend its
application for development consent by way of letter dated 24 July 2015. This
application was as a result of on-going discussions with affected persons.
Those persons had suggested various amendments to the Proposed
13

Development. At the Preliminary Meeting an update was given and SP
Manweb explained that it expected to be in a position to make the application
by 28 August 2015.
1.7.2

In light of the decision made by Vattenfall not to carry out the development of
Nant Bach wind farm, it was necessary for additional work to be undertaken
to finalise this application. As a result, the date for submission has been
delayed. It is currently expected that the application will be made by the end
of the second week in September 2015. This delay was communicated to the
ExA by way of letter dated 26 August 2015.

1.7.3

Despite this delay, SP Manweb has been careful to ensure that it considers
in its responses answers that apply both to the Proposed Development as it
currently stands and to any Proposed Development as changed (should the
ExA accept the changes application). Accordingly, the responses to the First
Written Questions should be read to apply to both the form of the Proposed
Development included in the application for development consent submitted
on 20 March 2015 (known as "Option A") and the form of development
proposed to take into account the landowner amendments and will be
submitted shortly to the ExA (known as "Option B"). Where this is not the
case, it is explicitly stated in the response provided by SP Manweb.

1.7.4

Further, SP Manweb can confirm that the answers provided in this document
consider the position set out in paragraph 2 above and, where necessary and
applicable, makes reference to Vattenfall's termination.
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2.

AGRICULTURE AND LAND USE IMPACT

2.1

Relevant Representations

2.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS:
Table 2

Relevant
Rep No.

Name

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

2

John Ellis
Pritchard
on behalf
of Melin
Wynt
Hafodty
Ddu Cyf

"Melin Wynt Hafodty Ddu cyf lease an area of land for the
purpose of operating a wind turbine. We believe that the
proposed route may affect this leased area and may
therefore affect our business, now and possibly in the future".

16

Jill Tyrer

"…will cause problems in farming the land…"

19

Efion
"The principal points of concern, amongst other aspects, at
Bibby on this stage apply to:
behalf of
Mrs C A
1.the electricity apparatus being proposed to be sited above
Owen
(instead of below) ground. Moreover the current alignment and
location of apparatus above ground would impact on the future
potential versatility (and amenity) for the erection of a new
rural enterprise dwelling on owned land which is located
,significantly, adjoining the farmstead (which is tenanted);
being the long term intention to support the prospects for
enhancement of the family farming business given the need of
on farm labour for, amongst other reasons , livestock welfare
requirements (e.g calving of dairy cattle).
2. the intended alignment route traverses productive
agricultural land rather than along the roadside boundary of
the affected parcels .
3. the number and frequency of poles and stays proposed to
be sited being more than considered necessary and
accordingly not mitigating interruption to agricultural
operations and enterprise..."

20

Efion
"The principal points of concern amongst other aspects, at this
Bibby on stage apply to :
behalf of
Mr
H 1.the electricity apparatus being proposed to be sited above
(instead of below) ground.
Parry
2. the intended alignment route traverses productive
agricultural land rather than along the boundary of the affected
parcels .
3. the number and frequency of poles and stays proposed to
15

be sited being more than considered necessary and
accordingly not mitigating interruption to agricultural
operations and enterprise…"
21

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
MR D R
Owen

22

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr
M
Jones

23

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr D E
Jones

24

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr I W
Jones

25

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr D G
Davies

26

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr J E
Davies

27

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr
R
Evans

28

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr B M
Roberts

29

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
Mrs J L
Jones

30

Efion
Bibby

on

As per relevant representation 20
16

behalf of
Mr D C
Jones
31

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr A A
Owen

32

Efion
As per relevant representation 20
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr A E M
Owen

35

Glynne
Jones

“I own the land over which approximately 1 Km of the over
headline. The over headline impedes agriculture use of the
land.
The line impedes on the farms business plans for the future
development of wind turbines.”

37

Elgan
Jones

"I have land which the proposed line is to be erected, this will
affect my farming plans and business, I have already built a
farm building and yard and my next plan it to build a
farmhouse. I have already invested in the plans for our future
house and this line would be within 40m of the new dwelling.
My family and myself have been farming here for 5
generations…"
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Dafydd I "…
Jones on 2. The physical impact of the connection proposal on the
behalf of holding known as Penygerddi will be significant. There is
Iwan
& likely to be considerable disturbance to farming operations
Helen
and material harm to the value of the farmland..."
Jones

44

Efion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr Emyr
Wynne
Hughes

45

Efion
As per relevant representation 44
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr Hefin
Wynne
Hughes

46

Dafydd I "
Jones on

"The principal points of concern amongst other aspects, at this
stage apply to:
1.the electricity apparatus being proposed to be sited above
(instead of below) ground.
2. the intended alignment route traverses productive
agricultural land rather than along the boundary of the affected
parcels .
3. the number and frequency of poles and stays proposed to
be sited being more than considered necessary and
accordingly not mitigating interruption to agricultural
operations and enterprise…"

17

behalf of 2.The physical impact of the proposal on Plas Captain is
Emlyn a significant. If implemented, there will be considerable
disturbance to farming operations and material harm to Mr
Nicola
Davies’ agricultural tenancy…"
Davies
47

Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Neville
Hughes

"…
2. The physical impact of the proposal on Bodeiliog Ucha is
significant. If implemented, there will be considerable
disturbance to farming operations and material harm to Mr
Hughes’ agricultural tenancy…"

49

Llansanna
n
Ward
within
Conwy
County
Borough
Council

"The electorate living with [sic] the Ward of Llansannan have
grave concerns regarding the proposals. Impact on historic
woodlands, tourism, agriculture and also the visual impact
have created a deep feeling of uncertainty and unrest within
the local area…"

57

Mr John "…Detrimental impact on the farm business and future
Jones
expansion plans. Damage to farming practices and affect on
fields and thus profitability…"

64

Gordon
Owen

"…The erection of pylons and overhead lines will cause
problems for agriculture not only will they be taking up land
but in many cases it is not acceptable that they will hinder the
farmer’s work and safety…"

71

Durand
Hotham

- Impact on Business (double pylons every 75m & stays
seriously impairing agricultural productivity)…"

73

Durand
As per relevant representation 71
Hotham
on behalf
of
Cefn
Meiriadog
Excludees

78

Eirian
Jones

"…Detrimental impact on the farm business and future
expansion plans.
Damage to farming practices and affect on fields and thus
profitability..."

80

Iona
Jones

"…Detrimental impact on the farm business and future
expansion plans.
Damage to farming practices and affect on fields and thus
profitability…"

82

Meilir
Jones

"…I will not be able to farm the land as the pylons will be in
middle of the fields…"

84

Eirian
Jones

"…Detrimental impact on the farm business and future
expansion plans.
Damage to farming practices and affect on fields and thus
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profitability..."
85

Richard
Mars
Jones

"…Detrimental impact on the farm business and future
expansion plans.
Damage to farming practices and affect on fields and thus
profitability..."

86

Mr David "…From the business perspective, pylons and overhead
Roberts
cabling pose significant issues. Pylons take up valuable land
and they will have an impact on farming decisions
concerning the use of land from season to season. They will
restrict my flexibility in terms of what I can do on my own
land…"

87

Elin Mars "…Detrimental impact on the farm business and future
Jones
expansion plans.
Damage to farming practices and affect on fields and thus
profitability…."

88

Mari
Roberts

89

Tudor
"…loss of agricultural land
Mars
Jones on loss of future development…"
behalf of
Ardro
Limited

"…From the business perspective, pylons and overhead
cabling pose significant issues. Pylons take up valuable land
and they will have an impact on farming decisions
concerning the use of land from season to season. They will
restrict my flexibility in terms of what I can do on my own
land…"

2.2

SP Manweb’s Response

2.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to the impacts of the Proposed Development on agriculture and
land use.

2.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

2.2.3

(a)

The loss of farmland (RR No’s.19 to 32, 35, 44, 45, 64, 82, 86, 88 and
89)

(b)

Impacts on farming practices (RR No’s. 16, 19 to 32, 35, 37, 42, 44,
45, 46, 47, 49, 57, 64, 71, 73, 78, 80, 82, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89)

(c)

The loss of land for future development proposals (RR No’s. 2, 19, 37,
57, 78, 80, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the listed matters
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document that address other topic specific matters contained within the RRs
above. These relate to:
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(a)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 2, 16, 35, 37, 42, 46,
47, 57, 64, 78, 80, 84, 85, 86, 87 and 88);

(b)

Consultation (RR No.’s 16, 49, 71 and 73);

(c)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 49, 57, 64, 71, 73, 78, 80, 84,
85 and 87);

(d)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s 71 and 73);

(e)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 19-32, 44, 45, 47, 64, 82, 86 and
88);

(f)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 16, 19-32, 44 and 45);

(g)

Ecological impact (RR No.’s 49, 71, 73, 86 and 88);

(h)

EIA methodology (RR No.’s 86 and 88);

(i)

Health and electro-magnetic fields impact (RR No.’s 16, 57, 64, 78,
80, 84, 85 and 87);

(j)

Human rights (RR No. 42);

(k)

Landowner negotiations (RR No.’s 2, 19-32, 42, 44 and 45);

(l)

Landowner suggested amendments to the Proposed Development
(RR No. 47);

(m) Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 19-32, 35, 37, 44, 45, 49, 64,
71, 73, 86 and 88);
(n)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 42, 86 and 88);

(o)

Noise impact (RR No. 16);

(p)

Rationale for overhead line route (RR No.’s 16, 19-32, 42, 44, 45, 46,
47, 64, 71, 73, 86 and 88);

(q)

Socio-economic and tourism impact (RR No.’s 2, 16, 35, 49, 57, 64,
71, 73, 78, 80, 84, 85 and 87)

2.3

Loss of farmland

2.3.1

SP Manweb acknowledges that a likely impact of construction of the
Proposed Development will be the temporary loss of some agricultural land.
This land will comprise of land required for access to sites where the poles
are proposed to be installed and land required to carry out the installation of
these poles. Once the poles have been installed, these temporary land
uses will cease. SP Manweb has liaised, and will continue to liaise, with
landowners to ensure that the extent of agricultural land that will be used for
construction purposes is minimised. SP Manweb will also implement
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measures to mitigate the impacts associated with the construction of the
Proposed Development on farming practices (see 2.4 below).
2.3.2

SP Manweb acknowledges that there will be a permanent loss of some
agricultural land arising from the footprints of the poles. The extent of land
required for this purpose will be relatively minor compared with the overall
area of the agricultural land holdings. In some cases there may be small
areas around the foot of poles or, more particularly, around poles and stays,
which become sterilised and cannot practically be farmed for arable
purposes or during silage cropping. Mitigation for financial loss associated
with the loss of agricultural land is addressed below in section 3.

2.3.3

The Proposed Development has been designed to minimise the number of
poles required, whilst ensuring compliance with SP Manweb's specification
for overhead lines of the kind proposed. One of the reasons this approach is
taken is to minimise the effect on agriculture.

2.3.4

The ES assesses the potential impact of the Proposed Development on
Land Use and Agriculture (DCO document reference 6.10). The
assessment acknowledges potential effects relating to loss of small areas of
operational agricultural land.

2.3.5

In general, overhead line construction does not cause extensive damage,
crop loss or disturbance (compared, say, with a cross country gas
pipeline). Any damage caused, will be properly reinstated and
compensation will be paid for losses arising from the pre-construction and
construction works, in accordance with the requirements of the
compensation code.

2.4

Impacts on farming practices

2.4.1

Paragraph 5.10.8 of the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy
(EN-1) (NPS EN-1) states that "Applicants should seek to minimise impacts
on the best and most versatile agricultural land (defined as land in grades 1,
2 and 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification)…".

2.4.2

SP Manweb has assessed the Proposed Development's potential impacts
on farming businesses and practices in the 'Land Use and Agriculture'
section in Chapter 10 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.10).

2.4.3

It is noted that the area within the Order Limits is mainly comprised of a mix
of pasture for grazing and arable land. The Agricultural Land Classification
("ALC") for all agricultural land within the Proposed Route Alignment is
either Grade 3 (Good to Moderate), Grade 4 (Poor) or unclassified. SP
Manweb acknowledges that EN-1 identifies Grades 1, 2 and 3a as ‘best and
most versatile’, however there is currently no available data to detail the
relative split of land within grade 3 for the Proposed Development. SP
Manweb has requested a revised Agricultural Land Classification ("ALC")
map over the route of the development corridor to show grades 2,
subgrades 3a and 3b separately, and grades 4 and 5. Should SP Manweb
obtain the sub-division, SP Manweb will provide this detail to the
Examination.
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2.4.4

Due to the temporary nature of the Proposed Development construction
works and the minimal remaining land take of any agricultural land
associated with the Proposed Development, SP Manweb considers that if
some grade 3b land has been utilised for the construction and operation of
the Proposed Development, the policy test outlined in EN-1, and indeed in
PPW7 paragraph 4.10, has been complied with. Furthermore, EN-1 at
paragraph 3.7.3 makes it clear that there is an overriding need for the
Proposed Development in that it “will add to the reliability of the national
energy supply, provide crucial national benefits, which are shared by all
users of the system.”.

2.4.5

SP Manweb considers that the likely significant effects of the Proposed
Development on these agricultural land uses (pasture for grazing and arable
land) will be minor. Most of the impacts on farming operations are likely to
occur during the construction and decommissioning phases. These impacts
are set out in section 10.7 of Chapter 10 of the ES and include temporary
loss of grazing areas and arable land along temporary access tracks and
within working areas surrounding electricity pole locations.

2.4.6

In terms of impacts on agricultural operations, it is considered that these will
also be minor because they will be limited to impacts arising from the loss of
agricultural land within the footprints of the electrical poles and stays.

2.4.7

SP Manweb has designed the Proposed Development so as to minimise, as
far as reasonably practical, impacts on farming operations. SP Manweb is
continuing to meet with relevant owners and occupiers to further discuss the
location of the poles within the Limits of Deviation.

2.4.8

Mitigation measures embedded in the Proposed Development are set out in
section 10.6 of the ES and include diverting, protecting or reinstating
drainage infrastructure and delineating access routes on agricultural land.

2.4.9

A number of RRs (including RR Numbers 57, 78, 80, 84, 85, 87) provide
that the Proposed Development will impact upon the profitability of
agricultural business. This is addressed below at 3.3.

2.4.10

RR Numbers 86 and 88 state that the presence of the poles on their land
will restrict decision making regarding seasonal uses of their land. SP
Manweb will continue to discuss impacts on farming activities with
landowners and occupiers. It is of the opinion that concerns regarding
impacts on farming decisions can be easily managed through continued
dialogue and sufficent notice regarding the construction timings of the
Proposed Development.

2.4.11

Once constructed the operation of the Proposed Development will require
minimal access from SP Manweb for maintenance, with 132kV Overhead
Lines being checked intermitently for tree felling and safety clearances. The
land take required for the structures associated with Proposed Development
are comparible to lower voltage wood pole lines for those structures without
stays. For those structures with stays the land take is larger. The
compensation paid to owners and occupiers for the impact on their farming
operations is based on the structures on the owners or occupiers land. This
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means that owners and occupiers are compensated at a higher rate for
larger structures with stays.
2.4.12

The outline CEMP, which is secured through Requirement 13 of the DCO
(DCO document reference 3.1), contains the mitigation measures required
to mitigate impacts on agriculture and land use. The mitigation measures
are:
i.

The majority of pole positions would be accessed by existing farm
access arrangements and field gates.

ii.

SP Manweb will arrange pre-entry meetings with owners and
occupiers of land or their agents to ensure that disruption to farming
activities is kept, where possible, to a minimum and there will be
liaison with farmers and / or their agents throughout.

iii.

SP Manweb will ascertain, with the assistance of the
landowner/occupier, the location of any field drains which could be
damaged by the construction works. These drains may be diverted at
pole sites and protected elsewhere. Any damage to land drainage
caused by the construction works will be reinstated and/or
compensation paid as appropriate.

iv.

On grassland, where required, the agreed access routes will be clearly
delineated. Any area damaged by the works and agreed to be not in
the permanent use of SP Manweb will be reinstated and/or reseeded,
to bring it back into agricultural use. Care will be taken to prevent the
disturbance and straying of livestock. In the interests of security, all
field gates will be kept shut unless otherwise requested.

v.

Any hedges or fences will be replaced, as appropriate, where
breached for access and construction purposes.

vi.

Care will be taken in locating storage sites away from watercourses
and standing water stockpiling of soil or stone will also be kept away
from watercourses and standing water, as per section 2.13 above.

vii.

Wood pole erection sites and other work areas will be demarcated
where necessary.

viii. Topsoil and subsoil from the pole foundations will be stored
separately. Any surplus subsoil or rock following backfilling, will be
removed to a licensed tip or otherwise disposed of as agreed in
consultation with the landowner/occupier and / or agent.
ix.

Any timber cut will remain the landowner’s property and will be
stacked at a convenient location in accordance with the EcMP and
landowner/occupiers reasonable requirements unless removal is
requested.

x.

Prior to work commencing, the land will be inspected and a detailed
record of its condition agreed, including private roads, gateways and
fences along the route of the line and access routes.

xi.

If biosecurity measures are required, the principles set out in section
2.11 shall be followed.
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2.4.13

SP Manweb considers these mitigation measures, along with those others
identified in the outline CEMP and secured through Requirement 13 to be
sufficient to address those concerns of landowners regarding impacts on
farming practices.An updated CEMP is submitted to the Examination at
Deadline 1.

2.5

The loss of land for future development proposals

2.5.1

SP Manweb acknowledges the potential impact the Proposed Development
could have on future development proposals on some agricultural land. In
order to minimise these impacts, SP Manweb has carried out three stages
of consultation to identify interests and plans for the areas in proximity to the
Proposed Development (see chapter 4 which addresses the consultation
process). Discussions with landowners and occupiers has also assisted with
the identification of potential developments within proximity to the Proposed
Development.

2.5.2

Where SP Manweb has been notified of proposed developments, then it
has sought to avoid using the relevant land for the purposes of the
Proposed Development, so far as possible. In addition, SP Manweb has
carried out planning register searches to identify relevant planning
applications.

2.5.3

However, whilst it is reasonable for SP Manweb to take into account
committed developments where there is an extant planning permission in
place for development, it will not be reasonable to expect SP Manweb to
avoid land where the landowner merely has aspirations to develop that land,
but had taken no steps to realise those aspirations.

2.5.4

With respect to RR’s 2, 19, 35, 57, 80 and 85 each has identified impact on
future expansion plans. SP Manweb is not aware of any submitted planning
applications or permissions for these sites. SP Manweb has made enquiries
and has checked the planning application registers for both relevant
planning authorities but no applications exisit which relate to these plans.
SP Manweb, as part of the landowner discussions, have inquiried regarding
these future expansion plans with the relevant parties but concrete plans
and details have not been presented.

2.5.5

With respect to RR’s 37, 78, 84, 87 and 89, SP Manweb has not identified
these individuals as persons with an interest in the land and therefore
considers that the Proposed Development does not affect their land.
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3.

COMPENSATION AND PROPERTY VALUES

3.1

Relevant Representations

3.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS:
Table 3

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

2

John Ellis
Pritchard
on behalf
of Melin
Wynt
Hafodty
Ddu cyf

“Melin Wynt Hafodty Ddu cyf lease an area of land for the
purpose of operating a wind turbine. We believe that the
proposed route may affect this leased area and may therefore
affect our business, now and possibly in the future.”

14

Roger
CorbettJones

“The financial effect on the value of properties in this small
hamlet for the foreseeable future will suffer considerably whilst
this scheme remains unclear.”

16

Jill Tyrer

“reduce property values".

35

Glynne
Jones

“I own the land over which approximately 1 Km of the over
headline. The over headline impeads agriculture use of the
land. The proposed line passes within 200m of our home and is
fully visable from the majority of the rooms in the house. The
line impeads on the farms business plans for the future
development of wind turbines.”

37

Elgan
Jones

“I have land which the proposed line is to be erected, this will
affect my farming plans and business, I have already built a
farm building and yard and my next plan it to build a
farmhouse. I have already invested in the plans for our future
house and this line would be within 40m of the new dwelling.”

41

David
Roberts

“How it affects tourism and property values”.

42

Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Iwan
&
Helen
Jones

“The physical impact of the connection proposal on the holding
known as Penygerddi will be significant. There is likely to be
considerable disturbance to farming operations and material
harm to the value of the farmland.”

46

Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Emlyn a
Nicola
Davies

“The physical impact of the proposal on Plas Captain is
significant. If implemented, there will be considerable
disturbance to farming operations and material harm to Mr
Davies' agricultural tenancy”.

47

Dafydd I “The physical impact of the proposal on Bodeiliog Ucha is
Jones on significant. If implemented, there will be considerable
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behalf of disturbance to farming operations and material harm to Mr
Neville
Hughes' agricultural tenancy.”
Hughes
50

Dyfrig
Hughes
on behalf
of Pylon
the
Pressure
Group

“We are very concerned of the impact of overhead lines and
pylons on property value, estimated by the UK Government as
being up to 15% reduction, and on potential sales –visible
overhead powerline cables or pylons could reduce the number
of potential buyers by up to 80%.”

57

Mr John “Impact on value of farm and property”.
Jones

61

Cvffylliog
Communi
ty
Council

“By the UK Government as being up to 15% reduction, and on
potential sales –visible overhead We are very concerned of the
impact of overhead lines and pylons on property value,
estimated powerline cables or pylons could reduce the number
of potential buyers by up to 80%.”

62

Llanrhae
adr
Communi
ty
Council

“by the UK Government as being up to 15% reduction, and on
potential sales –visible overhead We are very concerned of the
impact of overhead lines and pylons on property value,
estimated powerline cables or pylons could reduce the number
of potential buyers by up to 80%.”

63

Alys
Owen

“I am very concerned that the pylons with their overhead lines
will have a serious impact on the decline of property values for
miles around because of their proximity and visibility over a
wide area.”

64

Gordon
Owen

“The decline in property value is another great concern caused
by the pylons and overhead lines. Visible overhead power line
cables and pylons could reduce the number of potential buyers
by 80% according to UK Government.”

65

Lois
Williams

“Devaluation of property and the desecration of the countryside
seem to be of no consequence to the applicants.”

66

David
Tyrer

“I could find nothing in the application about the adverse effect
on property prices. Why?”.

67

Iona
“Our property and land will suffer significant detriment if the
Edwards- OHL proposal goes ahead.“
Jones on
behalf of
Mr & Mrs
E G & A
Edwards

70

Cyngor
“We are very concerned of the impact of overhead lines and
Cymuned pylons on property value.”
Llanrhae
adr-yngNghinmei
rch
Communi
ty
Council
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74

Margaret
ParryJones

“The substantial effect on properties – loss of view, amenity,
reduced property value estimated at up to 20 – 40% in various
studies. It would undermine people’s enjoyment of their
homes”.

78

Eirian
Jones

“Impact on value of farm and property”.

80

Iona
Jones

“Impact on value of farm and property”.

81

Llannefyd
d
Communi
ty
Council

“Also visible overhead powerline cables/pylons could be
detrimental in the selling of properties in close proximity, with a
reduction in potential buyers by a large percentage thus
causing a devaluation and a much reduced revenue.”

83

Gerwyn
Jones

“Our property, land and businesses will suffer significant
detriment if the overhead line goes ahead. Sp manweb have
not approached us to discuss the affects on outlr business”.

84

Eirian
Jones

“Impact on value of farm and property”.

85

Richard
Mars
Jones

“Impact on value of farm and property”.

86

Mr David “Overhead lines and pylons cause a significant blight to
Roberts
property values, up to 20% in some cases where pylons can be
seen from the residence. My property/farmhouse is identified
by SP Manweb under the assessment of Cumulative
Residential Amenity Effects as significantly affected by the
proposal. For me personally, and for the sake of my family’s
future, this could potentially be a financial burden.”

87

Elin Mars “Impact on value of farm and property”.
Jones

88

Mari
Roberts

“Overhead lines and pylons cause a significant blight to
property values, up to 20% in some cases where pylons can be
seen from the residence. My property/farmhouse is identified
by SP Manweb under the assessment of Cumulative
Residential Amenity Effects as significantly affected by the
proposal. For me personally, and for the sake of my family’s
future, this could potentially be a financial burden.”

3.2

SP Manweb’s Response

3.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to compensation measures and property values.

3.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:
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(a)

Financial impact to farming business and practice and/or future
expansion plans (RR No’s. 35, 37, 46, 47, 57, 78, 80, 84, 85, 86, 87,
88)

(b)

Financial impact to the building of a new dwelling and current property
(RR No's. 37, and 67)

(c)

Financial impacts caused by (cumulative) residential amenity concerns
(RR No. 86 and 88)

(d)

Financial impact generally upon business and property (RR No's. 83,
86 and 88)

(e)

Financial impact to agricultural tenancy (RR No's. 46 and 47)

(f)

Financial impact to the operation of a wind turbines and associated
business (RR No's. 2 and 35)

(g)

Financial impact on property values (RR No's. 14, 16, 41, 42, 50, 57,
61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 70, 74, 78, 80, 81, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88)

3.2.3

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the listed matters
above. All of the responses in this section consider the specific question of
the mitigation of financial impact caused to business and property. SP
Manweb addresses compensation measures resulting from a financial
impact to land, business and property in one response below. This is
because the way that compensation is addressed and any financial impacts
mitigated will follow the same process in relation to all relevant
representations that raise this concern as a specific topic.

3.2.4

SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this document
which address other topic specific matters contained within the RRs above.
These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 2, 16, 35, 37, 42, 46, 47,
57, 64, 65, 66, 78, 80, 84, 85, 86, 87 and 88);

(b)

Consultation (RR No.’s 16, 67, 70, 74 and 83);

(c)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 50, 57, 62, 63, 64, 65, 74, 78,
80, 81, 84, 85 and 87);

(d)

Cumulative Impact (RR No.’s 65, 70 and 74);

(e)

Design and Construction (RR No.’s 47, 64, 70, 86 and 88);

(f)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 14, 16 and 74);

(g)

Ecological Impact (RR No.’s 74, 86 and 88);

(h)

EIA Methodology (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 70, 74, 86 and 88);
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(i)

Health and Electro-magnetic fields impact (RR No.’s 16, 50, 57, 61,
62, 63, 64, 70, 74, 78, 80, 81, 84, 85 and 87);

(j)

Human Rights (RR No. 42)

(k)

Landowner negotiations (RR No.’s 2, 42, 67 and 83)

(l)

Landowner suggested amendments to the Proposed Development
(RR No. 47)

(m) Landscape and Visual Impact (RR No.’s 35, 37, 41, 50, 62, 63, 64, 65,
66, 70, 74, 81, 86 and 88)
(n)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 42, 50, 62, 63, 74, 81, 86
and 88)

(o)

Noise impact (RR No.’s 16, 66 and 70)

(p)

Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 14, 16, 42, 46, 47, 50, 62, 63,
64, 65, 66, 74, 81, 86 and 88)

(q)

Socio-economics impacts and effects on local businesses (RR No.’s
16, 35, 41, 50, 57, 62, 63, 64, 66, 70, 74, 78, 80, 81, 83, 84, 85 and
87)

3.3

Financial impact to business, property and practice and future
expansion plans (including farming)

3.3.1

SP Manweb will need to compulsorily acquire the rights in land over which
the Proposed Development will be constructed, installed and operated
unless it is possible to reach voluntary agreement with affected landowners.
Compensation may be payable as a result of financial impact to business,
land (including future development plans with the benefit of planning
permission) and agricultural tenancies (including farming and other
business), through the acquisition of rights required in order to construct,
install and keep installed, and operate the Proposed Development. In
respect of any land that is the subject of any application for powers of
compulsory acquisition pursuant to a DCO, the Planning Act 2008 provides
for a specific regime to be followed which covers any compensation payable
pursuant to a well established code (the Compensation Code, as outlined
below). The principle of whether compensation is payable and if so how
much does not form part of the process for examination of the DCO for the
Proposed Development. If the DCO for the Proposed Development is made
by the Secretary of State, affected parties may be eligible for compensation
following the vesting of a General Vesting Declaration, or a notice to treat.
Payment of any compensation will need to be fully evidenced as part of the
Compensation Code process.

3.3.2

The compensation and blight procedures, along with what can or cannot be
claimed, is contained in the aforementioned Compensation Code created by
the Compulsory Purchase Act 1965, the Land Compensation Acts 1961 and
1973 and case law. In accordance with the Compensation Code, principles
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such as disturbance, severance, injurious affection, home loss, basic loss,
occupier's loss, blight and property devaluation may apply to particular
properties in relation to the Proposed Development.
3.3.3

In addition to those who are subject to compulsory acquisition powers, the
Planning Act 2008 also provides for third parties who consider that they are
entitled to compensation to make a claim under specific regimes. These
regimes are:
(a)

a claim under section 10 of the Compulsory Purchase Act 1965 (or
section 152(3) of the Planning Act 2008). Typically, a claimant under
this section is someone who does not have any freehold or leasehold
land in, on, under, over which new rights and restrictions are being
created and imposed compulsorily by the DCO but who has the
benefit of a right or restrictive covenant over the land within the Order
limits and whose right or covenant will be interfered with or breached
by the execution of the authorised works in such a way as to
depreciate the value of their land (including, in certain cases, by way
of nuisance); and

(b)

a claim under Part 1 of the Land Compensation Act 1973. A claimant
under this section is someone who lives outside of land that is being
compulsorily acquired under the DCO but whose property may be
sufficiently close to be depreciated in value due to physical factors as
noise, vibration, artificial lighting - e.g. dust, mud, particulates caused
by the use of the authorised project once it is in operation.

3.3.4

SP Manweb does not consider that the construction or operation of the
Proposed Development would engage either of these regimes.

3.3.5

Compulsory acquisition information is provided in Volume 4 of the DCO
Application. This includes the Statement of Reasons (DCO document
reference 4.1) the Funding Statement (DCO document reference 4.2), and
Book of Reference (DCO document reference 4.3) (as amended). The
Statement of Reasons explains in Section 4 the scope of the compulsory
acquisition powers, as outlined below.

3.3.6

The draft DCO for the Proposed Development contains the following
powers:
(1) Article 19 - SP Manweb may create and acquire the rights and
impose the restrictions described in the Book of Reference, DCO
document reference 4.3, and shown on the Land Plans, DCO
document reference 2.2.1 to 2.2.13. The creation of rights is
required to enable SP Manweb to construct and install, operate and
maintain the 132kV Overhead Line [and that part of the
underground cable from the Terminal Point to the highway at
Groesffordd Marli], as well as to carry out landscaping/ecological
measures and tree felling, without impediment. The imposition of
restrictions is required to protect the 132kV Overhead Line and
landscaping/ecological measures.
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(2) Article 26 - SP Manweb may temporarily use the Order land
(identified on the Land Plans, DCO document reference 2.2.1 –
2.2.13), to carry out the Proposed Development; and
(3) Article 27 – SP Manweb may temporarily use the Order land to
maintain the Proposed Development.
As the Proposed Development principally comprises the 132kV
Overhead Line, all of the acquisition powers relate to the creation and
acquisition of rights and the imposition of restrictions and the
temporary use of land, rather than the acquisition of freehold interests.
The land which is subject to compulsory acquisition powers, and the
land which is subject to powers of temporary use, is identified on the
Land Plans (DCO document reference 2.2.1 – 2.2.13) and set out in
the Book of Reference (DCO document reference 4.3).
3.3.7

The purposes for which compulsory acquisition powers are sought are
described in Section 7 of the Statement of Reasons. The Statement of
Reasons explains that the acquisition and creation of rights, the imposition
of restrictions and the temporary use of land, together with the overriding of
interests, rights and restrictive covenants and the suspension or
extinguishment of private rights is no more than is reasonably required to
facilitate or is incidental to the Proposed Development including that part of
the underground cable from the Terminal Point to the highway at
Groesffordd Marli.

3.3.8

SP Manweb has also demonstrated in the Funding Statement that land
acquisition costs and potential compensation claims for blight can be fully
met from either the Wind Farm developers or from its own sources as and
when they fall due.

3.3.9

SP Manweb is currently in on-going consultation with all those who have an
interest in land within the Order Limits and are therefore potentially affected
by the Proposed Development. SP Manweb is negotiating with those
identified as having interests in Part 1 and Part 3 of the Book of Reference,
in order to alleviate and (where necessary) mitigate concerns they may
have. Financial offers are being made on commercial terms to those who
may be impacted by the Proposed Development and, where possible,
voluntary agreements entered into. SP Manweb will continue to engage
proactively with those interests in order to seek agreement and satisfactorily
address those impacts and concerns that landowners, occupiers, lessees
(and other interests) may have.

3.3.10

As referred to above (and in summary), in respect of any land that is the
subject of any application for powers of compulsory acquisition pursuant to
a DCO, the Planning Act 2008 provides for a specific regime to be followed
after the grant of any DCO, which covers any compensation payable
pursuant to the Compensation Code. The matter of mitigating financial
impact is therefore not relevant in relation to the making of any DCO and
the Examination process. As such, this issue is a matter which SP Manweb
regards as having been fully responded to in this document and SP
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Manweb considers that this is therefore not an issue that should require
further consideration at Examination.
3.4

Financial impact on Property Values

3.4.1

A number of RRs provide that the Proposed Development would
detrimentally affect property values.

3.4.2

SP Manweb notes that perceptions of impacts on property values are not
matters that the Secretary of State would regard as being material, relevant
or important to her decision. In relation to those RRs that refer to the visual
impact of the overhead lines and electricity poles, these impacts are
assessed in Chapter 7 of the ES (Landscape and Visual). Section 16 of this
document also addresses this matter.

3.4.3

If the DCO is made by the Secretary of State, compensation will be
determined in accordance with the Compensation Code created by the
Compulsory Purchase Act 1965, the Land Compensation Acts 1961 and
1973 and case law. Compensation may be payable in respect of (among
other things) decrease in market value of the land, disturbance loss and the
matters outlined in section 3.3 above. As such, this issue is a matter which
SP Manweb regards as having been fully responded to in this document
and SP Manweb considers that this is therefore not an issue that should
require further consideration at Examination.
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4.

CONSULTATION

4.1

Relevant Representations

4.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS:

Table 4
Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

Martin
Barlow

“The original consultation had the poles 100 metres apart, but
now the distance has been reduced to 75 metres –
representing a one-third increase in the number of poles. “

16

Jill Tyrer

“Whole consultation process flawed and therefore invalid.”
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Simon
Peter
White
Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Nerys
Jones
Llansann
an Ward
within
Conwy
County
Borough
Council

“the consultation for the selection was flawed even though
accepted by the Inspectorate”.

Iona
EdwardsJones on
behalf of
Mr & Mrs
E G & A
Edwards

“The consultation undertaken by SP Manweb was inadequate.
Stage 3 consultation documents contained misleading
information and inaccurate representations.

13

36

49

67

70

“The consultation exercise undertaken by SP Manweb was
flawed. The company failed to engage with interested parties
in a consistent manner and there was a failure to re-consult
on revised proposals.”
“Concern has been raised and expressed on many occasions
as to to the validity of the process – it’s fairness and balance
to those concerned – land owners and communities alike.”

As landowners we feel that our concerns and views on the
route corridor and access route have not been taken into
consideration ”
Cyngor
“We do not feel that Scottish Powers consultation has been
Cymuned adequate. They have failed to provide information to several
Llanrhae residents. Some visual representations and documents have
adr-yng- also been very missleading and inaccurate.
Nghinmei
rch
Communi Llanrhaeadr yng Nghinmeirch Community Council were not
ty
included in the consultation.”
Council
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71

Durand
Hotham

“Along with five other properties between
and
in Cefn
Meiriadog we were crucially not notified of the project until
Phase 2 of the Pre Application process by which time the
preferred route had been all but determined. Given our
obviously strategic placement within a short distance from the
proposed substation at St Asaph this omission was a serious
breach of the applicant’s obligations of consultation with
affected parties. Despite our protestations we were still unable
to have any influence on the selection of the route of the
pylons deeply affecting us which was ultimately submitted for
Development Consent.
The manner in which the corridor was selected
established through the use of misleading statistics
appeared predetermined. The feedback used was
selective, alternative routes were neither offered
entertained and the argument for the eventual route
deeply flawed.

73

was
and
only
nor
was

Without warning the applicant retrospectively declared that
Phase 3 only was the statutory phase. The erasing of the
earlier processes which spawned the virtually unchanged
Ph
3 i h ll
i t
h d l
it i d i
dt
Durand
“Along with five other properties between
and
in Cefn
Hotham
Meiriadog we were crucially not notified of the project until
on behalf Phase 2 of the Pre Application process by which time the
of Cefn preferred route had been all but determined. Given our
Meiriado obviously strategic placement within a short distance from the
g
proposed substation at St Asaph this omission was a serious
Excludee breach of the applicant’s obligations of consultation with
s
affected parties. Despite our protestations we were still unable
to have any influence on the selection of the route of the
pylons deeply affecting us which was ultimately submitted for
Development Consent.
The manner in which the corridor was selected
established through the use of misleading statistics
appeared predetermined. The feedback used was
selective; alternative routes were neither offered
entertained and the argument for the eventual route
deeply flawed.

was
and
only
nor
was

Without warning the applicant retrospectively declared that
Phase 3 only was the statutory phase. The erasing of the
earlier processes which spawned the virtually unchanged
74

Margaret
ParryJones

“Natural Resources Wales are part of the Welsh Government
and have a vested interest. They are set to benefit financial by
significant amounts.”
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83

Gerwyn
Jones

“The consultations undertaken by SP Manweb has been
inaccurate and missleading.
2. Our concerns and views about the route corridor and the
access route has not been considered.

4.2

SP Manweb’s Response

4.2.1

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
consultation are listed below and addressed in turn in the corresponding
sections.

4.2.2

(a)

SP Manweb’s approach to statutory consultation (RR No’s. RR No's.
16, 34, 36, 67, 70, 71, 73, 83)

(b)

Failure to engage with interested parties in a consistent manner (RR
No. 36)

(c)

Failure to consult on revised proposals (RR No's. 13 and 36)

(d)

The consultation material contained misleading materials and
inaccurate representations (RR No. 67, 70)

(e)

Failure to provide information to some residents and Cyngor Cymuned
Llanrhaeadr-yng-Nghinmeirch Community Council (RR No's 70, 71,
73)

(f)

Phase 3 was the only statutory phase (RR No. 71, 73)

(g)

Validity of the process (RR No. 49)

(h)

Natural Resources Wales, a statutory consultee, has a vested interest
in the Proposed Development (RR No. 74)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the listed matters
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use (RR No.’s 16, 49, 71 and 73)

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 16, 67, 70, 74 and 83)

(c)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 49, 71, 73 and 74)

(d)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s 13, 70, 71, 73 and 74)

(e)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 13 and 70)

(f)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 16 and 74)
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(g)

Ecological impact (RR No.’s 49, 71, 73 and 74)

(h)

EIA methodology (RR No.’s 70 and 74)

(i)

Health and electro-magnetic fields (RR No.’s 16, 70 and 74)

(j)

Human rights (RR No. 36)

(k)

Landowner negotiations (RR No.’s 36, 67 and 83)

(l)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 13, 34, 36, 49, 70, 71, 73 and
74)

(m) Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 36 and 74)
(n)

Noise impact (RR No. 70)

(o)

Rationale for overhead line route (RR No.’s 13, 16, 34, 36, 71, 73 and
74)

(p)

Socio economic and tourism impact (RR No.’s 16, 49, 70, 71, 73, 74
and 83)

4.3

SP Manweb's approach to statutory consultation

4.3.1

The statutory requirements with which developers must comply in respect of
pre-application consultation with local communities, local authorities,
prescribed persons, those who have an interest in the land and those who
may be able to make a relevant claim for compensation are laid down in
Part 5 of the Planning Act 2008.

4.3.2

Section 55 of the Planning Act 2008 makes it clear that an application may
be accepted only if the Secretary of State concludes that the applicant has
complied with the pre-application procedure as set out in Part 5.
Furthermore, section 55 provides that in reaching her conclusion as to
whether the applicant has complied with the pre-application procedure, the
Secretary of State must have regard to the consultation report, any
adequacy of consultation representation received from a local authority
consultee and the extent to which the applicant has had regard to relevant
guidance (under section 50 of the Planning Act 2008).

4.3.3

A Notification of Acceptance letter was received from the Planning
Inspectorate (PINS) (acting on behalf of the Secretary of State), on 17th
April 2015. The letter confirmed that the Secretary of State had accepted
the Application for examination.

4.3.4

The decision to accept the Application was informed by adequacy of
consultation representations submitted to it by the local authorities,
Denbighshire County Council (DCC) and Conwy County Borough Council
(CCBC). The Secretary of State’s decision of acceptance demonstrates that
SP Manweb has complied with its statutory duties and that adequate
consultation on the Proposed Development has been undertaken in
accordance with the Planning Act 2008.
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4.3.5

Statutory consultation was undertaken in accordance with a Statement of
Community Consultation (SoCC) (Appendix 7, DCO document reference
5.2.1). In fulfilment of its duties under section 47 of the Planning Act 2008,
SP Manweb made a statutory request to DCC and CCBC for comments on
the SoCC in December 2013. The Consultation Report (section 10.4, DCO
document reference 5.1) outlines the comments that were received from
both DCC and CCBC and how these were taken into account by SP
Manweb.

4.3.6

Statutory consultation with the local community, carried out in line with
section 47 and the SoCC, was undertaken from 20 March 2014 to 18 May
2014. Consultation exhibition events were held at 7 locations as set out in
section 10.8 of the Consultation Report, which was in line with the SoCC as
agreed by the DCC and CCBC. The Consultation Report (DCO document
reference 5.1) details how consultation materials were made available for
the public to view. The purpose of the consultation was to seek views from
the local community and other key stakeholders.

4.3.7

The Consultation Report (Section 12.10) (DCO document reference 5.1)
records the feedback and comments received during the pre-application
consultation and reports on how SP Manweb took this feedback into
account.

4.3.8

Section 42 statutory consultation also took place from 20 March 2014 to 18
May 2014. The Consultation Report appendices set out the persons that
were consulted in respect of the Proposed Development, in line with the
provisions of section 42 of the Planning Act 2008. This broadly
encompasses prescribed persons, relevant Local Authorities and those with
interests in the land. The section 42 consultation information comprised of
the Non-Technical Summary of the Preliminary Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR); the PEIR itself and a covering letter accompanying these.

4.3.9

Section 48 statutory consultation also took place from 20 March to 18 May
2014. Section 48 of the Planning Act 2008 requires an applicant to
publicise the proposed application.

4.3.10

It is contended that during the above consultation process consultees and
the local community were provided with a summary of the Proposed
Development and sufficient information to enable the local community and
landowners to respond to the consultation process.

4.3.11

It is evident from the above that SP Manweb complied with the statutory
requirements for pre-application consultation pursuant to Part 5 of the
Planning Act 2008. This issue, together with those specific consultation
issues set out below, are matters which SP Manweb regards as having
been fully responded to in this document and SP Manweb considers that
this is therefore not an issue that should require further consideration at
Examination.

4.4

Failure to engage with interested parties in a consistent manner
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4.4.1

The allegation that SP Manweb has not engaged with interested parties in a
consistent manner is not supported by any specific complaint. SP Manweb
considers that it has applied the consultation undertaken at Stages 1, 2 and
3 of the pre-application consultation consistently between all parties. The
approach taken to consultation is explained fully in the Consultation Report
(DCO document reference 5.1 – 5.2.3).

4.5

Failure to consult on revised proposals

4.5.1

One interested party is of the view that SP Manweb has failed to consult on
revised proposals. In respect of this representation, it does not specify what
it considers the revised proposals to be and therefore SP Manweb is unable
to address any specific amendments.

4.5.2

Another interested party states that the 'original consultation' provided that
the spacing between the poles was 100 metres and the Proposed
Development provides that this spacing will be 75 metres.

4.5.3

It is noted that refinements to the design of a proposed development
between stages of consultation is normal and provided the changes are not
substantial they will not generally require a stage of the consultation
process to be repeated. This approach is included in guidance published by
DCLG: Planning Act 2008: examination of applications for development
consent (Published by Department for Communities and Local Government
March 2015)1. Further, the section 55 checklist published by PINS on 17
April 2015, has considered this issue and concluded that the application
submitted is not fundamentally different from that consulted upon and
therefore did not trigger a requirement to undertake further consultation.

4.6

The consultation material
inaccurate representations

4.6.1

Two interested parties have indicated that they consider that the
consultation materials included misleading materials and inaccurate
representations. The interested parties have not referred to any specific
examples and therefore SP Manweb is unable to respond to specific points.
However, SP Manweb has taken considerable time, care and effort in
preparing consultation materials for each stage of consultation that has
been undertaken. It is not considered that the consultation materials were in
any way misleading or inaccurate and therefore SP Manweb strongly
refutes this allegation.

4.7

Failure to provide information to some residents and Cyngor Cymuned
Llanrhaeadr-yng-Nghinmeirch Community Council

4.7.1

Mr Durand Hotham (RRs 71 and 73) contends that the Stage 1 consultation
excluded five properties in Cefn Meiriodog. SP Manweb’s approach to the
Stage 1 consultation is explained in section 6 of the Consultation Report
(DCO document reference 5.1). It is explained that the consultation included
public exhibitions, contact with Cefn Meiriadog Community Council,

1

contained misleading materials

and

Paragraph 73-74
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advertisements in the local press and letters sent to all addresses within
1km either side of the route corridors and extended to include Denbigh and
St Asaph. It is therefore SP Manweb’s position that all properties in Cefn
Meiridog were consulted and made aware of the Stage 1 consultation. The
approach taken has been accepted by the Secretary of State, as explained
above.
4.7.2

Cyngor Cymuned Llanrhaeadr-yng-Nghinmeirch Community Council (RR
70) has indicated that it was not consulted. SP Manweb does not accept
this statement. Further explanation is provided in the Consultation Report
(DCO document reference 5.1). This specific accusation was also
addressed in the section 55 checklist prepared by PINS. Cyngor Cymuned
Llanrhaeadr-yng-Nghinmeirch Community Council responded to SP
Manweb's statutory consultation and therefore it is self evident that they
were consulted.

4.8

Phase 3 was the only statutory phase

4.8.1

Part 5 chapter 2 of the Planning Act 2008 contains the pre-application
consultation procedure which applicants are required to comply with. SP
Manweb complied fully with the statutory requirements to undertake preapplication consultation pursuant to sections 42, 47 and 48 of the Planning
Act 2008. This is demonstrated by the fact that the Secretary of State
accepted the application for development consent for examination.

4.8.2

In addition to the statutory consultation that was undertaken, SP Manweb
undertook two phases of consultation prior to stage 3. These were as
follows:

4.8.3

2

(a)

Stage 1, which took place between 25 June 2012 and 01 February
2013.

(b)

Stage 2, which took place between 20 June 2013 and 20 July 2013

Stage 1 of the consultation was undertaken on the route corridor options
which enabled a Preferred Route Corridor to be identified. The feedback
from the stage 1 consultation helped inform the identification of the
Preferred Route Corridor. Stage 2 of the consultation was used to assist in
refining the Preferred Route Corridor into the proposed route alignments.
This staged iterative process assists in developing the proposals for the
Proposed Development and allowed consultees to influence the
identification of a Preferred Route Corridor and refinement of its alignment
within the Preferred Route Corridor before statutory consultation was
carried out. This iterative, multi stage consultation process is expressly
identified as an option that applicants of large infrastructure projects should
consider in guidance published by DCLG: Planning Act 2008: examination
of applications for development consent (Published by Department for
Communities and Local Government March 2015)2.

Paragraph 70
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4.8.4

Therefore, SP Manweb has complied with the statutory consultation
requirements prescribed under the Planning Act 2008. It has also
undertaken additional non-statutory consultation which is entirely consistent
with published guidance.

4.9

Validity of the process

4.9.1

A relevant representation (RR 49) has been received indicating that they
are concerned as to the validity of the process. Planning decisions require
the decision maker to balance the competing interests of the applicant
against the interests of the local community and private land owners. In the
case of nationally significant infrastructure projects there will often, as is the
case here, be public benefits in enabling the infrastructure project to come
forward. There will, of course, be private interests that are affected by the
infrastructure coming forward and they must be balanced against the
general public interest.

4.9.2

The Planning Act 2008 requires a considerable amount of public
consultation to be undertaken to ensure that the local community/land
owners can influence the development of the nationally significant
infrastructure project and to ensure that the Secretary of State, when
determining the application, is fully conversant in the views of the local
community.

4.9.3

As explained above SP Manweb has complied with the consultation
requirements in the Planning Act 2008 and therefore the Secretary of State
will be able to take a decision on the application for development consent,
taking into account the overall public need, but balanced against the
interests of the immediate local community/landowners. SP Manweb
considers that the process that it has followed is entirely valid and complies
with the statutory requirements.

4.10

Natural Resources Wales, a statutory consultee, has a vested interest
in the Proposed Development

4.10.1

Natural Resources Wales ("NRW") has provided their own Relevant
Representation (RR No.91). In this representation, they state the following:
"1.1 The purpose of the Natural Resources Body for Wales (NRW) is
to ensure that the environment and natural resources of Wales are
sustainably maintained, sustainably enhanced and sustainably used.
In this context sustainably means with a view to benefitting and in a
manner designed to benefit the people, environment and economy of
Wales now and in the future. Our functions are set out in the Natural
Resources Body for Wales (Functions) Order 2012. Our advice and
comments to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) are therefore provided
in the context of this remit…
11.1 It should be noted that NRW acts as land agent on behalf of
Welsh Government in respect of part of the land which is subject to the
development consent order that being land within the most southerly
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0.5km of the proposed overhead line route as identified as “Former
FCW Landholdings” on the plan provided at Annex 1 to these Relevant
Representations. NRW’s agency function derives under provisions of
the Forestry Act 1967. It should be noted that NRW’s land agency
function relates to land management issues and is separate to and
independent of NRW’s role as Statutory and Interested party for the
purpose of the DCO application. Any issues affecting the Welsh
Government Estate land and the Minister’s interests will be dealt with
separately by NRW’s Energy Delivery team".
4.10.2

It is therefore clear that NRW has specific functions and requirements set
out in statute. Its role as land agent on behalf of the Welsh Government is
separate and independent to NRW's role as a statutory consultee and
therefore no conflict of interest exists. SP Manweb considers that NRW's
representation outlined above clearly addresses their role and provides a
full response to this specific point raised within the Relevant
Representations.
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5.

HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT IMPACT

5.1

Relevant Representations

5.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS:
Table 5

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

11

Martin
Barlow,
on
behalf of Cefn
Meiriadog &
Glascoed
Road
Residents
and
Users
Group
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Cefn
Meiriadog
Community
Council

49

Llansannan
Ward within
Conwy
County
Borough
Council
Dyfrig
Hughes
on
behalf
of
Pylon
the
Pressure
Group
Mr
John
Jones
Clocaenog
Community
Council

"The Group is concerned that SPM’s assessment of
visual impact understates the ‘Significance’ in many
cases, especially evident in the assessment for Plas
Newydd and Plas Hafod, and the former illustrating a
failure to give weight to the impact on buildings of
particular architectural, cultural and historical importance.
That this is repeated with the especially historic Berain
elsewhere shows a quite unacceptable disregard for the
history and culture of both Wales and the communities in
which the buildings are situated".
"many people have relocated to the area due to its
outstanding natural beauty and historic houses such as
Plas Newydd are designed to take advantage of the
outstanding beauty of the region – the powerlines will ruin
the outlook from this historic house".
"Impact on historic woodlands".

50

57
60

62

Llanrhaeadr
Community
Council

63

Alys Owen

"We disagree that Historic Environment is likely to be
subject to a low number of significant adverse effects.
There are a number of listed buildings of national
significance which will be in very close proximity to
pylons".
"Potential damage to [Redacted] Grade 2* Listed, with
long standing links to Welsh Culture".
"Adverse effects. There are a number of listed buildings
of national significance which will be in We disagree that
Historic Environment is likely to be subject to a low
number of significant very close proximity to pylons".
"Adverse effects. There are a number of listed buildings
of national significance which will be in We disagree that
Historic Environment is likely to be subject to a low
number of significant very close proximity to pylons".
"There are a number of Historical Buildings of great
national importance very close to the pylons".
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64

65

71

73

74

78
79

80

Gordon Owen "I disagree that Historic Environment is likely to have low
number of adverse effect. There are a number of
historical sites of great national importance in the area in
very close proximity to the pylons".
Lois Williams "Not at any time does the report say how the terminal
pole and up to three other pylons will impact on the old
original road through and alongside which they pass. It is
as if its history does not exist. Where the road and lane
cross is the original Groesffordd Marli after which the
settlement is named, the old road continuing southward
between Plas Newydd and Plas Hafod down to the river.

Durand
Hotham

The pylons will have a significant impact on Plas Newydd,
a Grade 2* listed building and one of the finest and bestpreserved examples of Elizabethan regional gentry
houses. It has remained unaltered since 1583. The
pylons will be visible from the solar room, one of the most
important rooms in this special house. Again the report
totally minimises the impact of the development on a
house which we, in Wales, should be seen to be taking
very especial care of".
"Physically and architecturally prominent, [Redacted] is
an important (Grade 2 Star listed) example of a well
preserved Welsh Elizabethan gentry house dated 1538
and its sighting overlooking the Elwy Valley and the
planned pylons has not be adequately considered.
Despite being designated as a Visual Receptor no
attempt was made to evaluate the perspective from the
house itself and the publication of the unrepresentative
"visual" bears no relation to the reality.

Cultural & Heritage Sites [Redacted] as above & the
Grade 2 Star listed property Berain, across the valley, of
very great historical importance)".
"Cultural & Heritage Sites [Redacted] the Grade 2 Star
Durand
Hotham
on listed property inappropriately affected as it the Grade 2
behalf of Cefn Star Listed property, Berain, across the valley, of very
great historical importance)
Meiriadog
Woodlands, (cuttings through Registered Ancient
Excludees
Woodland on the R. Elwy)"
"The destruction of our beautiful countryside – including
Margaret
damage to landscape character and cultural heritage,
Parry-Jones
scenery and historical properties".
"Potential damage to Berain House Grade 2* Listed, with
Eirian Jones
long standing links to Welsh Culture".
"We disagree that Historic Environment is likely to be
Jannine
subject to a low number of significant adverse effects.
Poletti
There are a number of listed buildings of national
Hughes
significance which will be in very close proximity to
pylons".
"Potential damage to Berain House Grade 2* Listed, with
Iona Jones
43

81

84
85
87

long standing links to Welsh Culture".
"Listed buildings of great historical interest which are
Llannefydd
regularly visited by interested parties, along with sites of
Community
historical significance will be affected by these proposed
Council
pylons".
"Potential damage to Berain House Grade 2* Listed, with
Eirian Jones
long standing links to Welsh Culture".
Richard Mars "Potential damage to Berain House Grade 2* Listed, with
long standing links to Welsh Culture".
Jones
Elin
Mars "Potential damage to Berain House Grade 2* Listed, with
long standing links to Welsh Culture".
Jones

5.2

SP Manweb’s Response

5.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to the impacts of the Proposed Development on the historic
environment. Where a property name has been redacted (and therefore is
not known) a response has been provided in relation to those general
impacts on the historic environment cited by those specific RRs.

5.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

5.2.3

(a)

Impacts on listed buildings and the general historic environment (RR
No’s. 11, 50, 57, 60, 62, 63, 64, 71, 73, 74, 79, 81)

(b)

Robustness and accuracy of the historic environment impact
assessment (RR No’s. 11, 50, 60, 62, 64, 79)

(c)

Impacts on listed buildings (RR No's 50, 57, 60, 62, 79 and 81)

(d)

Impacts on Plas Newydd (RR No's. 11, 39, 65)

(e)

Impacts on Plas Haford (RR. No. 11, 65)

(f)

Impacts on Berain (listed building) (RR No’s. 11, 71, 73, 78, 80, 84, 85
and 87)

(g)

Impacts on historic woodland (RR No. 49)

(h)

Impacts on historical road network (RR No. 65)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the matters listed
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 49, 57, 64, 71, 73, 78, 80,
84, 85 and 87)

(b)

Compensation and property value (RR No.’s 50, 57, 62, 63, 64, 65,
74, 78, 80, 81, 84, 85 and 87);
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(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 49, 71, 73 and 74);

(d)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s 39, 65, 71, 73 and 74);

(e)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 11, 39 and 64);

(f)

Environmental impact (RR No. 74);

(g)

Ecological impact (RR No.’s 49, 71, 73 and 74);

(h)

EIA methodology (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63 and 74);

(i)

Health and electro-magnetic fields (RR No.’s 50, 57, 62, 63, 64, 74,
78, 80, 81, 84, 85 and 87);

(j)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 11, 39, 49, 50, 60, 62, 63, 64,
65, 71, 73, 74, 79 and 81);

(k)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 74, 79 and
81);

(l)

Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 11, 39, 50, 62, 63, 64 65, 71,
73, 74 and 81)

(m) Socio-economic and tourism impact (RR No.’s 11, 49, 50, 57, 60, 62,
63, 64 71, 73, 74, 78, 79, 80, 81, 84, 85, 87)
5.3

Impacts on Listed Buildings and the general historic environment

5.3.1

The EIA assesses the likely significant environmental effects of the
Proposed Development on all heritage assets, including archaeological
sites, features and finds, historic buildings and historic landscapes,
recorded in the course of the desk-based assessment and field surveys.
The assessment is contained within Chapter 8 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.8) and is supported by technical appendices 8.1 (Desk Based
Assessment and Reconnaissance) and 8.2 (Historic Environment Figures)
(DCO document reference 6.21).

5.3.2

The assessment has identified that there are no designated sites of
historical importance within the Order Limits. There will, however, be limited
significant effects on some sites of historical importance.

5.3.3

Direct impacts on designated or registered assets by the Proposed
Development have not been identified by the assessment. Therefore there
will be no direct likely significant effects. The assessment identified direct
impacts during construction and decommissioning on 94 undesignated
heritage assets which lie within, or extend partially into, the Order Limits.
The magnitude of impact on these assets was identified as major for 34
assets, moderate for 22 assets, minor for 34 assets and negligible for four
assets. Mitigation by a watching brief was identified for 85 assets, with
preservation in situ and demarcation for 9 assets which are spatially
defined, above-ground landscape earthwork or built remains. These include
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Eriviat Hall country house parkland estate, Llechryd cave, Peniel boundary
marker and mounds.
5.3.4

The mitigation measures are described in Section 8.4 of the ES (DCO
document ref 6.8) and within the CEMP (DCO document ref 6.18 Section
3.4). In all instances, the residual effects have been assessed as not
significant.

5.3.5

Potential indirect visual effects are predicted for a number of designated,
registered and undesignated assets. The vast majority of these predicted
effects are not ‘Significant’ in EIA terms and no mitigation measures are
required.

5.3.6

The ES identified the overall effect on the group of listed buildings (LB 163,
19855, 19856, 19857) at Berain as moderate/large, and therefore potentially
significant. These would be indirect effects.

5.3.7

Routeing of the connection has sought to minimise both direct and indirect
effects. At Berain, potential near-distance views of the 132kV Overhead
Line would be filtered by intervening trees to the south west, whilst middledistance views to the west and north west are either open and potentially
sky-lined or blocked locally by large, modern steel agricultural barns.

5.4

Robustness and accuracy of the historic environment impact
assessment

5.4.1

A historic environment impact assessment has been undertaken and the
methodology, assessment and its conclusions are set out in ES Chapter 8
(DCO document reference 6.8) and the associated appendices. The impact
assessment demonstrates that it has been undertaken in accordance with
associated legislation, policy and guidance and is therefore considered
robust.

5.4.2

SP Manweb submitted a request for a Scoping Opinion to the Secretary of
State in January 2014 (DCO document refrence 6.30). In his Scoping
Opinion (DCO document reference 6.29), the Secretary of State provided
comments received from the relevant local authorities, Cadw and other
statutory consultees regarding the scope of the historic environment impact
assessment. Chapter 8 of the ES, section 8.3 sets out how the
requirements of the Scoping Opinion have been met.

5.4.3

The approach to the assessment is based on the methodology set out
within the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB), Volume 11
Section 3 Part 2 (Highways Agency, rev. 2013). This considers all the
components of the historic environment, and is the only detailed guidance
for mitigating development effects on the historic environment currently
endorsed by Welsh Government.

5.4.4

Although designed for road developments, DMRB is routinely applied to the
environmental assessment of energy projects. Its suitability in this respect
derives from a) its long‐term development and proven approach, b) its
suitability to linear schemes, and c) its promotion of a methodology which
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meets the EIA Regulations; it considers all components of the historic
environment, and addresses both direct and indirect effects on assets and
their settings.
5.5

Impacts on Listed Buildings

5.5.1

There are no listed buildings within the Order Limits. 12 Grade I and II*
listed buildings have been identified within the 4km Study Area for the
assessment with the potential for indirect visual effects. These have all been
assessed within ES Chapter 8 (DCO document reference 6.8). In summary,
predicted indirect effects on Grade I and II* listed buildings and their
settings were: 2 potential moderate / large effects (and therefore
significant), 6 potential slight indirect effects and 4 potential neutral effects
(see Table 8.11, Chapter 8 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.8).

5.5.2

The significant effects to listed buildings described above were identified to
the Grade II* house at Berain and the Grade II* agricultural range (both
identified as moderate and therefore significant). Moderate significant
effects were identified for only 2 Grade II listed buildings, the carthouse at
Berain and the brewhouse and pigsty. Potential near-distance views of the
Proposed Development would be filtered by intervening trees to the southwest, whilst middle-distance views to the west and north west are either
open and potentially sky-lined or blocked locally by large, modern steel
agricultural barns. On-site screen planting or off-site enhancement
screening would help mitigate the adverse effects on the settings and views
of the heritage receptors. The Landscaping Plan, sheet 10 (DCO document
reference 2.6.10), identifies landscape planting around the buildings at
Berain.

5.6

Impacts on Plas Newydd

5.6.1

Plas Newydd has been identified within the assessment as a Grade II* listed
building in relatively close proximity to the 132kV Overhead Line (Section
8.7 of Chapter 8).

5.6.2

Plas Newydd is listed as an exceptionally well-preserved example of an
Elizabethan regional gentry house. It occupies a high point on the Cefn
Meiriadog ridge, with commanding distant views of the Denbighshire hills to
the south. A shelter belt of trees encircling the southern end of its garden
restricts, to some extent, the view cross the Elwy valley and beyond. More
extensive woodland to the east will block closer views. Its setting extends
south along the road and this would be crossed by the 132kV Overhead
Line. The surrounding landscape is far from pristine; two sets of lower
voltage lines rise out of the Elwy valley and cross one another at Plas
Hafod. White aggregate access tracks, modern barns/kennels and roadside
furniture are prominent features in middle-distance views to the south east
of the 132kV Overhead Line. Overall, effects on its setting will be minor.

5.6.3

Undergrounding of approximately 520m of LV overhead line would remove
5 stacked poles from views to southeast of Plas Newydd. Undergrounding
of approximately 930m of LV overhead line would remove a further 3 poles
from views to the southeast. The beneficial effects of the proposed LV
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Diversions on the setting of Plas Newydd would be Beneficial Minor. The
overall effect of the Proposed Development, including the effects of LV
Diversions as a result of the Proposed Development, is therefore
considered Neutral.
5.7

Impacts on Plas Hafod

5.7.1

Plas Hafod is identified as being within the setting of the listed building at
Plas Newydd but does not have listed building status although some
associated features in proximity to the house are identified heritage assets
(former field boundaries and flood/drainage feature). As identified above this
setting would be crossed by the 132kV Overhead Line. As mentioned
above, the surrounding landscpae is far from pristine; two sets of lower
voltage lines rise out of the Elwy valley and cross one another at Plas
Hafod. White aggregate access tracks, modern barns/kennels and roadside
furniture are prominent features in middle-distance views to the south east.
Overall the effects on the setting will be minor and therefore not significant.

5.8

Impacts on Berain

5.8.1

Berain and its agricultural range occupy an area of flat ground set within a
small plateau on the south side of the Elwy valley, with rising ground to the
west which would be crossed by the 132kV Overhead Line. The ES
acknowledges that the buildings have historical significance (see Section
8.7, Chapter 8 of the ES (DCO document ref 6.8)) being the birthplace of
Katheryn of Berain. The surrounding pasture fields are part of its extended
setting as a working farm. Potential near-distance views of the 132kV
Overhead Line would be filtered by intervening trees to the south west,
whilst middle-distance views to the west and north west are either open and
potentially sky-lined or blocked locally by large, modern steel agricultural
barns.

5.8.2

The magnitude of indirect (visual) effect for Berain is likely to be Minor, but
taking a conservative approach, it has been assessed as Moderate, due to
the close proximity to the Proposed Development. As a grade II* listed
building, its value is towards the upper end of High. Taking both of these
into consideration, the overall effect on the group of listed buildings at
Berain is moderate/large, and therefore has been assessed as being
potentially Significant (see Paragraph 8.7.44 and Table 8.12, Chapter 8 of
the ES (DCO document ref 6.8).

5.8.3

SP Manweb considered areas with serious concerns regarding
enviornmental effects. The technical appendix to the Planning Statement
(DCO document reference 7.5) sets out those areas with serious concerns
and carried out an assessment on those areas based on NPS EN-5. This
assessment focusses on landscape and visual impacts, as set out by EN-5.
A full explanation of why the Proposed Development in not underground is
set out in section 19 of this document.

5.8.4

On-site screen planting or off-site enhancement screening might help
mitigate the effects on the settings and views of the heritage receptors at
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Berain during the operational life but is unlikely to reduce the significance of
those effects.
5.9

Impact on historic woodland

5.9.1

Chapter 8 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.8) identifies seven areas
of Ancient Woodland crossed by the Proposed Development.

5.9.2

Areas containing Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland have been assessed as
being of Low value, (see Section 8.7 of the ES) whilst those where
Plantations now exist on areas previously comprising Ancient Woodland
have been assessed as being of Negligible value. In most, only a small part
of the asset is crossed by the project boundary and the direct effects are of
Minor or Moderate magnitude and, therefore of Slight, Neutral/Slight or
Neutral significance. Where the Proposed Development bisects areas of
Ancient Woodland, the assessed magnitude of direct effect was considered
to be higher than where it crossed the side of the woodland.

5.10

Impact on historical road network

5.10.1

The Desk Based Assessment identified the presence of a Roman road
running through the north part of the Study Area. Much of its line is followed
by the present B5381, running west of St Asaph. Isolated earthwork banks
and terraces, as well as patches of possible road metalling survive.

5.10.2

This feature was not assessed as being affected by the Proposed
Development.

5.10.3

The proposed underground cable route does, however, run along the B5381
for approximately 750m. Technical Appendix 8.1 (DCO document ref 6.21)
section 5.5.2 considered this feature to be of Medium value. There is
potential for survival of the Roman road and roadside ditches beneath and
alongside the B5381. The trench for the proposed underground cable may
have a direct impact on the physical remains of the Roman road and
associated ditches for what accounts to a short section of the overall road’s
length. This particular section of the Roman road is not known to be more
important than other sections of the road and is therefore considered likely
to be representative of the Roman road as a whole. The potential impact of
the proposed underground cable trench is therefore likely to be Minor, and
taking into account this non-designated asset’s perceived value, the overall
significance of this potential impact would therefore be Slight.

5.10.4

The historic settlement of Groesffordd Marli is identified within the ES as an
undesignated asset, a linear settlement, consisting of a small number of
farms, cottages and a chapel strung out at intervals along a minor road.
The setting includes the road through the village, the built remains and the
immediate surrounding landscape. There would be views to the south of
the northern end of the 132kV Overhead Line from the historic village.
Indirect visual effects, however, are predicted to be minor on account of the
short section of the 132 kV Overhead Line that would be in view and the
deleterious effects of existing modern infrastructure in the vicinity. The
effect is slight/moderate and, therefore, not Significant.
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6.

CUMULATIVE IMPACT

6.1

Relevant Representations

6.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS:
Table 6

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

1

Sheila
Harman

13

Martin Barlow

14

Roger
Corbett-Jones

38

Campaign for
the Protection
of
Rural
Wales
–
Clwyd Branch
Cefn
Meiriadog
Community
Council
Lois Williams

“In combination effects should mean that such
applications (for the Wind Farms) should be determined
together”.
“Cumulative impact – the proposed connection will add to
the visual impact of what is already there, which itself will
be significantly exacerbated once the crematorium
recently given planning permission is built in the field
adjacent to Groesffordd Farm. (The developer, Memoria
Ltd, have stated their intention to begin construction in
July 2015). In their document 7.1, when assessing the
impact of the proposed development on properties,
wherever possible SPM mention any existing overhead
lines, suggesting that therefore the change involved in
adding further lines is not great. On the contrary, the
cumulative effect is what is the most impactful. According
to Planning Inspector A. Novitsky ‘harm which may
already
exist
should
not
be
compounded”
(APP/N3020/A/2074820). The situation is particularly
difficult for the group of properties around Groesffordd
Farm with existing lines, the crematorium and now the
proposed terminal pole.”
“This is the third major scheme introduced within a small
geographical area in the past 24 months. It is clear that
there is little regard for the established community and
their environment.“
“There is a requirement for wind farm connections to be
included within wind farm applications rather than dealt
with as separate entities so that the combined impact of
both developments is assessed jointly.”

39

65

“Other planning impacts should also be considered – the
recently approved crematorium coupled with this
development are industrialising or urbanising an
essentially rural area.”
“This development will be the ‘final straw’ in the
cumulative impact of developments which are making my
home feel under threat and an increasingly stressful and
unpleasant place to live in. Cefn Meiriadog, a beautiful
and significant historic area, is being subjected to
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68

Menna
Eluned Jones

70

Cyngor
Cymuned
LlanrhaeadryngNghinmeirch
Community
Council

71
73

74

76

90

inordinate
amounts
of
inappropriate
building
development, massively out of scale with the location.
The fact that pylons already exist on the north side is
being used as a ‘Trojan Horse’ i.e. a justification for more
to be added on the grounds that the landscape is already
deleteriously affected. In addition to the terminal pole and
pylons on the south side the number of poles is being
increased on the existing line on the north side, Scottish
Power having declared their intention of adding poles to
the existing line. My property and those nearby will be
virtually surrounded by poles and pylons.”
“There is a turbine close to the A543 and the overhead
line will add to this scene adding a more industrial look to
what’s in a rural area.”
“Residents will have significant cumulative effects both
visually and regarding noise.

The cumulative effects are significant in Saron and
Peniel, considering the existing wind farms, proposed
wind farms and the already consented wind farms as well
as the proposed substation and the overhead line
connection.”
“Cumlative Effect (three electricity lines already present
Durand
on the pylon route between Plas Hafod & Maes)”.
Hotham
“Cumlative Effect (three electricity lines already present
Durand
Hotham
on on the pylon route between Plas Hafod & Maes)”.
behalf of Cefn
Meiriadog
Excludees
“The cumulative impact of the windfarm project appear to
Margaret
be predictions only and in the main appear to be based
Parry-Jones
on desk-based exercises”.
Richard Parry “As if it’s not enough to blight the moorland with an
excessive amount of soon-to-be-built over-bearing
turbines this stunning landscape now has to face being
even more blighted by a large number of unsightly
pylons.”
“Document 6.7 ES 7.7.30 states “the scale of effect of the
Dewi Parry
132 kV Overhead Line is considered negligible due to
distance and the fact that both of these areas are already
influenced by nearby wind energy developments. The
overall significance of landscape effects is therefore
predicted to be negligible.
The ‘negligible’ assessment is subjective. To say that the
effect of the overhead line is negligible because the area
is already influenced by nearby wind energy
developments is illogical and ignores cumulative visual
effects. It’s akin to saying that for someone with existing
back pain the introduction of knee pain would be
negligible. The cumulative visual impact has not been
properly considered.”
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6.2

SP Manweb’s Response

6.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to the Proposed Development on the assessment of cumulative
impacts.

6.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

6.2.3

(a)

Approach taken to assessment of cumulative effects (RR No. 74)

(b)

General cumulative impacts on the area (RR No’s. 14, 39, 70, 76)

(c)

Intra project cumulative effects (RR No. 70)

(d)

Cumulative effects arising from the Proposed Development when
considered in conjunction with the crematorium given planning
permission in the field adjacent to Groesffordd Farm (RR No's. 13 and
39)

(e)

Approach to assessment of the Wind Farms as part of the DCO
application (RR No’s. 1, 38, 74, 90)

(f)

Cumulative effects arising from the Proposed Development when
considered in conjunction with wind turbine near the A453 and other
local wind farm developments (RR No’s. 68, 38, 74 and 90)

(g)

Cumulative effects arising from the Proposed Development on Saron
and Peniel (RR No. 70)

(h)

Cumulative effects arising from the Proposed Development on Cefn
Meiriadog (RR No. 65)

(i)

Assessment of cumulative effects in conjunction with three electricity
lines already present on the pylon route between Plas Hafod & Maes
(RR No’s. 71 and 73)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the listed matters
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 71 and 73);

(b)

Compensation and property value (RR No.’s 14, 65, 70 and 74);

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 13, 70, 71, 73 and 74);

(d)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 39, 65, 71, 73 and 74);

(e)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 13, 39, 68 and 70);
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(f)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 1, 14 and 74);

(g)

Ecological impact (RR No.’s 1, 71, 73, 74 and 76);

(h)

EIA methodology (RR No.’s 70 and 74);

(i)

Health and electro-magnetic fields (RR No.’s 70 and 74);

(j)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 1, 13, 38, 39, 65, 68, 70, 71,
73, 74, 76 and 90);

(k)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 74 and 90);

(l)

Noise impact (RR No. 70);

(m) Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 13, 14, 38, 39, 65, 68, 71, 73,
74, 76 and 90);
(n)

Socio-economic and tourism impact (RR No.’s 70, 71, 73, 74 and 76)

6.3

Approach taken to assessment of cumulative effects

6.3.1

The EIA has considered the potential for any cumulative effects arising from
the Proposed Development when considered in conjunction with other
proposed or committed developments in the area. The methodology
included in Chapter 4 ‘EIA Methodology’ (Section 4.6) (document ref 6.4)
and the assessments are presented in Section 9 of the respective individual
topic chapters.

6.3.2

The EIA Regulations require the consideration of the potential for any
cumulative effects arising from a proposed development when considered in
conjunction with proposed or committed developments in the area. This is
in recognition that the combined effects of a number of similar
developments concentrated in one area may be greater than the sum of the
effects from the same developments if considered individually. The ES
includes an assessment of such effects (see 6.3.1. above).

6.3.3

SP Manweb has considered the combined and cumulative impacts of the
Proposed Development, using a staged approach:•

Stage 1 – The Proposed Development, the Wider Scheme, and the
Wind Farms;
The Collector Substation, works within St Asaph Substation, the
underground cabling from the Terminal Point to St Asaph
Substation, the temporary storage areas within St Asaph Substation
and the proposed Collector Substation and the proposed lower
voltage diversions are referred to as the "Wider Scheme".
Consideration of the Wind Farms included potential connections
into the Collector Substation by means of underground cables along
existing forest tracks.

•

Stage 2 - Any other relevant developments (which included
developments with the benefit of planning permission but not yet
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built, together with committed developments and for projects where
consent is being sought).
6.3.4

6.3.5

Developments in Stage 1 included:•

Works at St Asaph Substation (including use as a temporary storage
area); part of the Wider Scheme;

•

Underground Cable; part of the Wider Scheme;

•

Collector Substation (including use as a temporary storage area); part
of the Wider Scheme;

•

Lower Voltage Diversions; part of the Wider Scheme;

•

Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm and substation;

•

Brenig Wind Farm and substation;

•

Nant Bach Wind Farm;

•

Derwydd Bach Wind Farm.

Developments Included in Stage 2 included;
•

Hafod Ty Ddu Wind Turbine

•

Tyn y ffynnon Wind Turbine

•

Meifod Farm, Saron, Wind Turbine

•

Pant y Maen Wind Farm

•

Bryn Cocyn Wind Turbine

•

Llys Dymper Wind Farm

•

Crematorium proposal on land to south of Glascoed Road

•

Pilkington Playing fields site on the St Asaph business park

•

Bodelwyddan Key Strategic Site A

•

Application for a residential development at former H M Stanley
Hospital site, Upper Denbigh Rd, St Asaph

6.3.6

Information on these developments and the data sources consulted is
provided in Section 4.6 of the ES (document ref 6.4). Locations are
provided on Figure 7.15 in the ES Figures (document ref 6.16).

6.3.7

The schemes included in the cumulative assessment were identified
following discussions with the two local planning authorities and the
identification of developments in the Secretary of State’s Scoping Opinion
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(DCO document reference 6.29). SP Manweb identified a number of
schemes in its request for scoping and this list was amended and expanded
following the receipt of the Scoping Opinion and discussions with the two
local authorities.
6.3.8

SP Manweb therefore considers the approach to cumulative assessment
robust. The assessment is detailed and follows an approach agreed with the
relevant authorities (the local authorities, Secretary of State and NRW
through Scoping). The assessment is based on an industry accepted
approach to assessing cumulative impacts and is not “predictions” as
claimed. The assessment was carried out using geographical information
and numberous sites visits by staff across a number of specialisms and so
cannot be claimed to be “desk-based”.

6.4

General Cumulative impacts on the area

6.4.1

The cumulative assessments for individual topics are presented in Sections
9/10 of the respective individual topic chapters. In summary, significant
effects were identified as follows :•

Landscape Cumulative Effects (Section 7.9 (document ref 6.7)):
Medium to large magnitude and at the higher end of moderate
significance of effects will occur around the Clocaenog Forest area.
The introduction of the 132kV Overhead Line would add to the
effects of other developments. SP Manweb considers these effects
to be acceptable as the wood pole overhead line would be
perceived as a subsidiary structure and a relatively small change in
the landscape in particular compared to the presence of the
turbines, which are considerably larger. It would be the wind farms
themselves which would generate most of the significant cumulative
effect on the landscape rather than the Proposed Development and
other components of the North Wales Wind Farms Connection
Project. Cumulative effects on the Llanefydd Lowlands are also
considered to be moderate and significant but acceptable. These
are primarily due to the effects of the Proposed Development more
so than the distant wind farms. Elsewhere the total cumulative
effect (Stage 1 and Stage 2) is not considered to be significant.

•

Visual Cumulative Effects (Section 7.9 (document ref 6.9)):
At the southern end of the Proposed Development, there may be
moderate to major cumulative visual effects, which are considered
significant but acceptable. These would primarily be due to the
additional visual impacts of the wind farms and in particular the
single wind turbines (Tyn y ffynnon, Meifod Farm and Hafod Ty
Ddu) being located close to the Proposed Development rather than
the Proposed Development itself which would be viewed as a
subsidiary structure.
Around the middle section and northern end of the Proposed
Development, where views from the elevated areas comprise close
up views of the Proposed Development in combination with distant
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views of wind farms, significant cumulative visual effects would
occur.
The Proposed Development is likely to give rise to some significant
sequential cumulative visual effects towards the south of the study
area where users of the B4501 would experience sequential views
of the Proposed 132kV Overhead Line, wind farms and single wind
turbines. SP Manweb considers these effects to be acceptable. It is
not anticipated that sequential cumulative effects would arise
elsewhere.
6.5

Intra-project cumulative effects

6.5.1

The EIA has also considered the potential for intra-projects effects where a
single receptor is affected by more than one source of effect arising from
the interaction of different aspects of the project. The assessment of such
effects has identified shared receptors which could be affected by sources
of effects identified in the various environmental topics in the ES. Intraproject effects primarily occur because of a combination of visual effects,
ecology and biodiversity and cultural heritage. This assessment is provided
in Section 2 of Chapter 15 of the ES ‘Summary of Potential Effects
(document ref 6.15).

6.5.2

In summary, six locations where intra-project effects are considered
moderate and therefore significant were identified. These are:
•

Pandy Wood
Moderate significant visual effects and moderate adverse significant
effects on ancient woodland (including plantation on ancient
woodland) were identified. This is due to loss of vegetation for
construction and wayleave maintenance during operation.
Intra-project effects are considered moderate, but acceptable, as
they are very localised and contained, and mitigation planting will
assist in alleviating effects over time.
See also section 5.9 above on Impacts on Ancient Woodland.

•

Eriviat
Moderate significant visual effects and moderate adverse significant
effects on ancient woodland (including plantation on ancient
woodland) and a Local Wildlife Site were identified. This is due to a
loss of vegetation for construction and wayleave maintenance
during operation. There will be a moderate significant effect on a
local business.
Intra-project effects are considered moderate, but acceptable, since
these effects occur in isolated locations over a 2km section of the
Final Route Alignment, and mitigation planting will assist in
alleviating effects over time.
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See also section 5.9 above on Impacts on Ancient Woodland.
•

Hafod
Moderate significant visual effects and moderate adverse significant
effects on ancient woodland (including plantation on ancient
woodland) and a Local Wildlife Site, both located at Hafod Dingle
were identified. They were caused by loss of vegetation for
construction and wayleave maintenance during operation. There will
be moderate slight effects on the setting of cultural heritage assets.
Intra-project effects are considered moderate, but acceptable, since
the geographic extent, reach and scale of these effects are
localised, largely contained, and affect a relatively small number of
receptors.
Mitigation planting (including woodland edge
improvements) will assist in alleviating effects over time.
See also section 5.9 above on Impacts on Ancient Woodland.

•

Berain
Moderate significant visual effects and moderate adverse significant
effects on ancient woodland (including plantation on ancient
woodland) were identified. Moderate/ slight effects were identified
on the setting of cultural heritage assets.
Intra-project effects are considered moderate, but acceptable, since
these effects are localised, and contained by topography and
intervening vegetation along hedgerow boundaries. Mitigation
planting (including woodland edge improvements) will help alleviate
effects over time.
See also section 5.9 above on Impacts on Ancient Woodland.

•

Croen Llwm Mawr
Moderate significant visual effects and moderate adverse significant
effects on ancient woodland (including plantation on ancient
woodland) and a Local Wildlife Site were identified. These were
caused by loss of vegetation for construction and wayleave
maintenance during operation. Moderate/ slight effects were
identified on the setting of cultural heritage assets.
Intra-project effects are considered moderate, but acceptable, since
the effects occur in isolated locations of a stretch of the Final Route
Alignment that is over 1km in length. The geographic extent, reach
and scale of these effects is localised and largely contained, and
affect a relatively small number of receptors. Mitigation planting
(including woodland edge improvements) will help alleviate effects
over time.
See also section 5.9 above on Impacts on Ancient Woodland.
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•

Elwy Valley
Moderate significant visual effects and moderate adverse significant
effects on ancient woodland (including plantation on ancient
woodland) and at Local Wildlife Sites located adjacent to the Afon
Elwy caused by loss of vegetation for construction and wayleave
maintenance during operation, moderate/ slight effects on the
setting of cultural heritage assets.
Intra-project effects are considered to be moderate, but acceptable,
since these effects are localised, and contained by the sloping
topography of this distinctive river valley, and by the intervening
vegetation (including many mature oaks) along hedgerow
boundaries.
Mitigation planting (including woodland edge
improvements) will help alleviate some effects over time.
See also section 5.9 above on Impacts on Ancient Woodland.

6.6

Cumulative effects arising in conjunction with the crematorium in the
field adjacent to Groesffordd Farm

6.6.1

As noted above, the crematorium was identified and assessed as part of the
Stage 2 assessment of cumulative effects (Section 4.6 (DCO document
reference 6.4)). No significant cumulative effects were identified due to the
location of the crematorium, the distance between the developments and
the different nature and scale of the two developments. These factors result
in a conclusion that the cumulative effects will not be significant because
they do not, in combination, created a magnitude of potential effect that
would create a cumulative effect. Each element will be viewed or
experienced separately only.

6.7

Approach to assessment of the Wind Farms as part of the DCO
application

6.7.1

Some RRs have commented that the connection should have been
determined with the Wind Farms. The National Policy Statement for
Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5) makes it clear that whilst the
Government "envisages that, wherever reasonably possible, applications for
new generating stations and related infrastructure should be contained in a
single application….this may not always be possible or represent the most
efficient approach to the delivery of new infrastructure" (paragraphs 2.3.1
and 2.3.2).

6.7.2

EN-5 goes on to say that this "could be, for example, because of differing
lengths of time needed to prepare the applications for submission....or
because a network application relates to multiple generation projects...[and]
it may also be relevant that the networks application and a related
generating station application are likely to come from two different legal
entities, or be subject to different commercial and regulatory frameworks.
(paragraph 2.3.2).
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6.7.3

EN-5 therefore accepts that a connection may well come forward separately
to the generating station itself. The Proposed Development, given its linear
nature, went through its own pre-application consultation process that
involved three stages of consultation (see Section 4 above). The Proposed
Development also relates to multiple generating stations and is being
promoted by a different legal entity to those generating stations as well as
being subject to its own regulatory framework. Thus, for the reasons
expressed in EN-5, the Proposed Development was unable to come forward
simultaneously with the Wind Farms. Given the National Policy Statement
for Electricity Networks Infrastructure accepts that networks may come
forward independently to generating stations, SP Manweb considers that
this matter is closed and does not require further examination by the
Examining Authority.

6.7.4

The application for the Proposed Development therefore assesses the
impact of the Proposed Development on its own, and then assesses the
Proposed Development cumulatively.

6.7.5

As noted above, SP Manweb has considered the combined and cumulative
impacts of the Proposed Development, using a staged approach (Section
4.6) (document ref 6.4):•

Stage 1 – The Proposed Development, the Wider Scheme, and the
Wind Farms;
The Collector Substation, works within St Asaph substation, the
underground cabling from the Terminal Point to St Asaph
Substation, the temporary storage areas within St Asaph Substation
and the proposed Collector Substation and the proposed lower
voltage diversions are referred to as the "Wider Scheme".
Consideration of the Wind Farms included potential connections
into the Collector Substation by means of underground cables along
existing forest tracks.

•

6.7.6

Stage 2 - Any other relevant developments (which included
developments with the benefit of planning permission but not yet
built, together with committed developments and for projects where
consent is being sought).

Stage 1 included:•

Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm and substation (including underground
cable to the Collector substation);

•

Brenig Wind Farm and substation (including underground cable to the
Collector substation);

•

Nant Bach Wind Farm (including underground cable to the Collector
substation); and

•

Derwydd Bach Wind Farm (including underground cable to the
Collector substation).
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6.7.7

Developments Included in Stage 2 (see paragraph 6.3.5 above) included
other wind farms which are not connecting to the electricity distribution
network via the North Wales Wind Farms Connection and a number of
individual wind turbines:•

Hafod Ty Ddu Wind Turbine

•

Tyn y ffynnon Wind Turbine

•

Meifod Farm, Saron, Wind Turbine

•

Pant y Maen Wind Farm

•

Bryn Cocyn Wind Turbine

•

Llys Dymper Wind Farm

6.7.8

Cumulative significant effects are not assessed to arise when the Proposed
Development is considered alongside the Wider Scheme, Wind Farms and
other developments included in the cumulative assessment. This is due to
the differing nature of the Proposed Development compared to the Wider
Scheme, Wind Farms and other developments, the distance between the
Proposed Development and the other elements and the scale of the
Proposed Development and its limited number of significant effects.

6.7.9

The approach to the cumulative assessment was described by SP Manweb
in its request for a Scoping Opinion (DCO document reference 6.30). The
Secretary of State provided a Scoping Opinion (DCO document reference
6.29) which gave guidance on the approach to this assessment. The related
topic specific chapters in the ES set out how the requirements of the
Scoping Opinion have been met. SP Manweb considers it has followed the
guidance set out by the Secretary of State and has completed the
cumulative impact assessment in a thorough and detailed way.

6.7.10

NPS EN-1 acknowledges that wherever possible, applications for new
generating stations and related infrastructure should be contained in a
single application or in separate applications submitted in tandem. However
the NPS goes on to acknowledge that this may not always be possible, nor
the best course in terms of delivery of the project in a timely way, as
different aspects may have different commercial and regulatory frameworks
(for example grid companies operate within OFGEM controls). So the level
of information available on the different elements may vary. The NPS goes
on to state:
“...the applicant(s) accept the implicit risks involved in doing so, and
must ensure they provide sufficient information to comply with the
EIA Directive including the indirect, secondary and cumulative
effects, which will encompass information on grid connections.”

6.7.11

SP Manweb considers that the approach taken for the Proposed
Development and the cumulative assessment follows this guidance.
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6.8

Cumulative effects arising from the Proposed Development when
considered in conjunction with the wind turbine near the A453 and
other local wind farm developments

6.8.1

As noted above, SP Manweb has considered the combined and cumulative
impacts of the Proposed Development, using a staged approach (Section
4.6) (document ref 6.4). This has considered the cumulative effects of the
Wind Farms that are connecting to the Proposed Development and a
number of other smaller wind farms and individual wind turbines on the
surrounding landscape, including the public highway.

6.8.2

Of these, the Bryn Cocyn wind turbine is located closest to the A453. No
significant cumulative effects have been identified in relation to Bryn Cocyn
or other local wind farm developments on the A453. This is due to the
intervening distance between the Proposed Development and the other
wind farm developments. The top of Bryn Cocyn may be visible in views to
the south of the Proposed Development, however the magnitude of
cumulative effects are considered to be small, resulting in minor significance
of cumulative effect.

6.9

Cumulative effects arising from the Proposed Development on Saron
and Peniel

6.9.1

The assessment has identified that views of the Proposed Development
would generally be experienced from the edge of the settlement at Saron.

6.9.2

The assessment of landscape and visual effects included the likely effects
from an indicative viewpoint at Saron (Viewpoint 2) (Section 7.7, ES
Chapter 7 (document ref 6.7).

6.9.3

The assessment identified moderate and therefore significant visual effects
from the B5435 in Saron, the settlement at Saron, the Caer Mynydd
caravan site, the local footpath network which crosses the Proposed
Development, and the localised valley around Saron, as the alignment runs
north across the valley and heads up over the ridge east of Foel Gasyth.

6.9.4

The assessment of cumulative effects Stage 1 identified an overall
moderate and therefore significant cumulative effect on Landscape
Character within Area 3: Denbigh and Derwen Hills. Saron lies within this
area, though it should be noted that intervening topography and distance
from the existing and consented wind farms limit the likely direct and
localised effects on the immediate landscape of Saron.

6.9.5

The assessment of cumulative effects (Stage 2) identified an overall
moderate (high moderate) and therefore significant cumulative effects on
Landscape Character within Area 3: Denbigh and Derwen Hills. Saron lies
within this area, but again, localised landscape effects on Saron are likely to
be limited by the intervening topography and distance. Section 7.9 (DCO
document reference 6.7) notes that for Area 3 the moderate cumulative
landscape effect predicted at Stage 1 would be further influenced by the
three individual wind turbines within relatively close proximity to the
Proposed Development (and to a lesser extent by Pant y Maen Wind Farm).
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The combined effects of the Stage 2 developments would result in a
medium to large magnitude of change, which is considered to be at the
higher end of moderate significance.
6.9.6

Section 7.9.(DCO document reference 6.7) goes on to note that although
significant cumulative effects are identified in this area the contribution of
the Proposed Development to the total cumulative effects is considered to
be small. Whilst the introduction of the 132kV Overhead Line would add to
effects of the other developments in this location, the presence of a wood
pole overhead line would be perceived as a subsidiary structure and a
relatively small change in the landscape in particular compared to the
presence of the turbines, which are considerably larger. As such, at the
southern end of the Proposed Development, it would be the Clocaenog
Forest and Brenig wind farms themselves which would generate most of the
significant cumulative effect on the landscape rather than the Proposed
Development and other components of the North Wales Wind Farms
Connection Project.

6.9.7

Although significant in-combination visual effects have been identified for
Representative Viewpoint 03 at Foel Gasyth, which lies in close proximity to
Saron, Saron is unlikely to experience similar views due to intervening
topography that obscures views of some of the additional wind farms and
turbines under consideration.

6.9.8

The Saron woodland edge/ localised wooded stream valley has been
identified as a location for mitigation planting within the Order limits. This
would comprise improvements to the existing hedgerow and hedgerow tree
planting, woodland edge enhancement to improve linkage of woodland/
hedgerow elements, natural regeneration of woodland scrub habitat, and
edge planting to reduce linear corridor effect.

6.9.9

Mitigation planting is also identified for the ridge east of Foel Gasyth where
there is the potential for the 132 kV overhead line to skyline and be visible
from Saron Village (Table 7.23 (document ref 6.7)).

6.9.10

Areas where planting is proposed would help lessen the likely significant
effects although effects are likely to remain moderate. As well as improving
the visual appearance of affected woodland edges, new planting would, in
time, help protect against the effects of windthrow or damage to areas of
woodland which have previously been protected by intervening trees.

6.9.11

SP Manweb considers that the potential effects, with the mitigation in place,
are acceptable for the Proposed Development due to the scale and nature
of the impact.

6.9.12

The assessment has identified that views of the Proposed Development
would generally be experienced from the edge of the settlement at Peniel.

6.9.13

The assessment of landscape and visual effects included the likely effects
from an indicative viewpoint located on the B4501 at Peniel (Viewpoint 5)
(Section 7.7, ES Chapter 7 (document ref 6.7).
62

6.9.14

The 132kV Overhead Line would run parallel to the B4501 (between 500m
and 1 km away) in a north east direction from Clocaenog Forest and past
Peniel (approximately 5km). The Proposed Development would then
oversail the road just north of Peniel and from here would continue in a
north west direction away from the road.

6.9.15

The assessment identified moderate and therefore significant visual effects
from hamlets, clustered properties and linear routes which cross or lie close
to the Proposed Development as it heads towards the Llannefydd Lowlands
via Peniel, Segrwyd, and Eriviat.

6.9.16

At Stage 1, the cumulative assessment identified that the Proposed
Development would be intermittently seen in sequential views (from people
travelling along this road), in addition to and sometimes in conjunction with
the existing and operational Tir Mostyn and Foel Goch Wind Farms and the
consented Brenig and Clocaenog Wind Farms. This would result in a
moderate magnitude of sequential cumulative effects at most and that these
would primarily be as a consequence of the extension of the wind farms and
not the presence of the 132kV Overhead Line which would often be
screened or backclothed by vegetation and landform (ES Section 7.9
(document ref 6.7). It would be two of the Wind Farms themselves which
would generate most of the significant cumulative effect on the landscape
rather than the Proposed Development and other components of the North
Wales Wind Farms Connection. Therefore SP Manweb considers that the
Proposed Development would not change the level of cumulative significant
effect in this area.

6.9.17

At Stage 2, the cumulative assessment identified that in addition to the
existing and operational and consented wind farms, the Proposed
Development would also be seen in sequential views (from people travelling
along this road) together with some single wind turbines (Meifod Farm,
Hafod Ty Ddu and Tyn y ffynnon) and Pant y Maen Wind Farm. This would
result in a moderate magnitude of sequential cumulative effects which
would be primarily as a consequence of two of the Wind Farms and
presence of additional wind turbines and not the 132kV Overhead Line
which would often be screened or backclothed by vegetation and landform.
As stated above, it would be two of the Wind Farms themselves which
would generate most of the significant cumulative effect on the landscape
rather than the Proposed Development and other components of the North
Wales Wind Farms Connection . Therefore, SP Manweb considers that the
Proposed Development would not change the level of cumulative significant
effect in this area.

6.9.18

The B4501 has been identified as a location for mitigation planting within
the Order limits comprising of improvements to the existing hedgerow and
hedgerow tree planting along roadside and within field due to the likely
moderate landscape and visual effects predicted in this area with the
potential for skylining of poles in views from the road. (Table 7.23
(document ref 6.7). Areas where planting is proposed would help lessen the
likely significant effects although effects are likely to remain moderate. SP
Manweb considers that the potential effects, with the mitigation in place, are
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acceptable for the Proposed Development due to the scale and nature of
the impact.
6.10

Cumulative effects arising from the Proposed Development on Cefn
Meiriadog

6.10.1

Due to topography and landform no significant cumulative effects were
identified in this area.

6.10.2

The Cefn Meiriadog Ridge has, however, been identified as a location for
mitigation planting within the Order limits comprising of improvements to the
existing hedgerow and hedgerow tree planting along track / field
boundaries. This responds to the moderate visual effects and landscape
effects associated with the ridge location and the potential for skylining, and
likely views over the wider landscape in the direction of Groesfford Marli and
St Asaph. (Table 7.23 (document ref 6.7).

6.11

Assessment of cumulative effects in conjunction with three electricity
lines already present on the pylon route between Plas Hafod & Maes

6.11.1

Due to topography and landform no significant cumulative effects were
identified on the Proposed Development route between Plas Hafod and
Maes.

6.11.2

In relation to cumulative effects on residential visual amenity, Section 7.9 of
the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) notes that there are unlikely to be
any other significant cumulative effects on the residential visual amenity of
properties within 200m of the Proposed Development. This is mainly due to
the location of the developments which are frequently obscured by
intervening topography and vegetation (for example, the ridges at Foel
Gasyth, Tir Mostyn, Moel Ytta and the Cefn Meiriadog, and the woodland
blocks at Clocaenog). In addition, the developments are frequently located
at such a distance from the assessed properties that they are imperceptible
or visible as a very small feature in the view.

6.11.3

Plas Hafod (near Plas Newydd) has, however, been identified as a location
for mitigation planting within the Order limits comprising of improvements to
the existing hedgerow and hedgerow tree planting along field boundaries.
This responds to the likely moderate significant residential visual amenity
effects due to proximity and visibility from garden and house (Table 7.23
(document ref 6.7).
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7.

DCO AND APPLICATION DOCUMENTATION

7.1

Relevant Representations

7.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS:
Table 7

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.
33

91

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

"The NWWFC project is essential for Innogy and the project
must be completed on time to meet the commissioning
timescales of our CFWF project. Innogy has had ongoing
engagement with SPEN to ensure the NWWFC proposals are
delivered in a coordinated and timely manner. Construction of
the NWWFC project will be concurrent with the construction of
the CFWF and therefore works in the vicinity should be
planned, monitored and managed so as to avoid disruption to
construction activities, as well as minimising potential
cumulative impacts on the environment and on local
communities. Innogy will continue to engage with SPEN as
necessary throughout the lifetime of the NWWFC project to
ensure works are carefully planned and coordinated".
"Flood Defence Consent - We note that the exact positions of
Natural
Resource poles within the proposed Limits of Deviation are not yet
defined within the application submission. NRW requires
s Wales
clarity as to the detailed design of any required river crossings
affecting “main river” watercourses, including the method of
installation. For 132kV overhead cable lines which span “main
river”, NRW usually requires a vertical clearance above the
river and any flood banks of 12 metres. We also usually
require a horizontal clearance of 15 metres between electrical
support structures and the bank top of the watercourse. We
recognise that these figures are greater than statutory
requirements, but because local circumstances vary at each
crossing location, final designs are usually subject to
negotiations dependant on our operational requirements for
undertaking maintenance and/or improvement works at
affected “main river” crossing points.
RWE
Innogy
UK
Limited

We also note that the “Other Consents and Licences Report”
(DCO document reference: 5.9) has not included the
requirement for Flood Defence Consent to be obtained for any
works or structures affecting “main river”, and we therefore
ask that this be amended.
Disapplication – In view of the matters identified in Section 2.4
(above), NRW would not currently wish to “disapply” section
109 or Schedule 25 of the Water Resources Act, 1991 as part
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of the Development Consent Order under consideration.
Additionally, as acknowledged within the ES (Chapter 6),
licences are likely to be required in respect of certain species,
notably dormice, and may be required for others, such as
great crested newts, otters, bats or badgers. Licencing
requirements cannot be finalised because, for certain species,
survey work will not be completed until shortly before the
commencement of works, and because in some cases, a
licence will only be sought if the species in question is
encountered during works.
NRW will continue to liaise with the applicant in developing
acceptable measures to ensure compliance with protected
species legislation.
Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement - Description of
Proposed Development Technical Appendices – incorporates
an outline Construction and Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP). Among other functions the CEMP is said (in Section
1.4.5), to have the objective of “securing environmental
management controls in one cohesive document for the
construction works associated with the Proposed
Development and securing mitigation identified in the
Environmental Statement (ES) to mitigate the impact of the
Proposed Development”.
It states (in Section 1.8.3) that it is “a 'live' document, meaning
that it will be continuously updated and will be refined and/or
enhanced where this is required”. In view its environmental
subject matter and as its will be subject to change, there is a
clear requirement for the continued involvement of NRW in
the CEMP’s development.
The stated function of the outline Ecological Management
Plan (EcMP), is to set out “the ecological management
measures which SP Manweb PLC ("SP Manweb") will require
its contractors to adopt and implement for relevant
construction works for the Proposed Development. The
outline EcMP states that “Where relevant, the detail of this
outline EcMP shall be completed in consultation with the
relevant local authority (Denbighshire County Council and
Conwy County Borough Council) and/or Natural Resources
Wales (NRW).
As with the CEMP above, the scope of the EcMP document
includes various matters encompassed by the remit of NRW.
Of particular significance is that of the licencing of activities
that might affect statutorily protected species. Section 2.4 of
the outline document states that licences may be required in
respect of bats, dormice and great crested newts, and
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possibly otter, and that the EcMP will form part of detailed
method statements required to support licences for the
species concerned. Clearly therefore there will be an on-going
need for the involvement of NRW in the development of the
EcMP.
As stated above in Section 2.5, for the reasons we have
stated, we do not accept the disapplication of all of the
legislative provisions in Section 32 of the Development
Consent Order (DCO) as currently presented.
DCO Requirements will play an important role in securing
appropriate environmental risk management measures and
ensuring that the impacts of the development are minimised.
As some of the matters we have raised above may best be
addressed through such requirements we may wish to make
further representations regarding the DCO".
7.2

SP Manweb response

7.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to the Proposed Development on the DCO and application
documents.

7.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

7.2.3

7.3

(a)

Disapplication of legislation (RR No. 91)

(b)

Protected species licencing (RR No. 91)

(c)

CEMP (RR No. 33 & 91)

(d)

Outline ecological management plan (EcMP) (RR No.91)

(e)

Draft Development Consent Order (RR No.91)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the listed matters
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Design and Construction (RR No. 33);

(b)

Environmental impact (RR No. 91);

(c)

Ecological impact (RR No. 91);

(d)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No. 91);

Disapplication of legislation
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7.3.1

SP Manweb notes the comments of NRW in relation to the crossings of the
'main rivers' and the requirement to obtain consent for this pursuant to
section 109 of the Water Resources Act 1991. As identified by NRW, the
requirement to obtain this consent is not included in the Other Consents and
Licences Report (DCO Dcoument Reference 5.9) as it is SP Manweb's
intention to seek the disapplication of the Water Resources Act 1991
(section 109), through the DCO in relation to works undertaken for the
authorised development. This would negate the need to obtain a flood
defences consent.

7.3.2

SP Manweb recognises that NRW will want to retain control over works
being undertaken across 'main rivers' and therefore it has provided draft
protective provisions to NRW for consideration. SP Manweb will seek the
agreement of NRW to these protective provisions during the course of the
examination. SP Manweb will not therefore be deleting draft article 32 from
the DCO or amending the Other Consents and Licences Report to include
reference to a Flood Defence Consent. SP Manweb notes NRW's
comments in paragraph 2.3 of its RR regarding 12m vertical clearances
above the river and any flood banks and 15m horizontal clearances
between electrical support structures and the bank top of the watercourse
and will be discussing these clearances with NRW during the course of
discussions over the draft protective provisions benefiting NRW.

7.4

Protected Species Licensing

7.4.1

SP Manweb notes NRW's comments in relation to protected species
licensing. SP Manweb will continue to work with NRW when it comes to
preparing for the commencement of development and ensure that it has the
necessary protected species licences that it requires.

7.5

CEMP

7.5.1

SP Manweb will continue to consult NRW in relation to the draft outline
CEMP throughout the examination process and it will seek to agree the
contents of the CEMP and requirement 13 of the draft DCO, where
appropriate, with NRW in the Statement of Common Ground that is
proposed. SP Manweb will also amend requirement 13 in the draft DCO to
include reference to SP Manweb consulting with NRW over the final CEMP
prior to submission to the relevant planning authority.

7.5.2

SP Manweb notes the comments of RWE in respect of the need to ensure
that the development of the North Wales Wind Farm Connection together
with the Clocaenog Wind Farm at the same time will require the works to be
co-ordinated. SP Manweb considers that the CEMP is the correct document
to provide for this co-ordination and the outline CEMP has been updated to
reflect this (submitted to the Examination with reference 6.18V1).

7.6

Outline Ecological Management Plan

7.6.1

SP Manweb will continue to consult NRW in relation to the draft EcMP
throughout the examination process and will seek to agree the contents of
the draft EcMP and requirement 13 of the draft DCO, where appropriate,
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with NRW in the Statement of Common Ground that is proposed. SP
Manweb will also amend requirement 13 in the draft DCO to include
reference to SP Manweb consulting with NRW over the final CEMP prior to
submission to the relevant planning authority.
7.7

Draft Development Consent Order

7.7.1

SP Manweb notes NRW's comments in relation to the importance of DCO
requirements. SP Manweb also note NRW's comments that the Proposed
Development is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on components
of the environment within NRW's remit and that any remaining points can be
addressed through discussion during the examination.
SP Manweb
welcomes this position and will actively engage with NRW to agree the
protective provisions benefiting NRW so that the disapplication of legislative
provisions can be agreed and also to agree the draft requirements that
relate
to
the
environment
within
NRW's
remit.
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8.

DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

8.1

Relevant Representations

8.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS:
Table 8

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

11

"… and also that it has failed at any stage to acknowledge the
compromise but perfectly feasible solution of placing the earth
underground so that the remaining three wires can be carried
on a single pole."

13

15

Martin
Barlow,
on behalf
of Cefn
Meiriado
g
&
Glascoed
Road
Resident
s
and
Users
Group
Martin
Barlow

Robin
Barlow

“The lack of certainty over what happens from the terminal
pole north of the ridge at Groesffordd Marli onwards – SPM
say they propose to go underground but this is not confirmed,
and it is understood that in tests SPM encountered rock in the
lanes leading down to Glascoed Rd proposed as the
underground portion."…2. The original consultation had the
poles 100 metres apart, but now the distance has been
reduced to 75 metres – representing a one-third increase in
the number of poles…"
"In the “Design and Construction Report” Application
reference: EN020014 March 2015 Scottish Power in section
3.8.3 says “As described in Section 2.2, there is a need for
the double wood pole design as it includes an earth wire.
Other 132kV single wood pole designs do not have this
capability and are therefore not suitable for this Proposed
Development.”
This ignores the widespread use (abroad) of counterpoised
systems in which the earth wire is buried and the resulting live
cables can be carried on a single wood pole. I quote from an
email from a power line expert who was an ex-colleague of
mine.
“... a continuously buried earth conductor (known as a
Counterpoise) is connected to the two substations and
bonded to each tower position and the associated “Crow’s
foot” tower earth system. This method of earthing and bonding
is used in some countries to improve the lightning
performance of the transmission line when it crosses soils of
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19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

high resistivity where it proves difficult or impossible to
achieve an acceptably low tower footing resistance.
We notice that lightning performance is not seen as a high
priority for this line (as judged by the non existent shielding
angle provided by the earth wire), but we appreciate that
removing the earthwire from the superstructure of the tower
would enable a lighter and visually less obtrusive line to be
designed.”
I believe that given the rural path of the proposed line this
option should have been considered and costed. It would be
significantly cheaper than an all underground solution and
significantly less obtrusive than an all above ground solution.”"
"…3. the number and frequency of poles and stays proposed
Eifion
Bibby on to be sited being more than considered necessary and
behalf of accordingly not mitigating interruption to agricultural
Mrs C A operations and enterprise…"
Owen
"…3) the number and frequency of poles and stays proposed
Eifion
Bibby on to be sited being more than considered necessary and
behalf of accordingly not mitigating interruption to agricultural
Mr H M operations and enterprise…"
Parry
As per relevant representation 20
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr D R
Owen
As per relevant representation 20
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr
M
Jones
As per relevant representation 20
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr D E
Jones
As per relevant representation 20
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr I W
Jones
As per relevant representation 20
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr D G
Davies
As per relevant representation 20
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
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Mr J E
Davies
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As per relevant representation 20
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr
R
Evans

28

As per relevant representation 20
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr B M
Roberts
As per relevant representation 20
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mrs J L
Jones

29

30

As per relevant representation 20
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr D C
Jones

31

Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr A A
Owen
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr A E M
Owen
RWE
Innogy
UK Ltd

32

33

39

As per relevant representation 20

As per relevant representation 20

"…Innogy has had ongoing engagement with SPEN to ensure
the NWWFC proposals are delivered in a coordinated and
timely manner. Construction of the NWWFC project will be
concurrent with the construction of the CFWF and therefore
works in the vicinity should be planned, monitored and
managed so as to avoid disruption to construction activities,
as well as minimising potential cumulative impacts on the
environment and on local communities. Innogy will continue to
engage with SPEN as necessary throughout the lifetime of the
NWWFC project to ensure works are carefully planned and
coordinated…".
"…The distance between poles now seems to have
Cefn
Meiriado decreased from 100m to 75m and we contend that – this
coupled with existing lines is in effect compounding existing
g
Communi harm or damage and should be avoided (by buring the whole
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44

45

47

64

68

70

82
86

88
92

ty
Council
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr Emyr
Wynne
Hughes
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr Hefin
Wynne
Hughes
Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Neville
Hughes
Gordon
Owen

line from the river)…".
"…3.the number and frequency of poles and stays proposed
to be sited being more than considered necessary and
accordingly not mitigating interruption to agricultural
operations and enterprise…".

As per relevant representation 44

"...3. SP Manweb has chosen to dismiss, on engineering
grounds, representations made by Mr Hughes concerning the
positioning of poles and stays within his fields. No formal
explanation has been provided for this and it's therefore
impossible to test the validity of the company's decision."
"The erection of pylons and overhead lines will cause
problems for agriculture not only will they be taking up land
but in many cases it is not acceptable that they will hinder the
farmer’s work and safety".
"…The pylons and trees will create road use hazards where a
Menna
lot of accidents happen by reducing the vision for those that
Eluned
are driving, joining the road, worsening problems of water
Jones
accumulation where there is already a significant increased
risk of accidents…"
"…We do not feel SP have fully considered using the spare
Cyngor
Cymuned underground ducts from the existing wind farm for the
Llanrhae connection…".
adr-yngNghinmei
rch
Communi
ty
Council
“There is health and safety issues.”
Meilir
Jones
Mr David "…There are also issues concerning health and safety,
specifically when livestock are grazing in fields containing
Roberts
pylons and when agricultural machinery are being used to
conduct essential land maintenance work….".
As per relevant representation 86
Mari
Roberts
Llansann "…We understand that S P Manweb intend to hide the pylons
by planting trees on both sides of the road. This we know will
an
Communi cause further road safety issues on this narrowing point of the
highway where the cables cross the road. Numerous traffic
ty
accidents have occurred at this point in the past. We
Council
understand that this issue has not been discussed with the
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highways department in either Denbighshire or Conwy County
Councils...".
8.2

SP Manweb response

8.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to the Proposed Development on design and construction.

8.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

8.2.3

(a)

Number of poles and the separation distances between poles (RR
No’s. 13, 19 – 32, 39, 44, 45, 47)

(b)

Rationale for choosing a double wood pole design (RR No’s. 11, 15)

(c)

Use of Tir Mostyn underground cables (RR Nos 70)

(d)

Impacts of construction activities on Innogy's Clocaenog Forest Wind
Farm (RR No. 33)

(e)

The health and safety impacts of the design of the Proposed
Development (RR No’s. 64, 68, 82, 86, 88, 92)

(f)

The lack of certainty over what happens from the terminal pole north of
the ridge at Groesffordd Marli onwards (RR No. 13)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the listed matters
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 19-32, 44, 45, 47, 64, 82,
86 and 88)

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 47, 64, 70, 86 and 88)

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 13 and 70)

(d)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 11, 39 and 64)

(e)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s 13, 39, 68 and 70)

(f)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 19-32, 44 and 45)

(g)

Ecological impact (RR No.’s 86 and 88)

(h)

EIA methodology (RR No.’s 70, 86 and 88)

(i)

Electro-magnetic fields (RR No.’s 64 and 70)

(j)

Landowner negotiations (RR No.’s 19-32, 44 and 45)
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(k)

Landowner suggested amendments to the Proposed Development
(RR No. 47)

(l)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 11,13, 19-32, 39, 44, 45, 64,
68, 70, 86, 88 and 92)

(m) Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 86 and 88)
(n)

Noise impact (RR No. 70)

(o)

Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 11, 13, 19-32, 39, 44, 45, 47,
64, 68, 86, 88 and 92)

(p)

Socio-economics and tourism impacts (RR No.’s 11, 64, 70 and 92)

8.3

Number of poles and the separation distances between poles

8.3.1

The Design and Construction Report (DCO document reference 7.1)
describes in detail the design of the Proposed Development and the
proposed 132kV Overhead Line. Chapter 2, ‘The 132kV Overhead Line’,
sets out the background to the proposed design, the measurements for
different pole types, the drivers for the choice of the design and explains in
detail the different elements of the 132kV Overhead Line.

8.3.2

Chapter 2 of the ES, ‘Description of Proposed Development, (DCO
document reference 6.2) describes in detail the design of the 132kV
Overhead Line. In relation to the height and span length, the Chapter states:
“For the Proposed Development the average distance
between the wood pole structures (referred to as span
length) is 79m. The maximum span length is 120m and the
shortest 50m. The design includes a total of 218 structures
– 2 terminal, 126 intermediate and 87 section or angle type
which includes 8 failure containment structures. The
terminal structure would accommodate a 132kV
underground cable and the design incorporates four poles
in order to support the cable terminations. The 218
structures would therefore require a total of 438 wood
poles.”

8.3.3

Chapter 3 of the ES, ‘Alternatives and Design Evolution’, (DCO document
reference 6.3) and in particular section 3.7 describes in detail the design of
the 132kV Overhead Line and the suitability of the design for the farmland
through which the majority of the line would be built. This is considered
more suitable for wood poles than steel towers (pylons). The double wood
pole design proposed is particularly suited to wind farm connections, which
tend to be on higher ground and are subject to more adverse weather
conditions.

8.3.4

Mitigation has been considered as an integral part of the overall design
strategy of the overhead line, not just ‘add-on’ measures to ameliorate
significant environmental effects. SP Manweb has attempted to adopt a
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positive and proactive approach whereby mitigation is assessed and
considered at all stages of the project.
8.3.5

SP Manweb has a limited choice when designing new 132kV overhead lines
and is restricted by operational and technical requirements. The design
strategy developed by SP Manweb is therefore focussed on identifying and
refining route options, which would minimise adverse environmental and
socio-economic impacts.

8.3.6

The final design of the 132kV Overhead Line has systematically been
optimised in response to increasing knowledge of the site and potential
environmental effects. This process of evolution of the design has seen the
Final Route Alignment evolve in response to matters raised by consultees
throughout all stages of consultation (SP Manweb has carried out three
stages of consultation) and the studies being undertaken in the
environmental assessment.
When carrying out multiple stages of
consultation, it is only to be expected for the Proposed Development to
evolve, responding to consultee comments and survey work both of which
inform and increase the applicant's knowledge base and thus refine the
design of the Proposed Development.

8.3.7

During the development of the Proposed Development detailed line design
has been undertaken for which there are four main considerations:
(a)

ensuring the mechanical forces exerted from the wind, ice and terrain
do not exceed the strength of the structures or other components;

(b)

ensuring there are adequate clearances between the conductors and
the ground or from other objects in the vicinity of the line, as well as
between the conductors themselves to avoid clashing;

(c)

the requirement, or otherwise, for earthed construction to control Rise
Of Earth Potential (ROEP); and

(d)

the overhead line can be constructed and maintained safely and has a
minimal visual impact to the surrounding area.

8.3.8

Point (b) outlined at paragraph 8.3.7 above controls the spacing between
each pole (also known as the span length). Throughout the design process
for the Proposed Development the line design has been developed and
refined and has resulted in span lengths which, on average, are 79m. Span
lengths along the length of the 132kV Overhead Line range from 50m to
120m.

8.3.9

The distance between the poles has been accurately referenced at each
stage of the design evolution of the Proposed Development and there has
been no inconsistency in approach.

8.3.10

This issue is one which SP Manweb regards as having been fully
responded to in this document and SP Manweb considers, therefore, that
this is not an issue that should require further consideration at Examination.
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8.4

Rationale for choosing a double wood pole design

8.4.1

The double wood pole design is required not only to carry the earth
conductor, but also to carry the 300sqmm UPAS conductors. The Design
and Construction Report (DCO document reference 7.1) paragraph 2.2.21
relates to the need to support the 300sqmm UPAS conductors. It states
“The proposed design can support a conductor with a nominal cross
sectional area of up to 300mm2. In this instance a 300mm2
conductor (referred to as “Upas”) providing a summer rating of
176MVA is necessary to meet the generation capacity of the four
wind farms.”

8.4.2

For clarity, the 300 mm2 conductor is still required with the new contracted
capacity of 148MW.

8.4.3

The double wood pole design is required to support the 300mm2 conductor
and carry the earth wire as the weight and tension of the conductor is such
to require double poles. Accordingly, it is not just the earth wire that
necessitates the double wood poles, but the conductors.

8.4.4

It would be possible to implement a single pole design but this would require
a considerably reduced span length to accommodate the higher weight and
tension of the conductors. This would result in a significant increase in the
number of pole positions, which would have consequential detrimental
impacts on landowners and the public. For these reasons the single wood
pole design has not been used.

8.5

Use of Tir Mostyn underground cables

8.5.1

SP Manweb’s Strategic Options Report (DCO document reference 7.3)
identifies and evaluates a number of options for the Proposed Development
prior to selecting the 132kV connection from Clocaenog to St Asaph. Option
‘CEN’: connect to existing network was considered. The document
concludes that:
"The capacity of the existing network to connect
generation is already substantially used up, and the 33
kV network is not capable of connecting the 170 MW of
pending generation. Most of the existing generators have
‘unfirm’ connections, which means they are constrained
to reduce or cease generation in the event of a single
network contingency, such as maintenance or loss of a
circuit.
Given the significant existing generation connected to the
local 33kV network, the connection of 3 to 4 times this
level of generation would cause significant thermal
issues and risk local security of supply.
This option is therefore discounted because it would be a
breach of SP Manweb’s distribution licence statutory
obligations. The option would not be compliant with the
Electricity Act 12989 as connection to the existing
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network of such levels of contracted generation would
breach thermal, quality and security of supply
obligations.”.
8.5.2

Tir Mostyn Foel Goch wind farm is connected by 33kV underground cables
from the wind farm substation to the SP Manweb 33kV substation in
Denbigh. Those existing 33kV cables already carry the generated power
away from the Tir Mostyn Foel Goch wind farm and are not of a sufficient
voltage to carry electricity generated by the four proposed wind farms (and
indeed the three wind farms following the termination by Vattenfall of its
connection agreement as referred to at paragraphs 1.1.10 to 1.1.20 of this
document). This connection only runs to the Denbigh 33kV substation and
a connection is required to the St Asaph 132kV Substation for the Proposed
Development.

8.5.3

Relevant representation 70 identifies that there are possible spare empty
ducts laid alongside the existing 33kV cables for the Tir Mostyn Foel Goch
wind farm. Having regard to the fact that these underground cables are
33kV cables, the spare ducts would not be fit for SP Manweb's purposes as
there are different depth and duct requirements for 132kV underground
cables and associated communication cable ducts compared to 33kV
underground cables. This was therefore ruled out as an option and is not
considered further.

8.5.4

This issue is one which SP Manweb regards as having been fully
responded to in this document and SP Manweb considers, therefore, that
this is not an issue that should require further consideration at Examination.

8.6

Impacts of construction activities on Innogy's Clocaenog Forest Wind
Farm

8.6.1

It is considered that the impact of construction activities associated with the
Proposed Development on Innogy's Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm will be
managed and mitigated by the measures outlined in the Construction
Environmental Management Plan (DCO document reference 6.18). Section
3.8 identifies traffic and transport mitigation measures. These measures will
ensure that SP Manweb's works and other construction works will be fully
coordinated with other parties, including RWE Innogy. The outline CEMP
has been updated to reflect the need for this close liaison and is submitted
to the Examination in support of the responses to the Examining Authority's
First Round of Written Questions (see DCO Document Reference 6.18v1).

8.6.2

The outline CEMP is supported by an outline Traffic Management Plan,
which identifies that SP Manweb will appoint a construction contractor who
will monitor and liaise on the Traffic Management Plan will all relevant
parties. RWE Innogy are considered to be a key stakeholder in this process
along with the local authorities Highway departments.

8.6.3

SP Manweb has worked, and will continue to work, closely with the other
wind farm developers and other companies that may be constructing in the
vicinity of the Proposed Development during the construction programme
for the Proposed Development. Consultation with these parties along with
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the relevant highways and planning departments will help to minimise
impacts on the local community and to ensure works are planned and
coordinated.
8.6.4

This issue is one which SP Manweb regards as having been fully
responded to in this document and SP Manweb considers, therefore, that
this is not an issue that should require further consideration at Examination.

8.7

Health and Safety

8.7.1

A number of relevant representations provide that presence of electricity
poles on agricultural land could cause health and safety risks for operators
of agricultural machinery.

8.7.2

NPS EN-5 provides at paragraph 2.10.15 that an applicant should consider
the height, position, insulation and protection (electrical or mechanical as
appropriate) measures, subject to ensuring compliance with the Electricity
Safety, Quality and Continuity Regulations 2002 as amended (ESQC
Regulations). Sections 14.4 and 14.5 of Chapter 14 ‘Electric and Magnetic
Fields’ in the ES explain that the Proposed Development has been
designed to comply with the ESQC Regulations.

8.7.3

The ESQC Regulations impose requirements regarding the installation and
use of electrical networks and equipment owned or operated by distributers
such as SP Manweb. For 132kV overhead lines, the minimum height above
ground is required to be 6.7m. The ESQC Regulations also require any part
of a 132kV overhead line which is not connected with earth to be supported
or surrounded by insulation, insulted so that it is protected or adequately
protected to prevent danger. The height, position, insulation and protection
(electrical or mechanical) of the proposed design are described in Chapter
2, ‘The 132kV Overhead Line’, in the Design and Construction Report (DCO
document reference 7.1). The dimensions described show compliance with
the ESQC Regulations.

8.7.4

Further, SP Manweb has to ensure that all overhead lines are designed and
built to comply with all relevant health and safety legislation. In the UK the
Health and Safety Executive (HSE) has the responsibility to advise on
standards for protection of health and safety. SP Manweb has defined
duties as a distribution network operator in order to protect members of the
public from the dangers posed by electrical equipment such as the
Proposed Development. SP Manweb must ensure that the development
complies with general health and safety legislation, the Electricity at Work
Regulations 1989 and the ESQC Regulations.

8.7.5

Clearance distances from overhead lines are used to ensure staff,
customers and the general public are kept away from live equipment. 132kV
overhead lines are a minimum clearance from the ground of 6.7m. This is
the case along the length of the Proposed Development.

8.7.6

Two relevant representations provide that the design of the Proposed
Development will detrimentally impact upon road user safety. As stated
above, SP Manweb is required to design overhead lines in compliance with
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the ESQC Regulations. The design requirements ensure clearances are
maintained from all surfaces including roads. The design as described in the
Design and Construction Report (DCO document reference 7.1) meets the
requirements of the ESQC Regulations and therefore will not result in any
impact on road users’ safety.
8.7.7

Overhead electricty lines and telecommunication lines are common
infrastructure located adjacent to and alongside roads. SP Manweb does
not consider the location of a wood pole adjacent to a road to be a safety
issue. No concerns have been raised by the Health and Safety Executive or
by the relevant highways authorities in relation to this issue.

8.7.8

This issue is one which SP Manweb regards as having been fully
responded to in this document and SP Manweb considers, therefore, that
this is not an issue that should require further consideration at Examination

8.8

The lack of certainty over what happens from the terminal pole north
of the ridge at Groesffordd Marli onwards

8.8.1

As is stated in the application material, the 132kV Overhead Line will
terminate at the terminal pole (the Terminal Point) south of the Groesffordd
Marli to Glascoed Road, Denbighshire.

8.8.2

From the Terminal Point to St Asaph Substation will be an underground
cable. The underground cable forms part of the works to St Asaph
Substation. In Wales, any works that are subordinate to and support the
nationally significant infrastructure project but which are not part of the
nationally significant infrastructure project, cannot be consented under the
Planning Act 2008.

8.8.3

Pursuant to sections 14 and 16 of the Planning Act 2008, an above ground
electric line is a nationally significant infrastructure project. SP Manweb
considers that the proposed works to St Asaph Substation, including the
underground cable, whilst necessary for the 132kV Overhead Line, are not
integral to the 132kV Overhead Line. In reaching this conclusion, SP
Manweb has had regard to the definition of "nationally significant
infrastructure project" in sections 14 and 16 of the Planning Act 2008,
recent decisions of the Secretary of State in Wales and Guidance 3 on
associated development has been issued by the Secretary of State.

8.8.4

Accordingly, the Proposed Development does not include the proposed
works to St Asaph Substation, which includes the underground cable.

8.8.5

This issue is one which SP Manweb regards as having been fully
responded to in this document and SP Manweb considers, therefore, that
this is not an issue that should require further consideration at Examination

3

Planning Act 2008: Guidance on associated development applications for major infrastructure projects (Department for
Communities and Local Government) (April 2013).
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9.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

9.1

Relevant Representations

9.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS:
Table 9

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.
1

14

16
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

"I wish to object to this planning proposal for windfarm
connections as I believe it will seriously damage the
environment, iconic landscapes and wildlife habitats".
"The consequences of the environmental damage
Roger
proposed by erecting double posts every 75mtrs simply for
Corbettcost saving at this point is indefensible".
Jones
"Pylons and overhead cabling will vandalise this area".
Jill Tyrer
Eifion Bibby "The harmful visual & environmental impact (including in
on behalf of respect of landscape) of the intended scheme is also an
Mrs C A issue".
Owen
Eifion Bibby "The harmful visual & environmental impact (including in
on behalf of respect of landscape) of the intended scheme is also an
Mr H
M issue. This is particularly important given its close proximity
to the farmhouse".
Parry
Eifion Bibby "The harmful visual & environmental impact (including in
on behalf of respect of landscape) of the intended scheme is also an
Mr
D
R issue".
Owen
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 21
on behalf of
Mr
D
E
Jones
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 21
on behalf of
Mr
D
E
Jones
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 21
on behalf of
Mr
I
W
Jones
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 21
on behalf of
Mr
D
G
Davies
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 21
on behalf of
Mr
J
E
Davies
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Harman

27

28

29

30

31

32

34

44

45

56

74

91

Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr R Evans
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr
B
M
Roberts
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mrs
J
L
Jones
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr
D
C
Jones
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr
A
A
Owen
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr A E M
Owen
Simon Peter
White

As per relevant representation 21

As per relevant representation 21

As per relevant representation 21

As per relevant representation 21

As per relevant representation 21

As per relevant representation 21

"This is an area of natural beauty and this route of the
pylons will be detrimental to our environment. The
economy of this area needs tourists and I believe anything
that blights our natural countryside should be reconsidered
especially as in some places the route follows the skyline
of the hills".
Eifion Bibby "The harmful visual & environmental impact (including in
on behalf of respect of landscape) of the intended scheme is also an
Mr
Emyr issue".
Wynne
Hughes
Eifion Bibby "The harmful visual & environmental impact (including in
on behalf of respect of landscape) of the intended scheme is also an
Mr
Hefin issue".
Wynne
Hughes
We as Llanfair community council are anxious about the
Llanfair
effect that large pylons would have on the environment in
Dyffryn
the Vale of Clwyd. An area that is designated as “ An area
Clwyd
Community of Outstanding Natural Beauty”.
Council
The destruction of our beautiful countryside – including
Margaret
Parry-Jones damage to landscape character and cultural heritage,
scenery and historical properties. The natural environment
would be substantially affected
Natural
Flood Matters
Resources
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Wales

"2.2 We note that (from Paragraph 4.1.9 of the Flood
Consequences Assessment) that at least one pole may be
required within the floodplain of the River Elwy. As a
consequence of this, alternative design measures are
proposed in order to mitigate potential flood flow stresses
and the effects of flood water levels on ground clearances.
NRW would welcome further consultation regarding this
part of the project.
Flood Defence Consent – We note that the exact positions
of poles within the proposed Limits of Deviation are not yet
defined within the application submission. NRW requires
clarity as to the detailed design of any required river
crossings affecting “main river” watercourses, including the
method of installation. For 132kV overhead cable lines
which span “main river”, NRW usually requires a vertical
clearance above the river and any flood banks of 12
metres. We also usually require a horizontal clearance of
15 metres between electrical support structures and the
bank top of the watercourse. We recognise that these
figures are greater than statutory requirements, but
because local circumstances vary at each crossing
location, final designs are usually subject to negotiations
dependant on our operational requirements for undertaking
maintenance and/or improvement works at affected “main
river” crossing points".
Contaminated Land
With reference to Environmental Statement Chapter 10 –
Land Use and Agriculture – The majority of the site is
located on greenfield sites and therefore risks from land
contamination are expected to be low. However, it is not
clear to us from the information provided what has been
done to confirm that contaminated land is not present
within the order boundary. If such land is present and not
managed properly, pollution of controlled waters could
occur during construction. The applicant should therefore
demonstrate that appropriate measures have been taken
to take account of such risks.

9.2

SP Manweb’s Response

9.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to the impacts of the Proposed Development on the environment.

9.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:
(a)

Environmental effect of the wood poles spaced 75m apart (RR No’s.
14)
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9.2.3

(b)

General Environmental effect of an overhead line (RR No’s 1, 16, 19,
20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 44, 45 56, 74)

(c)

Flood defence consent measures (RR No. 91)

(d)

Impacts of potentially contaminated land (RR No. 91)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the listed matters
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 16, 19-32, 44 and 45);

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 14, 16 and 74);

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 16, 34 and 74);

(d)

Historic environment impact (RR No. 74);

(e)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s1, 14 and 74);

(f)

DCO and application documentation (RR No.’s 91);

(g)

Ecological impact (RR No.’s 1, 74 and 91);

(h)

EIA methodology (RR No. 74);

(i)

Health and electro-magnetic fields impact (RR No.’s 16 and 74);

(j)

Landowner negotiations (RR No.’s 19-32, 44 and 45);

(k)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 1, 19-32, 34, 44, 45, 56, 74
and 91);

(l)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No. 74);

(m) Noise impact (RR No. 16);
(n)

Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 14, 16, 19-32, 34, 44, 45 and
74); and,

(o)

Socio-economics and tourism impact (RR No.’s 16 and 74)

9.3

Environmental effect of the wood poles spaced 75m apart

9.3.1

The description of the Proposed Development and those elements of the
design that have been assessed are set out in Chapter 2 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.2). Section 2.6 of the Chapter describes the 132kV
Overhead Line design and includes a description of the span lengths. For
the Proposed Development the average distance between the wood pole
structures (referred to as span length) is 79m. The maximum span length is
120m and the shortest 50m.
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9.3.2

As explained in paragraphs 1.1.10 to 1.1.20, SP Manweb is proposing to
submit an application for changes to the Proposed Development. Whilst
this application has yet to be made, in anticipation of the application, and
should it be accepted by the Examining Authority, SP Manweb identifies the
number of poles for each option that is currently anticipated based on the
illustrative design:
(i)

Option A – 215 poles are currently anticipated for the Proposed
Development, broken down as:

(1)

2 terminal;

(2)

126 intermediate; and

(3)

87 section or angle type which include 8 failure containment
structures.

(ii)

Option B – 219 poles are currently anticipated for the Proposed
Development.

(1)

2 terminal;

(2)

130 intermediate; and

(3)

87 section or angle type which include 8 failure containment
structures.

9.3.3

However, in order to allow for micro-siting to take place so as to account for
specific ground conditions, environmental considerations and landowner
requests, it is possible that a small number of additional poles may be
required for the final design of the Proposed Development. In order to
accommodate this, a figure of up to 225 poles has been referred to in
Schedule 1 of the draft DCO. The ES has assessed indicative pole positions
of 215 poles, being the illustrative design for Option A. The additional
number of poles is regarded as de minimis in environmental impact
assessment terms and as such would not result in any materially new or
different environmental effects to those set out in the ES.

9.3.4

The EIA is based on the design described above for Option A. The
landscape and visual assessment assessed the indicative pole positions
and heights, as shown in the Works Plans (DCO document reference 2.3.1
to 2.3.13). Chapter 7 of the ES goes on to state:
“If following detailed design, a pole were to be located near the edge
of the LoD and this would affect the category of significance of effect,
this has been stated in the assessment. This approach has been
adopted as it is necessary to identify all of the receptors that could
potentially be affected by the Proposed Development, should the
pole positions or heights change. The alternative would be to
consider the effects of all permutations of pole positions within the
Limits of Deviation, which is not feasible. In undertaking the
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assessment, changes within the vertical limits of deviation have been
considered.”
9.3.5

Chapter 15 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.15) provides a summary
of the likely significant environmental effects associated with the Proposed
Development identified within the individual topic chapters of the ES. All
potential likely significant effects upon the environment have been assessed
and the Proposed Development has complied with all national guidance and
policy, including National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-5.

9.3.6

In this regard, whilst SP Manweb acknowledges that there will be some
identified likely significant environmental effects, these are not such that
development consent should not be made. The potential adverse impacts
of the Proposed Development do not outweigh the potential benefits of the
Proposed Development in meeting the need for new energy infrastructure
and, in accordance with National Policy Statement EN-1, development
consent should therefore not be refused.

9.4

General Environmental effect of an overhead line

9.4.1

The Proposed Development has been designed in order to ensure that
environmental effects of the 132kV Overhead Line are minimised as much
as is possible.

9.4.2

The application for a DCO is accompanied by an Environmental Statement,
which identifies the likely significant effects arsingfrom the Proposed
Development on the environment.

9.4.3

Chapter 4 of the ES (document ref 6.4) identifies the requirements for an
ES, the relevant guidance and the methodology that has been adopted.

9.4.4

The EIA Regulations impose requirements on the carrying out of EIA in
relation to applications for DCOs. Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations
highlights the information to be included in an Environmental Statement.
The information required is presented in the ES with the individual topics
covered in Chapters 6 – 14 (document refs 6.6 – 6.14 respectively).

9.4.5

Chapter 15 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.15) provides a summary
of the likely significant environmental effects associated with the Proposed
Development identified within the individual topic chapters of the ES. The
ES identifies significant effects on the following issues:

4

(i)

effects on ancient woodland within non-statutory Local Wildlife Sites
caused by loss of vegetation for construction and wayleave
maintenance suring operation;

(ii)

operational effects on landscape due to appearance of the proposed
132kV Overhead Line on LANDMAP VSAAs 4 Denbigh and Derwen
Hills, Llannefydd Lowlands, Afon Elwy Valley and Cefn Meiriadog
Ridge;

Visual and Sensory Aspect Areas
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(iii)

operational effects on views due to the appearance of the proposed
132kV Overhead Line at Saron, east of Foel Gasyth, Peniel, B4501,
Plas Captain, Ty Coch, Pandy Wood, near Groes, near Eriviat Park,
Eriviat Bach Isaf, Hafod Dingle, Hafod, Lechryd Bach, the Clwydian
Way, Berain, Croen Llwn Mawr, Bryniau Bychain, the Pilgrims Way
Long Distance Trail, Bodysgawen Isaf, Nant y Graig Wig, Afon Elwy
Valley near Coed Wigl, Plas Hafod and on the slopes of the Cefn
Meiriadog Ridge;

(iv) visual effects on the setting of a group of listed buildings at Berain,
and;
(v)

Effect on tourism business which lies close to the Proposed
Development.

9.4.6

Mitigation measures including hedgerow improvements, hedgerow tree
planting and woodland edge improvements are proposed that will reduce
the potential significant effects.

9.4.7

All potential likely significant effects upon the environment have been
assessed and the Proposed Development has complied with all national
guidance and policy, including National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-5.
In this regard, whilst SP Manweb acknowledges that there will be some
identified likely significant environmental effects, these are not such that
they should prevent the making of the Order. The potential adverse impacts
of the Proposed Development do not outweigh the potential benefits of the
Proposed Development in meeting the need for new energy infrastructure
and, in accordance with National Policy Statement EN-1, development
consent should therefore not be refused.

9.5

Flood defence consent measures (RR No. 91)

9.5.1

Chapter 9 of the ES (document ref 6.9) assesses the effect of the Proposed
Development on flood risk and water quality. In particular, it considers the
potential effects of flooding on the Proposed Development and of flood risk
to third parties caused by the Proposed Development, and the potential
impacts of the Proposed Development on surface water quality within the
Study Area for flood risk.

9.5.2

SP Manweb has also submitted a Flood Consequence Assessment
(document ref 5.3) as part of its application documents. This assessment
has been discussed with NRW prior to the application for a DCO being
made and their comments have been incorporated.

9.5.3

SP Manweb is continuing to work with NRW to address their outstanding
queries and is developing a ‘Statement of Common Ground’.

9.5.4

NRW has requested details of the design of the crossing of main rivers,
including the installation methods, vertical and horizontal clearances from
the river. This information is set out below in Table 9.1 for the five main
rivers identified by NRW.
87

9.5.5

It should be noted that as SP Manweb is proposing to disapply legislation
relating to the need to obtain a specific Flood Defence Consent, SP
Manweb is discussing with NRW protective provisions to be included in the
draft DCO which will ensure that NRW receives the necessary information it
requires prior to SP Manweb commencing construction work. SP Manweb
notes NRW's comments in paragraph 2.3 of its RR regarding 12m vertical
clearances above the river and any flood banks and 15m horizontal
clearances between electrical support structures and the bank top of the
watercourse and will be discussing these clearances with NRW during the
course of discussions over the draft protective provisions benefiting NRW.
Table 9.1, Main rivers detailed design of Proposed Development
Main River

Design

Vertical
Clearance

Horizontal
Clearance

Afon Ystrad

132kV Overhead Line to 30m
span across the river with
poles set back from the
watercourse banks. The
indicative poles positions
are shown on sheet 11 of
the Section drawings
(DCO
Document
reference 2.7.2)

30m and 61m
from bank

Watercourse 132 kV Overhead Line to 10m
at NGR SJ span across the river with
018 660
poles set back from the
watercourse banks. The
design is shown in sheet
16
of
the
Section
drawings
(DCO
Document
reference
2.7.2)

96m and 15m
from bank

Watercourse 132 kV Overhead Line to 20m
at NGR SJ span across the river with
013 687
poles set back from the
watercourse banks. The
design is shown in sheet
18
of
the
Section
drawings
(DCO
Document
reference
2.7.2)

33m and 58m
from bank

Watercourse 132 kV Overhead Line to 20m
at NGR SJ span across the river with
018 678
poles set back from the
watercourse banks. The
design is shown in sheet
20
of
the
Section

27m and 30m
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drawings
Document
2.7.3)
Afon Elwy

(DCO
reference

132 kV Overhead Line to 15m
span across the river with
poles set back from the
watercourse banks. The
design is shown in sheet
27
of
the
Section
drawings
(DCO
Document
reference
2.7.3)

29m and 32m
from bank

9.5.6

The height of the conductors across the watercourse at NGR SJ 018 660 is
just below the NRW 12m vertical clearance. SP Manweb considers this to
be an acceptable height for this watercourse due to the size and location of
the watercourse. The watercourse is not navigable and in this location and
SP Manweb is not aware of any dredging activity undertaken by NRW. The
clearances stated by NRW are not statutory and SP Manweb has previously
agreed reduced clearances across rivers where it has not been posible to
design the line to meet the 12m clearance. Therefore, SP Manweb
considers that no significant effects will occur in this location and the vertical
clearance is acceptable.

9.5.7

Information regarding the construction methods in proximity to the
watercourses will be refined during the detailed design process once a
construction contractor is appointed.

9.6

The impacts of potentially contaminated land

9.6.1

NRW's RR (RR 91) has queried whether any assessment has been carried
out to determine whether the land within the Order Limits is subject to
contamination.

9.6.2

As with all new 132kV projects undertaken by SP Manweb, a desk based
preliminary geotechnical investigation has been undertaken. The
investigation looked at historical ground conditions for a 3km Study Area
centred on the Order Limits. Due to the size and linear nature of the
Proposed Development and the potential impact associated with an
intrusive geotechnical investigation a desk based study is considered
proportionate and acceptable in this instance. The investigation included a
review of historical ground conditions, and previous evidence of mining and
quarrying. The findings are summarised in Chapter 10 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.10) and Appendix 10.1 (DCO document reference
6.22). No effects are anticipated and no likely significant environmental
effects are therefore identified.

9.6.3

As no effects are anticipated, no specific mitigation measures are proposed.
The outline CEMP (DCO document reference 6.18) does, however, contain
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a number of embedded mitigation measures in relation to the protection of
soil structure (see section 3.6) and the requirement for risk assessments
prior to any construction works starting (see section 1.11). These measures
are considered to help control any issues associated with the potential for
undiscovered/unidentified contaminated land during construction activities.
9.6.4

In addition, requirement 11 of the draft DCO requires SP Manweb to carry
out an investigation and risk assessment in the event that contamination is
found at any time when carrying out the Proposed Development. Should
that assessment recommend remediation be carried out, the remediation
scheme must be submitted to the relevant planning authority for approval
and the scheme carried out in accordance with its terms. SP Manweb is
seeking to agree the wording of the requirements with NRW and record
such agreement in a Statement of Common Ground to be submitted by
Deadline 1.
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10.

ECOLOGICAL IMPACT

10.1

Relevant Representations

10.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS:
Table 10

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

1

Sheila
Harman

49

Llansannan
Ward within
Conwy
County
Borough
Council
Durand
Hotham
Durand
Hotham on
behalf
of
Cefn
Meiriadog
Excludees
Margaret
Parry-Jones
Richard
Parry

"I wish to object to this planning proposal for windfarm
connections as I believe it will seriously damage the
environment, iconic landscapes and wildlife habitats".
"Impact on historic woodlands".

71
73

74
76

"Woodlands, (cuttings through
Woodland on the R. Elwy)".
"Woodlands, (cuttings through
Woodland on the R. Elwy)".

Registered

Ancient

Registered

Ancient

"The natural environment would be substantially affected".
"I wish to object to the proposal to install a 17km of
overhead line from Clocaenog Forest to St Asaph owing to
its detrimental effect on the permanent and migratory
wildlife.
Wildlife is prevalent throughout the forest and surrounding
moorland and farmland and brings in many visitors,
summer and winter, to both the forest and its environs,
including the visitor centre at the Brenig reservoir. Wildlife
in this area includes several rare or endangered bird
species including Black grouse, Nightjars, Crossbills,
Ravens and Ospreys, one of which was recently killed by
an overhead line. Mammals include Brown Hares and Red
Squirrels.
“Clocaenog Forest
This huge forest is home to a wide variety of wildlife and
some rare species, including the largest population of Red
Squirrels in Wales, rare Black Grouse and wild Przewalski
horses… A series of short walks and more challenging
longer walks put together by the Forestry Commission
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allows visitors to discover the varied scenery of forest
landscapes, open moorland, rivers, a beautiful lake, as well
as its wildlife and ancient history …The Forest has been a
site of a major conservation and research since 1992. Its
peace and quiet means that many rare species are now
able to thrive. The population of rare black grouse has
increased
by
88%...”
www.hiraethog.org.ukwww.hiraethog.org.uk".
Mr
David “The results of SP Manweb’s primary and desk studies
lack detail and are a mis-representation of the areas’
Roberts
landscape, wildlife and environment. Their ecological and
environmental observations are an overview of the route
and appear vague and lacking in detail. I for one know that
these primary studies have not been conducted
accordingly and corners have been cut. For instance, the
Hafod dingle valley, part of my land where the proposed
line crosses, has not been investigated on foot. This
section of the route is an area of significance in terms of
the wildlife that habitat here, the landscape, and other
natural features. This area of woodland is a significant
habitat for many wildlife species and contains other natural
features such as a waterfall and a historic cave. This area
of the dingle valley where the line supposedly crosses
consists of an 80m drop. A proposal of this magnitude
would have a detrimental impact on wildlife here and the
isolated landscape.
SP Manweb’s application has effectively dismissed many
ecological and environmental effects as being insignificant,
based on their own subjective analysis. This is a complete
contradiction to my knowledge.”
Mari Roberts “The results of SP Manweb’s primary and desk studies
lack detail and are a mis-representation of the areas’
landscape, wildlife and environment. Their ecological and
environmental observations are an overview of the route
and appear vague and lacking in detail. I for one know that
these primary studies have not been conducted
accordingly and corners have been cut. For instance, the
Hafod dingle valley, part of my land where the proposed
line crosses, has not been investigated on foot. This
section of the route is an area of significance in terms of
the wildlife that habitat here, the landscape, and other
natural features. This area of woodland is a significant
habitat for many wildlife species and contains other natural
features such as a waterfall and a historic cave. This area
of the dingle valley where the line supposedly crosses
consists of an 80m drop. A proposal of this magnitude
would have a detrimental impact on wildlife here and the
isolated landscape.
SP Manweb’s application has effectively dismissed many
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Natural
Resources
Wales
(NRW)

ecological and environmental effects as being insignificant,
based on their own subjective analysis. This is a complete
contradiction to my knowledge.”
“European Protected Sites
3.1 NRW was consulted by SP Manweb about their draft No
Significant Effects Report (NSER). We concurred with the
conclusions of the report and stated that “In our view
significant effects on European sites (either alone or in
combination with effects from other plans or projects of which
we are aware) are unlikely to occur as a result of granting a
development consent order for the scheme.
3.2 We are aware that Welsh Government has raised the
issue of potential impact on White-fronted Geese that are
features of the Dyfi Estuary Special Protection Area
(SPA). As stated in Section 3.1 in relation to all European
sites, we consider significant effects on this feature resulting
from the proposed development to be unlikely.
Sites of Special Scientific Interest
4.1 No part of the scheme or its associated works will be
within the boundaries of a Sites of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI), and granting the application is unlikely to damage the
features of any SSSI.
Outline Ecological Management Plan
10.1 The stated function of the outline Ecological
Management Plan (EcMP), is to set out “the ecological
management measures which SP Manweb PLC (“SP
Manweb”) will require its contractors to adopt and
implement for relevant construction works for the Proposed
Development. The outline EcMP states that “Where
relevant, the detail of this outline EcMP shall be completed
in consultation with the relevant local authority
(Denbighshire County Council and Conwy County Borough
Council) and/or Natural Resources Wales (NRW).
As with the CEMP above, the scope of the EcMP
document includes various matters encompassed by the
remit of NRW. Of particular significance is that of the
licencing of activities that might affect statutorily protected
species. Section 2.4 of the outline document states that
licences may be required in respect of bats, dormice and
great crested newts, and possibly otter, and that the EcMP
will form part of detailed method statements required to
support licences for the species concerned. Clearly
therefore there will be an on-going need for the
involvement of NRW in the development of the EcMP.”

10.2

SP Manweb’s Response
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10.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to the impacts of the Proposed Development on ecology.

10.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

10.2.3

10.3

(a)

Effects on protected species and the natural environment (RR No’s. 1,
74, 76)

(b)

Effects on historic woodland, including the Ancient Woodland on the
River Elwy (RR No’s. 49, 71, 73, 91)

(c)

Effect on Brenig Reservoir (RR No. 76)

(d)

Effect on Clocaenog Forest (RR No. 76)

(e)

Effect on Hafod Dingle Valley (RR Nos. 86, 88)

(f)

On-going liaison and engagement with NRW (RR No. 91)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the matters above.
SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this document
which address the range of other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 49, 71, 73, 86, 88)

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 74, 86 and 88)

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 49, 71 and 73)

(d)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 49, 71, 73 and 74)

(a)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s 1, 71, 73 and 76)

(b)

DCO and application documentation (RR No. 91)

(c)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 86 and 82)

(d)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 1, 74 and 91)

(e)

EIA methodology (RR No.’s 74, 86 and 88)

(f)

Health and electro-magnetic fields impact (RR No. 74)

(g)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 1, 49, 71, 73, 74, 86 and 88)

(h)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 74, 86 and 88)

(i)

Rationale for overhead line route (RR No.’s 71,73, 74, 86 and 88)

(j)

socio-economic and tourism impact (RR No.’s 49, 71, 73 and 74)

Effects on protected species and the natural environment
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10.3.1

A phased approach was taken in identifying the ecological interest of the
area. This involved desk based studies and a range of site surveys, starting
in 2013. An extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey was undertaken in 2013 /
2014. Consultation was undertaken throughout and information was also
gained from survey reports for other planning applications, from wildlife
monitoring reports and from targeted surveys.

10.3.2

The assessment did not find any significant effects on any protected
species or designated habitats across the Proposed Development (Section
6.7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.6).

10.3.3

Relevant Representation 74, provided by Mr Parry, raises concerns in
relation to a number of ecological receptors, including Black grouse,
Nightjars, Crossbills, Ravens and Ospreys, Brown Hares, Red Squirrels and
Przewalski horses. These are responded to more specifically below.

10.3.4

Appendix 6.5 to the ES (document ref 6.9.5) provides the data from the
ornithological surveys undertaken. Survey effort was concentrated more on
the upland areas in the south as the habitat dictated, and existing records
showed, that species more likely to be of concern in terms of potential
impacts by the Proposed Development may be present in those areas.

10.3.5

In addition to the general breeding bird surveys and vantage point surveys a
number of specific surveys were undertaken:
•

A Black Grouse Survey of suitable habitat within the Preferred
Route Corridor (restricted to the south) was undertaken
between March and May 2013 using the industry accepted
standard method. The conifer plantation was considered to
have the potential to support breeding birds including black
grouse. However, no black grouse were recorded.

•

Nightjar surveys were undertaken in suitable habitat, although
this was restricted to an area of clear fell and young plantation
at the far south of the of the Preferred Route Corridor near to
where the Collector Substation is proposed. No nightjar were
recorded.

10.3.6

A small number of crossbill, raven and osprey were recorded during the
surveys.

10.3.7

No significant effects on bird species were identified by the assessment
(Section 6.7of the ES (DCO document reference 6.6)).

10.3.8

NRW were consulted and identified the presence of red squirrels at
Clocaenog Forest but did not raise concerns. Records of red squirrel were
returned as part of the desk study approximately 0.7km south west of the
survey area in Clocaenog Forest. Coniferous woodland to the far south of
the site at Clocaenog Forest was considered able to support red squirrel.
However, no evidence of red squirrel was recorded as part of the Extended
Phase 1 Habitat Survey.
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10.3.9

No existing records of brown hare were identified during the Desk Study
and no evidence was recorded during the Extended Phase 1 Habitat
Survey.

10.3.10

Whilst there are a number of ‘wild’ Przewalski horses within the Clocaenog
Forest they do not roam wild and are at a significant distance from the
Proposed Development. It is not considered that there will be any effects
on these animals.

10.3.11

A CEMP will be secured as part of the DCO which provides for ecological
method statements for specific protected species to be followed prior to and
during construction of the Proposed Development.

10.3.12

Although no significant effects have been identified, Section 6.8 of the ES
(DCO document reference 6.6) identifies specific enhancement measures to
further protect species including great crested newts, dormouse, bats,
common lizard, badger, otter and birds

10.3.13

In respect of local wildlife sites, the Proposed Development will have
significant effects on six non-statutory designated local wildlife sites, as
listed in Table 6.11 of the ES (document ref 6.6). However, mitigation
measures have been devised which are summarised in Section 6.9 of the
ES (document ref 6.6) and included within the outline CEMP (document
reference 6.18), in order to ensure that any residual effects are acceptable
and will not be significant.

10.3.14

Although effects are not identified as significant, mitigation measures are
also identified (Section 6.8 of the ES) in relation to:
•

broadleaved woodland and plantation on ancient woodland;

•

hedgerows;

•

mature trees; and

•

standing dead wood.

10.3.15

In its RR, NRW has confirmed that it concurs with the conclusions of SP
Manweb's "No Significant Effects Report" on European Protected Sites,
which concludes that "significant effects on European Sites (either alone or
in combination with effects from other plans or projects of which we are
aware) are unlikely to occur." In addition, NRW states that it considers that
significant effects on White-fronted Geese to be unlikely from the Proposed
Development.

10.3.16

In respect of Sites of Special Scientific Interest, NRW again confirms that
the Proposed Development is unlikely to damage any features of any SSSI.

10.3.17

In finalising the CEMP pursuant to requirement 13 of the draft DCO, SP
Manweb will continue to liaise with NRW regarding amendments and
updates required to the proposed measures to protect European protected
species and the requirement for licences prior to construction works being
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undertaken. SP Manweb will also amend requirement 13 in the draft DCO
to include reference to SP Manweb consulting with NRW prior to
submission of the final CEMP (which includes the Ecological Management
Plan) to the relvant planning authority.
10.3.18

SP Manweb notes that NRW, whose remit is to ensure that the environment
and natural resources of Wales are sustainably maintained, has not
objected to the Proposed Development and considers that the Proposed
Development is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on the
components of the environment within its remit, which includes ecology. SP
Manweb therefore considers that this issue is a matter which should be
regarded as having been fully responded to and that this is therefore not an
issue that should require further consideration at Examination.

10.4

Effects on historic woodlands including the Ancient Woodland on the
River Elwy

10.4.1

Chapter 6 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.6) assesses the potential
impact of the Proposed Development on trees and woodland (including
Ancient and Semi Natural Woodlands). It acknowledges that there will be
the loss of some mature trees and that part of some woodlands will need to
be coppiced. The route of the Proposed Development has been designed to
minimise impact on all woodland and as such the potential effect will not be
significant.

10.4.2

The ES has identified the Elwy Valley Woods SAC as being approximately
0.7km distance from the Proposed Development. A ‘No Significant Effects
Report’ accompanies the application for a DCO (DCO document reference
5.7). NRW has agreed with the conclusion of that report and their letter is
included within the No Significant Effects Report. This is further confirmed
by NRW in its RR, which states that NRW concurs with the conclusions of
SP Manweb's "No Significant Effects Report" on European Protected Sites,
which concludes that "significant effects on European Sites (either alone or
in combination with effects from other plans or projects of which we are
aware) are unlikely to occur."

10.4.3

SP Manweb notes that NRW, whose remit is to ensure that the environment
and natural resources of Wales are sustainably maintained, has not
objected to the Proposed Development and considers that the Proposed
Development is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on the
components of the environment within its remit, which includes ecology. SP
Manweb therefore considers that this issue is a matter which should be
regarded as having been fully responded to and that this is therefore not an
issue that should require further consideration at Examination.

10.5

Effect on Brenig Reservoir

10.5.1

The ecological assessment presented in the ES (document ref 6.6a) and its
appendices (document refs 6.19.1 – 6.19.11) identifies the range of species
and habitat surveys that have been undertaken and identifies the significant
effects.
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10.5.2

Chapter 6 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.6) considered the potential
for effects on Llyn Brenig. The winter bird surveys identified large flocks of
gulls that roost on the lake during winter and smaller numbers of wildfowl,
waders and raptors in and around the lake. No significant effects to species
or habitat have been identified that will lead to direct or indirect effects on
the Brenig Reservoir.

10.5.3

The Proposed Development is over 3km away from the Reservoir and SP
Manweb considers that this distance and the nature of the Proposed
Development will not lead to any potential environmental effects.

10.5.4

SP Manweb notes that NRW, whose remit is to ensure that the environment
and natural resources of Wales are sustainably maintained, has not
objected to the Proposed Development and considers that the Proposed
Development is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on the
components of the environment within its remit, which includes ecology. SP
Manweb therefore considers that this issue is a matter which should be
regarded as having been fully responded to and that this is therefore not an
issue that should require further consideration at Examination.

10.6

Effect on Clocaenog Forest

10.6.1

A total of 4ha of commercial Clocaenog Forest would be felled for the
Proposed Development and the Wider Scheme. This is not, however,
assessed as significant because large scale rotational felling is a normal
feature of most commercial forests. Natural Resources Wales is currently
felling sections of the forest to make way for the consented Clocaenog
Forest Wind Farm. The area proposed for clearance for the Wind Farm is
much larger than that proposed for the Proposed Development.

10.6.2

The area identified for felling for the Proposed Development has been led
directly by NRW who requested no impact on ongoing forestry operations.

10.6.3

Chapter 6 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.6) states that these
developments would affect the local landscape character of the forest both
positvely and adversely. The reduction in the coverage of commercial
forest would have a direct cumulative effect on one of the main landscape
elements of Clocaenog Forest. However the habitat creation proposed by
Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm presents a positive impact on black grouse
and nightjars. The Proposed Development will also bring positive impacts
on dormice and common lizard due to the removal of commercial forestry
and the creation of more suitable habitat.

10.6.4

SP Manweb notes that NRW, whose remit is to ensure that the environment
and natural resources of Wales are sustainably maintained, has not
objected to the Proposed Development and considers that the Proposed
Development is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on the
components of the environment within its remit, which includes ecology. SP
Manweb therefore considers that this issue is a matter which should be
regarded as having been fully responded to and that this is therefore not an
issue that should require further consideration at Examination.
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10.7

Effect on Hafod Dingle Valley

10.7.1

The Ecology and Biodiversity assessment presented in Chapter 6 of the ES
(DCO document reference 6.6) has identified Hafod Dingle as an area of
restored ancient woodland, of which approximately 0.27ha would be lost as
a result of the construction and operation of the Proposed Development
(Table 6.17 (DCO document reference 6.6)).

10.7.2

It is acknowledged that the area of ancient woodland that would be lost
presents a negative impact (section 6.7 (DCO document reference 6.6). SP
Manweb considers the overall impact on local wildlife sites with ancient
woodland would be a moderate and therefore significant adverse effect.
This is, however, considered to be small, compared to the proportion of the
total area of ancient woodland present within the Order Limits. The duration
of this impact is long-term and permanent. However, mitigation measures
would be implemented, including undertaking works during the winter
months which would benefit regrowth and timing the works around species
such as dormice, great crested new and breeding birds.

10.7.3

SP Manweb notes that NRW, whose remit is to ensure that the environment
and natural resources of Wales are sustainably maintained, has not
objected to the Proposed Development and considers that the Proposed
Development is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on the
components of the environment within its remit, which includes ecology. SP
Manweb therefore considers that this issue is a matter which should be
regarded as having been fully responded to and that this is therefore not an
issue that should require further consideration at Examination.

10.8

On-going liaison and engagement with NRW

10.8.1

SP Manweb is continuing to liaise with NRW regarding protected species
licences, the Ecological Management Plan (EcMP) and the outline CEMP.
SP Manweb is happy to continue close liaison with NRW to ensure that both
documents are completed to the satisfaction of NRW and that they provide
the elements and details required. Requirement 13 of the draft DCO
secures the outline CEMP and EcMP and SP Manweb will amend the
requirement to include reference to SP Manweb consulting with NRW prior
to submission of the final CEMP (which includes the Ecological
Management Plan to the relevant planning authority.

10.8.2

SP Manweb notes that NRW, whose remit is to ensure that the environment
and natural resources of Wales are sustainably maintained, has not
objected to the Proposed Development and considers that the Proposed
Development is unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on the
components of the environment within its remit, which includes ecology. SP
Manweb therefore considers that this issue is a matter which should be
regarded as having been fully responded to and that this is therefore not an
issue that should require further consideration at Examination.
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11.

EIA METHODOLOGY

11.1

Relevant Representations

11.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS in respect of the EIA methodology undertaken in respect of the
Proposed Development:
Table 11

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

50

“SP Manweb’s application has effectively dismissed effects
as being insignificant, based on their own subjective
analysis. This is in complete contradiction to local
knowledge.”

59

62

63
70

74

86

Dyfrig
Hughes on
behalf
of
Pylon
the
Pressure
Group
Derwen
Community
Council

“SP Manweb’s application has effectively dismissed effects
as being insignificant, based on their own subjective
analysis. This is in complete contradiction to local
knowledge.”
Llanrhaeadr “SP Manweb’s application has effectively dismissed effects
Community as being insignificant, based on their own subjective
analysis. This is in complete contradiction to local
Council
knowledge.”
“SP Manweb has dismissed the effect of environmental
Alys Owen
issues as not being adequate.”
“SP Manweb’s application has effectively dismissed effects
Cyngor
as being insignificant, based on their own subjective
Cymuned
Llanrhaeadr- analysis. This is in complete contradiction to local
knowledge.”
yngNghinmeirch
Community
Council
“The Environmental, socio economic, tourism, etc reports
Margaret
Parry-Jones are misleading. They appear to have been prepared on
behalf of SP Manweb and are subjective and misleading
The data provided does not appear to be technically
competent and it is difficult to see transparency of how
accurate the data is within documents.”
Mr
David “The results of SP Manweb’s primary and desk studies
lack detail and are a mis-representation of the areas’
Roberts
landscape, wildlife and environment. Their ecological and
environmental observations are an overview of the route
and appear vague and lacking in detail. I for one know that
these primary studies have not been conducted
accordingly and corners have been cut. For instance, the
Hafod dingle valley, part of my land where the proposed
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line crosses, has not been investigated on foot. This
section of the route is an area of significance in terms of
the wildlife that habitat here, the landscape, and other
natural features. This area of woodland is a significant
habitat for many wildlife species and contains other natural
features such as a waterfall and a historic cave. This area
of the dingle valley where the line supposedly crosses
consists of an 80m drop. A proposal of this magnitude
would have a detrimental impact on wildlife here and the
isolated landscape.

88

SP Manweb’s application has effectively dismissed many
ecological and environmental effects as being insignificant,
based on their own subjective analysis. This is a complete
contradiction to my knowledge.”
Mari Roberts “The results of SP Manweb’s primary and desk studies
lack detail and are a mis-representation of the areas’
landscape, wildlife and environment. Their ecological and
environmental observations are an overview of the route
and appear vague and lacking in detail. I for one know that
these primary studies have not been conducted
accordingly and corners have been cut. For instance, the
Hafod dingle valley, part of my land where the proposed
line crosses, has not been investigated on foot. This
section of the route is an area of significance in terms of
the wildlife that habitat here, the landscape, and other
natural features. This area of woodland is a significant
habitat for many wildlife species and contains other natural
features such as a waterfall and a historic cave. This area
of the dingle valley where the line supposedly crosses
consists of an 80m drop. A proposal of this magnitude
would have a detrimental impact on wildlife here and the
isolated landscape.
SP Manweb’s application has effectively dismissed many
ecological and environmental effects as being insignificant,
based on their own subjective analysis. This is a complete
contradiction to my knowledge.”

11.2

SP Manweb’s Response

11.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to the impacts of the Proposed Development on EIA methodology.

11.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:
(a)

The conclusions reached in the Environmental Statement are
subjective and contrary to the views of persons making a relevant
representation and do not contain a full and accurate assessment (RR
No’s. 50, 59, 62, 63, 70, 74, 86 and 88)
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11.2.3

(b)

Independent assessment of the environmental impacts of the
Proposed Development (RR No’s. 50, 59, 62, 70, 74, 86 and 88)

(c)

Transparency of the Environmental Statement (RR No. 74).

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the matters listed
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 86 and 88)

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 70, 86 and
88)

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 70 and 74)

(d)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 50, 63 and 74)

(e)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s 70 and 74)

(f)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 70, 86 and 88)

(g)

Environmental impact (RR No. 74)

(h)

Ecological impact (RR No.’s 74, 86 and 88)

(i)

Health and electro-magnetic fields (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 70 and 74)

(j)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 50, 59, 62, 63, 70, 74, 86 and
88)

(k)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 74, 86 and 88)

(l)

Noise impact (RR No. 70)

(m) Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 86 and 88)
(n)

Socio-economic and tourism impacts (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 70 and 74)

11.3

The conclusions reached in the Environmental Statement are
subjective and contrary to the views of persons making a relevant
representation and do not contain a full and accurate assessment

11.3.1

Regulation 5(2)(a) of the Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed
Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009 require that, where applicable, an
ES required pursuant to the EIA Regulations, together with any scoping or
screening opinions or directions, must accompany the DCO application.

11.3.2

The EIA has been undertaken in accordance with the Infrastructure
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (as
amended) ("EIA Regulations").
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11.3.3

As well as legislative requirements, various guidance has been developed
by decision makers, developers and professional institutions to guide the
EIA process and preparation of an ES. Relevant guidelines and the
approach taken to individual technical assessments is presented in the
individual topic assessment (Chapters 6 to 14 of the ES ((DCO document
references 6.6 – 6.14 respectively)) as appropriate.

11.3.4

Advice notes published by PINS to help guide applicants through the
application process and directly relevant to the EIA were also considered
during the EIA process. These are listed in Section 4.4 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.4) and were as follows:
•

Advice Note Three: The Planning Inspectorate and Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Projects. (Subtitled ‘EIA Consultation
and Notification’) (July 2013 – Version 5) (Version 6 was
released in June 2015, after the DCO Application was
submitted);

•

Advice Note Six: Preparation and submission of application
documents; (October 2014 – Version 6);

•

Advice Note Seven: Environmental Impact Assessment:
Screening, Scoping and Preliminary Environmental Information
(July 2013 – Version 4) (Version 5 was released in March
2015, just as the DCO Application was submitted);

•

Advice Note Nine – Rochdale Envelope (April 2012 – Version
2);

•

Advice Note Ten: Habitat Regulations Assessment relevant to
nationally significant infrastructure projects (August 2013 –
Version 5) (Version 6 was released in June 2015, after the
DCO Application was submitted); and
Advice Note Twelve – Developments with Significant
Transboundary Impacts Consultation (April 2012 – Version 3).

•
11.3.5

The purpose of the EIA is to assess the likely significant environmental
effects of the Proposed Development, which in turn allows the Examining
Authority and the Secretary of State to consider an application taking
account of, amongst other things, the significance of such effects.

11.3.6

Identifying and evaluating ‘baseline’ conditions is an initial step in the
environmental assessment process. A thorough review of the existing
environment has been undertaken in order to analyse the character and
sensitivity of environmental resources and the human environment, and to
identify the principal constraints and key issues which would arise from
constructing, operating and decommissioning the Proposed Development.

11.3.7

Throughout the process informal liaison has been undertaken with the key
stakeholders and formal feedback has been sought on the Scoping Report
(DCO document reference 6.29) and the Preliminary Environmental
Information (which accompanied the statutory Stage 3 consultation).
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Feedback has been used to inform the EIA, the results of which are
documented in the ES which accompanied the DCO Application.
11.3.8

The sensitivity of the baseline receptors and the magnitude of change has
been determined using the criteria established in the respective technical
methodologies. SP Manweb set out the approach it intended to take to EIA
in its request to the Secretary of State for a Scoping Opinion (DCO
document reference 6.30). Further, the methodology was discussed with
NRW and other statutory consultees during the Scoping exercise. The
results of which are presented in its Scoping Opinion (DCO document
reference 6.29). Each topic chapter in the ES sets out how it has met the
requirements of that Scoping Opinion. The comments included in the
Scoping Opinion were take into account and adopted when undertaking the
EIA.

11.3.9

Each chapter of the ES introduces and explains the particular significance
assessment criteria which have been applied to a particular topic area.
These assessment criteria might be based upon either professional
judgment or good practice, or on the guidelines of professional bodies or
statutory organisations which aim to provide a common approach to the
environmental assessment process.

11.3.10

In line with the terms of the EIA Regulations 5 effects assessed as major or
moderate are considered significant.

11.3.11

In addition to identifying the significance of effects, the assessment has also
considered whether the nature of the effect is considered to be adverse,
beneficial or neutral, as well as reversible or irreversible, and short-term
(e.g. construction phase only), medium-term (e.g. until mitigation measures
take full effect) or long-term (e.g. the operational life of the Wider Scheme).

11.3.12

The assessment considered embedded and specific mitigation measures
and identified residual effects.

11.4

Independent assessment of the environmental impacts of the
Proposed Development

11.4.1

The ES has been prepared by Gillespies LLP, supported by a team of
technical specialists, on behalf of SP Manweb.

11.4.2

Gillespies is experienced in providing environmental impact assessments
for new power lines and infrastructure projects. For the Proposed
Development the EIA team included a number of other environmental
specialists:
•

Gillespies – EIA management, planning, landscape and visual
assessment , land use and agriculture;

•

Peak Ecology – ecology and biodiversity;

5
The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009
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•

Network Archaeology – historic environment;

•

Acoustic Air – noise and vibration

•

Peter Brett Associates- socio-economic and tourism;

•

DTPC – traffic and transport

•

Mr B Sargent, indepedent consultant – water resources and
flood risk;

•

Mott McDonald – EMFS.

11.4.3

Gillespies LLP and the environmental team are experienced in the
production of Environmental Statements for major infrastructure projects,
including for overhead power transmission lines.

11.4.4

The EIA team provides, at all times, independent, expert advice. Each
consultant undertakes their assessment work within the EIA in accordance
with their statutory and regulatory requirements and in accordance with best
practice and guidance. The EIA team acts objectively and professionally in
order to ensure that a full and accurate assessment has been undertaken,
which is then fully documented within the ES.

11.4.5

SP Manweb therefore considers that this issue is a matter which should be
regarded as having been fully responded to and that this is therefore not an
issue that should require further consideration at Examination.

11.5

Transparency of the Environmental Statement

11.5.1

SP Manweb considers the documents forming the ES and the application as
a whole to be clearly labelled and referenced, ordered and easy to follow.
All appendices to the ES are clearly set out and support the main body of
the ES. The entirety of the ES findings are contained within the main
chapters of the ES which enables a clear understanding of the conclusions
reached.

11.5.2

SP Manweb considers that the ES is completely transparent in the
approach undertaken which is in accordance with the relevant legislative
requirements.

11.5.3

SP Manweb therefore considers that this issue is a matter which should be
regarded as having been fully responded to and is therefore not an issue
that should require further consideration at Examination.
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12.

HEALTH AND ELECTRO-MAGNETIC FIELDS IMPACT

12.1

Relevant Representations

12.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS in respect of health and electro-magnetic fields (EMFs) and the
potential impact as a result of the Proposed Development:
Table 12

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

16
50

“will create health issues for humans and animals in the area”.
“Residents are very concerned about the health effects of
high voltage overhead transmission, which is inadequately
addressed in the planning application.”

51
57
61

62

63

64

70

74

Jill Tyrer
Dyfrig
Hughes
on behalf
of Pylon
the
Pressure
Group
I T Jones

“Concerned about the visual and health implications of
overhead pylons”.
Mr John “Health issues on the family members”.
Jones
Cvffylliog “Residents are very concerned about the health effects of
Communi high voltage overhead transmission, which is inadequately
addressed in the planning application.”
ty
Council
Llanrhae “Residents are very concerned about the health effects of
high voltage overhead transmission, which is inadequately
adr
Communi addressed in the planning application.”
ty
Council
“I am very concerned about the impact of high voltage
Alys
transmission on health issues. I feel this should be addressed
Owen
further.”
“Another cause of concern is that health effects of overhead
Gordon
high voltage transmission was not addressed adequately in
Owen
the planning application.”
“Residents are very concerned about the health effects of
Cyngor
Cymuned high voltage overhead transmission, which is inadequately
Llanrhae addressed in the planning application.”
adr-yngNghinmei
rch
Communi
ty
Council
Margaret “The proposed high voltage overhead power lines will be a
significant threat to the health of the residents with potentially
Parry106

Jones

78
80
81

84
85

87

Eirian
Jones
Iona
Jones
Llannefyd
d
Communi
ty
Council
Eirian
Jones
Richard
Mars
Jones
Elin Mars
Jones

fatal consequences with a high risk of huge implications for
the UK and National Government at a later date if allowed.
The immediate threat to health include nausea and vertigo
and in the longer term the risk of cancer including childhood
leukaemia.
Power lines are associated with lower milk yield and abortions
in animals.”
“Health issues on the family members”.
“Health issues on the family members”.
“Grave concerns have been expressed and raised in respect
of the overhead transmission affecting the health of the
residents close to the pylons.”

“Health issues on the family members”.
“Health issues on the family members”.

“Health issues on the family members”.

12.2

SP Manweb’s Response

12.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to the impacts of the Proposed Development on Health and EMF
impacts.

12.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

12.2.3

(a)

Harm to Human Health (RR No’s. 16, 50, 51, 57, 61, 62, 63, 64, 70,
74, 78, 80, 81, 84, 85, 87)

(b)

Harm to Animals and Livestock (RR No’s. 16, 74)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the matters listed
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 16, 57, 64, 78, 80, 84, 85
and 87)

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No’s 16, 50, 57, 61, 62, 63,
64, 70, 74, 78, 80, 81,84, 85 and 87)

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 16, 70 and 74)
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(d)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 50, 57, 62, 63, 64, 74, 78, 80,
81, 84, 85 and 87)

(e)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s 70 and 74)

(f)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 64 and 70)

(g)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 16 ad 74)

(h)

Ecological impact (RR No. 74)

(i)

EIA methodology (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 70 and 74)

(j)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 50, 59, 62, 63, 70, 74, 86 and
88)

(k)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 74, 86 and 88)

(l)

Noise impact (RR No. 70)

(m) Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 16, 50, 62, 63, 64, 74 and 81)
(n)

Socio-economic and tourism impacts (RR No.’s 16, 50, 57, 62, 63, 64,
70, 74,78, 80, 81, 84, 85 and 87)

12.3

Harm to Human Health

12.3.1

SP Manweb has carried out a full assessment of the potential effects related
to EMFs in Chapter 14 of the ES that accompanies the DCO Application
(DCO document reference 6.14). Public Health England has confirmed in its
RR (numbered 62) that it is satisfied with the conclusions of the
assessment.

12.3.2

The design of the Proposed Development complies with Government
exposure limits, but because of concerns raised by both the public and
government agencies, SP Manweb assessed the predicted EMF levels to
provide evidence that this would be the case.

12.3.3

The assessment confirmed that the maximum EMFs produced by the
proposed 132kV Overhead Line would be less than the relevant
Government exposure limits.

12.3.4

There is no minimum lateral distance from the 132kV Overhead Line
required in order to achieve compliance. As such compliance is not
dependent on the exact route of the Proposed Development, which means
that if the 132kV Overhead Line were to move within the Limits of Deviation,
no increases in the levels would occur and the effect would remain not
significant.

12.3.5

The Proposed Development has been demonstrated to comply with the
current public exposure guidelines as detailed in NPS EN-5. If these
requirements are met NPS EN-5 states that EMF ‘effects are minimal’
(Simplified Route Map for dealing with EMFs, page 23).
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12.3.6

No mitigation is required as the Proposed Development complies with the
current public exposure guidelines as detailed in NPS EN-5 which states
that ‘no further mitigation should be necessary’ (paragraph 2.10.15) where
the requirements are met.

12.3.7

Relevant representation 74, Margaret Parry-Jones, refers to nausea and
vertigo symptoms, along with associated risks of leukaemia. Anecdotally,
EMFs have been associated with symptoms such as nausea and vertigo.
These linkages have not been proven epidemiologically.

12.3.8

Around 20 epidemiological studies have now been performed looking at a
possible link between childhood leukaemia and EMFs. Overall, there is a
statistical association within the studies between unusually high magnetic
fields and childhood leukaemia. By contrast, the evidence is that low level
EMFs of the type experienced by the public do not seem to have the
harmful effects that have been claimed.

12.3.9

Although a statistical association has been identified in the studies relating
to unusually high magnetic fields, no reliable or reproductive evidence has
been produced and no mechanisms for the linkage have been established.

12.3.10

Given the above, and the position of Public Health England, expressed in
their RR (No. 52), SP Manweb considers that this issue is a matter which
should be regarded as having been fully responded to and is therefore not
an issue that should require further consideration at Examination.

12.4

Harm to Animals and Livestock

12.4.1

As well as possible effects on humans, possible effects of EMFs on various
animals (for example, cows, sheep, pigs and horses) have been studied a
number of times. No detectable effect of EMFs has been found on, for
example, health, milk production, fertility, behaviour and carcass quality.

12.4.2

Most of the research on EMFs and flora and fauna was conducted in the
1970s and 1980s. Since then little research on this subject has been
performed, reflecting the general agreement that EMFs have not been
shown to have any detectable effects.

12.4.3

NPS EN-5 states, at paragraph 2.10.8, ‘there is little evidence that exposure
of crops, farm animals or natural ecosystems to transmission line EMFs has
any agriculturally significant consequences’.

12.4.4

Given the above, SP Manweb considers that this issue is a matter which
should be regarded as having been fully responded to and is therefore not
an issue that should require further consideration at Examination.
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13.

HUMAN RIGHTS

13.1

Relevant Representations

13.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS in respect of potential impact of the Proposed Development on
Human Rights:
Table 13

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

36

Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Nerys
Jones

“The proposal is contrary to EU law as it interferes with the the
Human Rights of the occupant of
. There will be an
unacceptable impact on Nerys Jones’s right to quiet
enjoyment of her property”

42

Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Iwan
&
Helen
Jones

“The proposal is contrary to EU law as it interferes with the
Human Rights of the owner occupier of Penygerddi. There will
be an unacceptable impact on Iwan & Helen Jones’s right to
quiet enjoyment of their property”

13.2

SP Manweb’s Response

13.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to the impacts of the Proposed Development on Human Rights.

13.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:
(a)

13.2.3

Proximity of overhead line to residential properties and infringement
upon human rights (RR No’s. 36 and 42)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the matters listed
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No. 42)

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No. 42)

(c)

Consultation (RR No. 36) ;

(d)

Landowner negotiations (RR No.’s 32 and 42)

(e)

Landscape and visual impact (No. 36);
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(f)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 32 and 42)

(g)

Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 32 and 42);

13.3

Proximity of overhead line to residential properties and infringement
upon human rights

13.3.1

As indicated in paragraph 1.9.2 and section 9 of the Statement of Reasons
(DCO Document Reference 4.1), SP Manweb considers there to be a very
significant public benefit arising from the making of the DCO. The Proposed
Development will support the UK's renewable energy objectives by
connecting those contracted wind farmsto the distribution network. This will
facilitate the supply of energy to households across the country and assist
in cutting greenhouse gas emissions. SP Manweb has concluded, on
balance, that the significant public benefits outweigh the effects upon
persons who own property within the Order Limits. For the small number of
third party landowners affected by the exercise of the DCO powers,
compensation is payable in accordance with the Statutory Compensation
Code.

13.3.2

SP Manweb has sought to minimise impacts on the private interests of land
owners, whilst also maintaining an overall objective of delivering the
electrical connection for thecontracted wind farms. During the preparation of
the application for development consent, comprehensive technical,
economic and environmental studies have been undertaken. This included
an assessment of residential visual amenity (Appendix 7.1 of the ES - DCO
document reference 6.20.1). This assessment includes the properties under
the ownership of the persons making the relevant representations referred
to above. Further, SP Manweb has taken positive measures to reduce the
impact of the Proposed Development on the local area (outlined at Chapter
7.8 of the Environmental Statement). Planting proposals are being
developed with landowners to reduce identified visual effects, whilst
simultaneously seeking to develop the overall amenity of the area.

13.3.3

Consideration has been given to undergrounding the cable, which is fully
explained in the Planning Statement Technical Appendices (DCO document
reference 7.5). The benefits of doing so do not outweigh the additional costs
and consequently do not meet the criteria in the National Policy Statement
for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5) (NPS EN-5).

13.3.4

SP Manweb has also carried out comprehensive consultation with the public
over the Proposed Development, carrying out two stages of non-statutory
consultation and one stage of statutory consultation (being pursuant to
sections 42, 47 and 48 of the Planning Act 2008). In addition, consultation
has been carried out under section 56 of the Planning Act 2008 following
the decision by the Secretary of State to accept the DCO Application for
examination. During the six month examination, those members of the
public who wish to be registered as interested parties may take part in the
examination, which includes attending hearings on issue specific matters
and on compulsory acquisition. Accordingly, members of the public have
been, and are being, given opportunities to both influence the Proposed
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Development and have their views heard by the Examining Authority who
will report to the Secretary of State.
13.3.5

Any infringement of the convention rights as a consequence of the inclusion
in the DCO of powers of compulsory acquisition, is proportionate and
legitimate and is in accordance with national and European Law. For the
reasons set out in section 9 of the Statement of Reasons (DCO document
reference 4.1), SP Manweb considers that there is a compelling case in the
public interest for the exercise of such powers of compulsory acquisition. SP
Manweb considers that it would, therefore be appropriate and proportionate
for the Secretary of State to make the DCO, including compulsory
acquisition powers.

13.3.6

Given the above, SP Manweb considers that this issue is a matter which
should be regarded as having been fully responded to and is therefore not
an issue that should require further consideration at Examination.
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14.

LANDOWNER NEGOTIATIONS

14.1

Relevant Representations

14.1.1

The following representations commenting on the landowner negotiations
impacts were received by PINS:
Table 14

Releva
Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

2

"Melin Wynt Hafodty Ddu cyf lease an area of land for the
purpose of operating a wind turbine. We believe that the
proposed route may affect this leased area and may
therefore affect our business, now and possibly in the
future".

19

20

John
Ellis
Pritchard on
behalf
of
Melin Wynt
Hafodty
Ddu Cyf
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mrs C A
Owen

"The Applicant has been informed in writing that we are
appointed to act as Agents on behalf of the client.
However the information received directly from the
Applicant on behalf of the client is not sufficiently
comprehensive and does not fully accord with the detail
of the submission. For instance whilst drawing have been
provided,” Land Plan Sheets” have not been received.
We are concerned it is important for our client to be fully
conversant with the impact of the proposed scheme on
the subject property so that due representations can be
made. To assist in this respect we have, on numerous
occasions, sought site meetings with the Applicant’s
representatives and as yet this has not occurred.
Moreover specific information has been requested on the
impact of the proposed apparatus and vegetation
plantings on our clients property with regard to the
temporary and lasting use of agricultural land (which has
connotations on the farming enterprise and therefore the
client’s livelihood). For instance on plantings ,whilst we
have been led to believe that this would involve improving
(rather than expanding ) established wooded areas, &
existing hedgerows, we have sought detail (yet to be
received) on the actual proposals including the acreage
affected to ascertain whether this could have a
detrimental impact on European Union Direct Payment
regulations affecting the farming business. Accordingly
we are concerned that the information received on behalf
of the client is presently insufficient and will be continuing
to seek for this to be addressed; so that our client in put in
an appropriately informed position to decide on the full
extent of representations required, whilst the Applicant’s
submission is being determined".
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 19.
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21

22

23

24

25

26

on behalf of
Mr H M
Parry
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr D R
Owen
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr M Jones
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr D E
Jones
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr
I
W
Jones

As per relevant representation 19.

As per relevant representation 19.

As per relevant representation 19.

As per relevant representation 19.

Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 19.
on behalf of
Mr D G
Davies
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 19.
on behalf of
Mr
J
E
Davies

27

Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 19.
on behalf of
Mr R Evans

28

Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 19.
on behalf of
Mr B M
Roberts
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 19.
on behalf of
Mrs J L
Jones

29

30

Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 19.
on behalf of
Mr D C
Jones

31

Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 19.
on behalf of
Mr
A
A
Owen
114

32

36

42

44

45

Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr A E M
Owen
Dafydd
I
Jones
on
behalf
of
Nerys Jones
Dafydd
I
Jones
on
behalf
of
Iwan
&
Helen
Jones
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr
Emyr
Wynne
Hughes

As per relevant representation 19.

"We consider that any associated “Necessary wayleave”,
requested of DECC by SP Manweb, will be premature if
made before the outcome of the Examination in Public is
known".
As per relevant representation 36

"The Applicant has been informed in writing that we are
appointed to act as Agents on behalf of the client.
However the information received directly from the
Applicant in respect of the client is not sufficiently
comprehensive and does not fully accord with the detail
of the submission .For instance whilst drawings have
been provided,” Land Plan Sheets” have not been
received. We are concerned it is important for our client to
be fully conversant with the impact of the proposed
scheme on the subject property so that due
representations can be made. To assist in this respect we
have, on numerous occasions , sought site meetings with
the Applicant’s representatives and as yet this has not
occurred . Moreover specific information has been
requested on the impact of the proposed apparatus and
vegetation plantings on our clients property with regard to
the temporary and lasting use of agricultural land (which
has connotations on the farming enterprise and therefore
the client’s livelihood ). For instance on plantings ,whilst
we have been led to believe that this would involve
improving (rather than expanding ) established wooded
areas , & existing hedgerows, we have sought detail (yet
to be received) on the actual proposals including the
acreage affected to ascertain whether this could have a
detrimental impact on European Union Direct Payment
regulations affecting the land . Accordingly we are
concerned that the information received on behalf of the
client is presently insufficient and will be continuing to
seek for this to be addressed; so that our client in put in
an appropriately informed position to decide on the full
extent of representations required, whilst the Applicant’s
submission is being determined".
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 44
on behalf of
Mr
Hefin
Wynne
Hughes
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67

83

Iona
EdwardsJones
on
behalf of Mr
& Mrs E G &
A Edwards
Gerwyn
Jones

"In particular, there has been a significant lack of
information and dialogue relating to key aspects,
including access and precise location of the route corridor
on our land.
Representatives of Scottish Power have trespassed on
our land, causing great distress".
"Representatives of SP Manweb have been trespassing
and have caused great concern.
When we eventually spoke to a sp representatives, their
approach was heavy handed and made us very
uncomfortable".

14.2

SP Manweb’s Response

14.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to landowner negotiations.

14.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

14.2.3

(a)

Impact on area leased for wind turbine (RR No. 2)

(b)

Insufficient information provided and failure to attend site meetings
(RR No’s. 19-32, 44, 45, 67)

(c)

European Direct Payments

(d)

Discussions with landowners regarding wayleaves for diversions of
lower voltage lines (RR No’s. 36 and 42)

(e)

Access for environmental surveys (RR No’s. 67 and 83)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the matters listed
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 2, 19-32, 42, 44 and 45)

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 2, 42, 67 and 83)

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 36, 67 and 83);

(d)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 19-32, 44 and 45);

(e)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 19-32, 44 and 45);

(f)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 19-32, 36, 44 and 45);

(g)

Need for the Proposed Development (RR No.’s 36 and 42);
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(h)

Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 19-32, 36, 42, 44 and 45);

(i)

Socio-economics and tourism impacts (RR No.’s 2 and 83)

14.3

Impact on areas leased for wind turbine

14.3.1

SP Manweb has met with the concerned landowner with regards to the
impact on a wind turbine. The turbine is now constructed and SP Manweb
can confirm that the 132kV Overhead Line and the constructed wind turbine
can co-exist safely and in accordance with Guidance. SP Manweb has
requested, but to date has not received any, information from the landowner
as to the location of any additional future turbines. Following
correspondence with the agent appointed to act on behalf of Melin Wynt
Hafodty Ddu Limited, a meeting is planned for the week commencing 7
September 2015 to discuss the Proposed Development and the potential
implications for any additional future wind turbines.

14.3.2

Industry guidance has been produced for both Distribution Network
Operators and wind farm developers for use when locating wind farms and
stand-alone turbines in the vicinity of overhead lines or vice versa. The
document, entitled “Separation between Wind Turbines and Overhead Lines
Principles of Good Practice” 6 ("Good Practice"), is not intended to be used
as a fixed, standard set of criteria which are binding on all parties but to
present a set of generic principles of “Best Practice”. SP Manweb has
followed this guidance when designing the route of the Proposed
Development in the vicinity of existing turbines or those that are in planning
(with or without planning permission).

14.3.3

SP Manweb is satisfied that the Proposed Development complies with the
Good Practice and does not have a detrimental impact on the existing
turbine.

14.4

Insufficient information provided and failure to attend site meetings.
Sufficiency and Accuracy of the information provided to Eifion Bibby
and his clients

14.4.1

It has been stated that SP Manweb has not provided sufficiently detailed
information when requested. This is an allegation that is refuted by SP
Manweb.

14.4.2

SP Manweb identified and contacted landowners during stage 2 and stage
3 consultation. The rounds of consultation were as follows:
•

Stage 2 which took place between 20 June 2013 and 20 July
2013

•

Stage 3 which took place between 20 March 2014 and 18 may
2014

6

ENA Engineering Recommendation L44 Issue 1 2012. Separation between Wind Turbines and Overhead Lines. Principles of
Good Practice. www.energynetworks.org
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14.4.3

Landowners and persons with an interest in the land were sent letters
during stages 2 and 3 consultation and were invited to all consultation
events. Further information about the consultation process is included in the
Consultation Report (DCO document reference 5.1) Wayleave officers were
available at all events during stages 2 and 3 consultation to discuss issues
specific to landowners concerns. As the Proposed Development has
developed and as detailed information has become available, this has been
presented to landowners and occupiers.

14.4.4

It is not always possible to provide the detail that landowners and occupiers
require at the start of a project as that detail will only develop as a result of
the consultation on the Proposed Development and as the design is
developed.

14.4.5

Contact with landowners has continued throughout the development of the
Proposed Development. Section 15 explains in further detail the
negotiations with landowners with regards to the information they were
consulted on and suggested amendments to pole positions. A detailed
account of all negotiations with landowners (which is in addition to the
stages 2 and 3 consultation events and contact) is included in SP Manweb's
response to first written questions (question reference 11.12(e).)

14.4.6

A summary of the main contacts with Mr Bibby, of David Meade Property
Consultants) is set out below (please also refer to the Table of Negotiations
included in response to question 11.12(e)).

14.4.7

Following meetings with landowners and occupiers to discuss the indicative
line design, formal offers and plans were sent out to all landowners and
occupiers in October/November/December 2014. Mr Bibby received a copy
of the offer and plan in respect of his clients. As Mr Bibby has obtained
further instructions from new clients, copies of the offers and plans sent to
these clients have been forwarded to Mr Bibby for information. Mr Bibby
currently represents;
Mr
David An initial meeting was held with Mr Davies to
Gwynfryn Davies discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
08/10/2014.
Mr Elwyn Rheon An initial meeting was held with Mr Evans to
Evans
discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
08/10/2014.
Mr Berwyn Maleor An initial meeting was held with Mr Roberts to
Roberts
discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
08/10/2014.
Mr John
Davies

Evan An initial meeting was held with Mr Davies to
discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
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01/10/2014.
Mr Hywel Meirion An initial meeting was held with Mr Jones to
Jones
discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
28/10/2014.
Gillian Ann & Hugh An initial meeting was held with Mr Parry to
Morris Parry,
discuss the overhead route alignment and

associated land rights sought by SPM on the
30/09/2014.
Arwyn
Lloyd
Jones,
Jonette
Lloyd Jones, Dewi
Clwyd Jones

An initial meeting was held with Mr DC Jones to
discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought on the 13/10/2014.
In respect of land owned and occupied by them.

Emyr
Wynne
Hughes, Pamela
Ann Hughes &
Euros
Wynne
Hughes

An initial meeting was held with Messrs Hughes
to discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
08/10/2014

David E Jones

An initial meeting was held with Mr Jones to
discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
03/11/2014.

Aled Alun Owen & An initial meeting was held with Mr Owen to
Carol Ann Owen
discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
As owners
30/09/2014.
Alun Alun Owen
As owner

An initial meeting was held with Mr Owen to
discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
30/09/2014

Arthur Elwy Morris An initial meeting was held with Mr Owen to
Owen
discuss the overhead route alignment and
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
As occupier
30/09/2014
Arthur Elwy Morris An initial meeting was held with Mr Owen to
Owen & Alun Alun discuss the overhead route alignment and
Owen
associated land rights sought by SPM on the
30/09/2014
As occupiers in
common
Dafydd Richard & Following clarification on a landownership query
SPM representatives provided Mr & Mrs Owen
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Elen Mai Owen,

and their agent with a plan of the overhead route
alignment as part of the Option offer details on
the 16/11/2015.

14.4.8

Draft Option and Easement agreements in SP Manweb’s standard form
were sent to Mr Bibby on 23 December 2014 in respect of the affected
persons he represents, together with confirmation that detailed drawings on
structure types would be drafted and sent to him when they were available.
The draft agreements set out the basis for the rights for SP Manweb to
install and maintain the overhead line.

14.4.9

A PDF copy of SP Manweb’s Grantors Charter was sent to Mr Bibby as
requested via email on the 12 January 2015 with a hard copy sent on 16
January 2015.

14.4.10

On 11 February 2015, arrangements were made with Mr Bibby for a
meeting at his office on 19 February to discuss the scheme in general and
the implications of the scheme upon his clients. It was also explained at this
meeting that the plans sent out with the offers for voluntary agreements only
show the areas subject to the limit of deviation. This is because temporary
working areas are not defined in voluntary easement or wayleave
agreements. At this meeting, it was agreed that site meetings would be
arranged once the suggestions on pole positions and line design put
forward by his clients had been fully considered by SP Manweb. These
meetings have now taken place and further details are set out below in
paragraphs 14.4.11and 14.4.14. The calculations used as the basis of the
compensation offers were also explained at the meeting on 19 February
2015. A breakdown showing how the offers were assessed for each of Mr
Bibby’s clients was sent on 23 February 2015 in a spreadsheet format. This
included information on the approximate footprint of stayed structures

14.4.11

Plans showing further details of poles and footprints were sent out on 9
March 2015, these included detailed drawings of stayed structures, detailed
information on the assessment and calculation of the compensation
payment in respect of his clients as owners and occupiers.

14.4.12

On 27 March 2015, further plans also showing the footprint of stayed
structures together with, apparatus design sketches, design information and
additional plans showing more detailed planting requirements were sent to
Mr Bibby.

14.4.13

On 30 April 2015, further confirmation was sent by email confirming that SP
Manweb would only be carrying out planting in existing features such as
hedges and woodland. It was explained that the rights for this would mirror
those sought in the Development Consent Order Application but SP
Manweb would be happy to consider any other planting proposals his
clients may wish to make. An update was also provided to Mr Bibby on the
current position with regards to the suggestions his clients had put forward
in respect of the line design and pole positions.
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14.4.14

On 1 May 2015 an email was sent to Mr Bibby further advising of SP
Manweb’s on-going assessment of his clients’ responses and suggestions
in respect of the line design and its intentions to discuss this with both
himself and his clients as soon as the information was available.

14.4.15

A series of meetings with Mr Bibby and his clients has been held during the
first two weeks of July 2015 to discuss the Proposed Development and the
suggestions regarding amendments to it. In an e-mail on 17 July 2015 that
repeated the basis of SP Manweb’s offer of compensation in return for
voluntary agreements, SP Manweb asked for confirmation from Mr Bibby
as to whether in the light of all the information provided he could give an
indication as to his position with regards to SP Manweb’s offers and if it
would help to progress matters offered to meet Mr Bibby to discuss matters
further. In response to this e-mail, Mr Bibby confirmed that he would be
happy to accept the invitation to a meeting to try to progress matters once
further plans were provided showing indicative locations of the proposed
apparatus, as well as temporary access routes and areas subject to the
acquisition of permanent rights. Further e-mails were exchanged with Mr
Bibby regarding the proposals and voluntary agreements and a meeting
was arranged for the 25th August at which the terms of voluntary
agreements and compensation offers were discussed. These discussions
with Mr Bibby remain on-going as SP Manweb continues to try to secure
voluntary agreements .

14.4.16

Following the meetings in July 2015, SP Manweb representatives provided
a further version of plans showing only the areas where permanent rights
and temporary rights are being applied for in the Development Consent
Order. On the 3rd August 2015, the Design and Construction Report and
Technical Appendices were sent to Mr Bibby to help in his discussions with
his clients. Further plans were sent to Mr Bibby on the 21st August showing
the "Option B" design together with details of the areas in square metres of
the plots subject to either permanent or temporary rights. On 26 August
2015 further plans showing the proposed "Option B" and the area in square
meters of the plots subject to permanent and temporary rights were
forwarded to Mr Bibby in respect of his clients who are tenants of land
subject to the application. SP Manweb has also previously provided further
details on indicative pole heights, span lengths, stay spreads and the
diameter of the poles located on land owned or occupied by Mr Bibby’s
clients.

14.4.17

The above account of meetings with Mr Bibby makes it clear that SP
Manweb has made every effort to meet and discuss the Proposed
Development with him. At no time has SP Manweb or its representatives
refused to meet Mr Bibby. Mr Bibby considered it would be premature to
have the site meetings with his clients before the response from SP
Manweb regarding their suggestions on the line design was available.

14.4.18

Where possible SP Manweb has tried to accommodate suggestions made
by landowners but it must evaluate suggestions using a holistic approach as
it must consider the engineering, environmental and landowner implications
of each suggestion on the whole of the line route and design rather than
each one in isolation.
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14.4.19

In addition to the consultation described above in respect of Mr Bibby's
clients' comments on amendments to the Proposed Development,
additional consultation has been undertaken with Mr Bibby. A meeting was
held on 5 March 2015 at Mr Bibby’s offices to discuss the terms of the
Option and Easement agreements. Negotiations have been on-going with
regards to these agreements and the current position was confirmed in an
e-mail to Mr Bibby on 7 July 2015, confirming those terms in the voluntary
agreements where an agreement in principle had been reached. In
preparation for the meeting on the 25th August referred to in 14.4.15 above,
Mr Bibby requested draft Option and Easement agreements in respect of
his client D G Davies to be used as an example and these were forwarded
on the 17th August for further discussion at the meeting. In addition, a
standard term wayleave agreement was forwarded to Mr Bibby on the 19th
August, as this may be used to formalise voluntary agreements with Mr
Bibby’s clients who are tenants of land subject to the application.

14.4.20

In response to RR 67, a summary of the discussions held with Iona
Edwards-Jones (acting on behalf of Mr and Mrs E G and A Edwards) and
their agent are as follows:-

14.4.21

On 1 October 2014, Iona Edwards-Jones was contacted to arrange a
meeting to discuss the Proposed Development and the indicative pole
positions and line design across her property. Mrs Edwards-Jones
subsequently appointed an agent and the meeting was held on 30 October
2014. Following this, there have been exchanges of correspondence with
the agent in response to requests for further information on the Proposed
Development and the basis of compensation offered.

14.4.22

On 18 November 2014, a formal offer of compensation in return for a
voluntary agreement was sent to Mr Eric Gwyn and Annie Edwards with a
copy to the agent. Draft Option and Easement agreements were forwarded
to the agent on 8 January 2015. Following receipt of the offer and further
correspondence, the agent rejected the offer due to the compensation
offered being too low and the response to the suggestions to the line design
made by their client not being confirmed. Where possible SP Manweb will
try to accommodate suggestions made by landowners but it must evaluate
suggestions using a holistic approach as it must consider the engineering,
environmental and landowner implications of each suggestion on the whole
of the line route and design rather than each one in isolation.

14.4.23

In this instance, SP Manweb has not been able to accommodate the design
suggestions made on behalf of Mrs and Mrs Edwards but it has been able
to revise the access proposals in accordance with their requirements. Mr
and Mrs Edwards’ agent has been informed of this and is currently awaiting
his clients’ instructions.

14.5

European Direct Payments

14.5.1

Following the reform of the CAP (Common Agricultural Policy), the previous
Single Farm Payment Scheme under ‘Pillar one’ ended on 31 December
2014. A new set of farm subsidy entitlements will be issued to farmers
under the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) provided that they submitted an
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eligible application by 15 May 2015 and meet the conditions for eligibility.
The scheme will award one "entitlement" for each eligible hectare of land
claimed by a business. Farmers must use at least 5 entitlements (with 5
hectares of eligible land) – this is called the ‘minimum claim size’. Anyone
with fewer than 5 entitlements and 5 hectares is not eligible to apply for the
BPS. The number of entitlements allocated for the period 2015-2020 will be
based on the 2015 claim. As no works are planned during 2015, the
Proposed Development will not impact on the allocation of entitlements
awarded to any of the businesses.
14.5.2

Each year on the 15th May, a business has to submit a claim and will be
paid on the eligible area they claim on that specific year. Ineligible features
are considered as non grazeable or non cropable areas within a field parcel.
They include man made constructions such as buildings, hard standings,
ungrazeable tracks, water features and natural features such as rocks,
scree (bare areas), scrub, bracken and groups of trees. Ineligible features
would therefore include the construction of poles and any ancillary
development for the Proposed Development. The field parcel declarations
are based upon what features will be present on 15 May of each year.

14.5.3

In addition to claiming one entitlement per eligible hectare, a claimant must
also meet Cross Compliance rules. Cross compliance is a European Union
(EU) requirement setting out standards that farmers have to meet in order to
receive Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) payments.

14.5.4

Potential effects during the Proposed Development construction phase will
be minimised by good environmental practice at the construction sites as
detailed in the Design and Construction Report (DCO Document Reference
7.1) and specifically in the Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP), as contained at Appendix 2 of the ES (DCO Document reference
6.18.1).

14.5.5

Given that some of the construction of the Proposed Development is due to
take place during the winter months and in making a claim for BPS the land
has to be available for agricultural use on the 15th of May, then the number
of sites and the extent of land area likely to be affected by such a
commitment should be very limited. As long as the temporary ineligible
feature has been removed and reinstatement has taken place or is in
progress by the 15th of May of the following year, then the farmer should still
be able to claim the land pursuant to the BPS scheme.

14.5.6

Should an affected person consider that they have an ineligible feature and
thus unable to make a claim, the affected person has the right to include
this in their claim for any compensation as a result of SP Manweb
exercising compulsory acquisition rights granted under the Order. SP
Manweb is, however, seeking to reach voluntary agreement with affected
persons and should the Proposed Development create a temporary
ineligible feature, e.g. a new access track, then the voluntary agreement
(subject to the negotiated terms) would provide for compensation to be
quantified and paid for the loss of any BPS arising from the pre-construction
and construction works as a result of the reduced ‘eligible claimed area’.
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14.5.7

As compensation is not a matter for the Examining Authority in determining
whether or not to grant development consent or compulsory acquisition
powers, SP Manweb considers that this issue does not require further
consideration at the Examination.

14.6

Discussions with landowners regarding wayleaves for diversions of
lower voltage lines

14.6.1

The diversion of a number of low voltage, 11kV and 33kV lines is necessary
to allow the construction of the Proposed Development and to ensure the
timely delivery in accordance with SP Manweb's licence obligations. A
number of these diversions include the permanent undergrounding of the
line to allow the Proposed Development to be constructed. The design of
the diversions has been discussed with the relevant landowners, occupiers
and, where applicable, their agent. In some cases this has led to changes to
the design of the diversions being agreed.

14.6.2

SP Manweb requires compulsory acquisition powers to obtain the
necessary land rights for these diversions if a voluntary consent has not
been forthcoming. To date, 12 wayleaves for the diversion of the lower
voltage lines have been obtained through voluntary negotiation. However,
SP Manweb still requires 7 wayleaves for the diversion works.

14.6.3

In accordance with the Electricity Act 1989 (as amended) SP Manweb has
made 7 applications to the Department of Energy and Climate Change
(DECC) for a necessary wayleave in respect of the outstanding wayleaves.

14.6.4

Given SP Manweb is not seeking the necessary wayleaves through the
Planning Act 2008, the necessary wayleave process is not a matter for the
Examining Authority and accordingly this issue should not be considered
any further in the Examination.

14.7

Access for Environmental Surveys

14.7.1

SP Manweb's policy is to arrange voluntary access for walkover
environmental surveys. In cases where this has not been possible, SPM
have served a notice in accordance with the Electricity Act 1989, which
allows access for such survey work Any access to private land has always
been legally obtained.

14.7.2

Therefore, this issue does not require further consideration at the
Examination.
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15.

LANDOWNER SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO THE PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT

15.1

Relevant Representations

15.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were received
by PINS in respect of landowner suggested amendments to the Proposed
Development:
Table 15

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

47

Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Neville
Hughes

"SP Manweb has chosen to dismiss, on engineering grounds,
representations made by Mr Hughes concerning the
positioning of poles and stays within his fields. No formal
explanation has been provided for this and it’s therefore
impossible to test the validity of the company’s decision".

67

“As landowners we feel that our concerns and views on the
Iona
Edwards- route corridor and access route have not been taken into
Jones on consideration.”
behalf of
Mr & Mrs
E G & A
Edwards

15.2

SP Manweb’s Response

15.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
relation to landowner suggested amendments to the Proposed
Development.

15.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

15.2.3

(a)

Dismissal of positioning of poles and stays within Mr Hughes' fields
(RR No. 47)

(b)

Amendments to route and access route (RR No. 67)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the matters listed
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No. 47)

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No. 47)
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(c)

Design and construction (RR No. 47)

(d)

Rationale for the overhead line route (RR No. 47)

(e)

Landowner negotiations (RR No. 47 and 67)

15.3

Dismissal of positioning of poles and stays within Mr Hughes' fields
(RR No’s. 47)

15.3.1

It is a requirement of guidance published by DCLG that where an
application for development consent includes powers of compulsory
acquisition that the applicant must try and negotiate the acquisition of these
rights by voluntary agreement. As part of this process, landowners were first
shown pole positions within the consulted corridor in October/November
2014. Since then Mr Hughes has been in discussion with SP Manweb
representatives. These discussions have included discussions in relation to
the pole positions and the location of mitigation measures in relation to the
Proposed Development.

15.3.2

As part of this process, landowners have made a series of suggested
amendments to the design of the Proposed Development. This included a
suggestion by Mr Hughes. Since then, suggestions from landowners with
potential amendments have been subject to a detailed review process. The
review process is a forensic exercise, as one pole location change has
implications for the rest of the linear line, which in turn potentially has knockon effects for other landowners.

15.3.3

SP Manweb has considered these suggestions, taking into account
engineering, environmental and land ownership constraints. It has collated
all responses and where it has been able to accept the suggested
amendments it has done so. An application will shortly be submitted to the
Secretary of State. The application will request that the Secretary of State
accept a refined line design incorporating those landowner suggestions that
SP Manweb can accept. This refined line design will be called "Option B."
Option A is the line design as submitted in March 2015 and which SP
Manweb considers is acceptable. However, SP Manweb is providing the
Secretary of State with an Option A and an Option B for consideration.

15.3.4

The following key consultation has been undertaken with Mr Hughes:

15.3.5

Discussions with Mr Hughes regarding the line design and pole positions
have been on-going since October 2014 to discuss the indicative line design
and pole positions. Following this meeting, Mr Hughes instructed Mr Dafydd
Jones to act on his behalf and there have been further discussions
regarding the Proposed Development, its impact upon Mr Hughes’ land and
the offer of compensation.

15.3.6

A site meeting was held with Mr Hughes and his agent on 19 May 2015 to
discuss the Proposed Development. At this meeting the impact upon the
land and Mr Hughes farming operations were discussed and it was
explained why an overhead solution was preferred to an underground cable.
A further site meeting was held with Mr Hughes and his agent on the 21st
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May 2015 where the scheme and its impact on Mr Hughes land were
discussed and it was explained why an overhead solution was preferred to
an underground cable. A further site visit took place on the 10th June 2015
and SP Manweb representatives were able to establish that the indicative
location for pole 102 within the Option A design did not interfere with the
existing gateway. However, SP Manweb has agreed to create a new access
for Mr Hughes should this structure need to be relocated during the
construction phase of the Proposed Development.
15.3.7

On 11 June 2015, SP Manweb responded to Mr Hughes' agent confirming
the discussions that had been held and referring to items such as
reinstatement of land drains, access routes, gateways and confirming that
SP Manweb would consider any additional reasonable replacement and
enhancement planting proposals put forward by Mr Hughes.

15.3.8

Of the five suggestions put forward by Mr Hughes one pole movement can
be accommodated and a further two suggestions partially accommodated.
Mr Hughes agent has been advised of this and the changes have been
included in Option B. This was discussed at the meeting in June and now
that revised plans are finalised SP Manweb will forward these to Mr Hughes’
agent.

15.4

Amendments to route and access route

15.4.1

As stated above, SP Manweb has undertaken a detailed and
comprehensive assessment in the review of landowner suggestions, looking
at environmental and technical issues and potential impacts on other
landowners. Any changes to the design are considered carefully and in light
of all suggestions made as one landowner suggestion may interact with
another suggestion.

15.4.2

In respect of RR 67, negotiations with the landowners are on going and SP
Manweb is considering the potential environmental impact of moving the
Proposed Development adjacent to a local wildlife site and the impact on a
large number of trees this move would have. SP Manweb has concluded
that this move would have an increased environmental impact and therefore
has decided not proceed with the change. In relation to the access track, SP
Manweb can confirm that following statutory consultation in March 2014 and
the comments received from the affected parties the referenced access
track has been removed from the Proposed Development as referred to in
14.4.32 above.
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16.

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT

16.1

Relevant Representations

16.1.1

The following representations commenting on the impact of the Proposed
Development on landscape and visual impact were received by PINS:
Table 16

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments

1

Sheila
Harman

8

Ramblers
Association –
Conwy
County

11

Martin
Barlow, Chair
on behalf of
Cefn
Meiriadog &
Glascoed
Road
Residents
and
Users
Group

"I wish to object to this planning proposal for windfarm
connections as I believe it will seriously damage the
environment, iconic landscapes and wildlife habitats".
"Conwy County Ramblers Association contend that the
construction of the proposed power line as an overhead
line on the planned route option from Glascoed/St
Asaph to Clocaenog Forest would have a major
detrimental effect on the landscape within a wide
corridor either side of the proposed line with the siting
and scale of the necessary pylons forming a particularly
prominent and intrusive feature. We contend that the
proposed overhead powerline would be totally out of
scale within the local environment to the detriment of the
landscape and to the enjoyment of the local countryside
by the many walkers using the extensive network of
public footpaths and highways and areas of open
access in the extensive area that would be affected by
the proposals".
"It is especially concerned that, precisely along the route
between the River Elwy and the terminal poles in
Groesffordd Marli, the landscape was downgraded by
two whole grades by SPM’s Manweb commissioned
“landscape experts” compared with their initial
LANDMAP-based assessment of Landscape Sensitivity.
Remarkably, this highly convenient downgrading applied
only to the relatively narrow corridor proposed for the
overhead lines, and not to areas either side of it.

Verbatim extract from RR

It is concerned primarily at the landscape and visual
impact of the proposal, both looking out from the
community, since many have chosen to purchase
property precisely because of the landscape views it
offers, but particularly at the impact within the Cefn
Meiriadog area due to its outstanding scenic value,
again the reason many have chosen to locate here. The
area’s topography means that the area’s landscapes are
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Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR
exceptionally visible from roads, tracks, footpaths, bridle
paths and properties all along the route. The concern
expressed by the applicant with avoiding ‘skylining’ is
implicit acknowledgment of the deleterious effect of
overhead lines and poles on the landscape, yet this
acknowledgement must extend to recognition that, given
the route’s topography, overhead lines would be visible
from many miles away. The exceptional and historic
views enjoyed for generations from roads, tracks,
footpaths, bridle paths and properties throughout the
area would be cut across along their length by an
unsightly gash and spoiled forever. Regarding ‘skylining’
per se, the Group is concerned about the ‘skylining’ on
the ridge at the area known as ‘the Bryn’. The fact that a
very much more visually intrusive terminal pole is
involved means that from properties to the north, and
from the nearby bridle path and the B5381, the
‘skylining’ effect will be particularly pronounced.

13

It is also concerned at the effect on the proposal on the
recently-inaugurated long-distance walking route the
North Wales Pilgrims Way".
Martin Barlow "SPM’s assessments of visual impact on properties and
groups of properties (7.1) uses measures of Sensitivity
and Magnitude (of visual impact) into categories in such
a way that the result (‘Significance’) never exceeds
‘Moderate’ and then only for 4 properties along the
route, while for the remaining properties it does not
exceed ‘Minor’. Without even challenging the particular
decisions over categorisation, it seems a highly
questionable methodology in which ‘High’ Sensitivity
and ‘Medium’ Magnitude result in only ‘Moderate’
Significance, and ‘High’ Sensitivity and ‘Small’
Magnitude result in ‘Minor (not significant)’ Significance.
It is not possible to minimise the visual impact on of the
proposed line in the way that has been attempted by the
Applicant, particularly in the way it crosses the limestone
ridge above Groesffordd Marli and terminates in a very
large and unsightly double-double pole structure with
stays in a visually prominent position, a position which
indeed constitutes skylining for various properties, a
road, bridle path and footpath north of the ridge. The
landscape and visual impact will be great for a rural
community in which there is already a substantial
cumulative impact through existing power lines and a
consented crematorium which is about to be built.
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19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

Preferably along the whole route, but certainly once it
has crossed the River Elwy, the line should be place
underground or at a minimum carried on a single pole
with the earth underground".
Eifion Bibby "The harmful visual & environmental impact (including in
on behalf of respect of landscape) of the intended scheme is also an
Mrs
C
A issue".
Owen
Eifion Bibby “The harmful visual & environmental impact (including in
on behalf of respect of landscape) of the intended scheme is also an
Mr H M Parry issue. This is particularly important given its close
proximity to the farmhouse”.
Eifion Bibby "The harmful visual & environmental impact (including in
on behalf of respect of landscape) of the intended scheme is also an
Mr D R Owen issue".
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 22
on behalf of
Mr D E Jones
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 22
on behalf of
Mr D E Jones
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 22
on behalf of
Mr I W Jones
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 22
on behalf of
Mr
D
G
Davies
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 22
on behalf of
Mr J E Davies

27

Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 22
on behalf of
Mr R Evans

28

Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 22
on behalf of
Mr
B
M
Roberts
Eifion Bibby As per relevant representation 22
on behalf of
Mrs J L Jones

29

30

Eifion

Bibby As per relevant representation 22
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on behalf of
Mr D C Jones
31

32

34

35

36

37
38

39

40

41
44

Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr A A Owen
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr A E M
Owen
Simon Peter
White

As per relevant representation 22

As per relevant representation 22

"This is an area of outstanding nature beauty and this
route of the pylons will be detrimental to our
environment…in some places the route follows the
skyline of the hills".
Glynne Jones "The proposed line passes within 200m of our home and
is fully visable from the majority of the rooms in the
house".
Dafydd
I "The property known as [ REDACTED ], Peniel will suffer
Jones
on material detriment if the OHL proposal goes ahead".
behalf
of
Nerys Jones
"Why do these overhead lines have to come and spoil
Elgan Jones
our plans and skyline views".
Campaign for "The project would have a significant, permanent and
the Protection damaging impact upon the landscape"
of
Rural
Wales
–
Clwyd Branch
Cefn
"The introduction of large poles will have a serious
Meiriadog
impact on the skyline and should be avoided at all cost
Community
with the route from the river to be underground.
Council
The downgrading along the line route of the land by two
whole grades from the original seems contrived and
systematic and remarkably convenient from the
developers point of view – we argue that if an
independent surveyor were to review the land with no
knowledge of this investment that the land would not be
downgraded".
Meirick
Ll. "I object to the power lines over an area of beautiful and
important especially Llannefydd down from the Elwy and
Davies
onto on Bryn Meiriadog". (WELSH TRANSLATION)
"I remain concerned about the impact of windfarms and
David
pylons on the landscape of rural Wales".
Roberts
Eifion Bibby “The harmful visual & environmental impact (including in
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No.

45

49

50

on behalf of
Mr
Emyr
Wynne
Hughes
Eifion Bibby
on behalf of
Mr
Hefin
Wynne
Hughes
Llansannan
Ward within
Conwy
County
Borough
Council
Dyfrig
Hughes
on
behalf
of
Pylon
the
Pressure
Group

51

I T Jones

53

Richard
Owen

54

Julia Owen

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR
respect of landscape) of the intended scheme is also an
issue".

"The harmful visual & environmental impact (including in
respect of landscape) of the intended scheme is also an
issue".

"The visual impact have created a deep feeling of
uncertainty and unrest within the local area".

"We are very concerned by the significant effects on
Residential Visual Amenity. We do not consider it
acceptable for residents to have any impact on our
visual amenity. The landscapes involved are of
superlative beauty, in particular due to the topography
involved and it is precisely because of the topography,
that the lines would be visible from many miles away
from roads, paths and properties, and the views into the
landscapes affected are just as important as those from
or within them. Assessment of Cumulative Residential
Amenity Effects is limited to properties within 200m of
the proposed development, and as such only Hafod
Olygfa is identified as having significant effects. This is a
wholly inaccurate representation of the impact of the
proposed connection".
The route passes next to the Centre for Personal
Development, which is a retreat “to provide a tranquil
place in the countryside where visitors can more easily
find inner peace” to the 12000 people already attended.
The impact of pylons next to this Centre will have a
devastating effect on the services provided to Doctors,
Nurses, Care Workers, etc.".
"Concerned about the visual and health implications of
overhead pylons and the residential visual amenity to
residents along the route".
"We are all custodians for our future generations and the
pylons will spoil our beautiful countryside
The landscape we live in is of outstanding natural
beauty and they will be a blot on this landscape".
"This pylon link will be a blot on the beautiful landscape
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56

59

60

62

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

This link will spoil the countryside we live in we already
have pylons all over the coastline of North Wales and
now you want it on the land as well".
“We as Llanfair community council are anxious about
Llanfair
Dyffryn Clwyd the effect that large pylons would have on the
environment in the Vale of Clwyd. An area that is
Community
designated as "an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty".
Council
"We are very concerned by the significant effects on
Derwen
Residential Visual Amenity. We do not consider it
Community
acceptable for residents to have any impact on our
Council
visual amenity. The landscapes involved are of
superlative beauty, in particular due to the topography
involved and it is precisely because of the topography,
that the lines would be visible from many miles away
from roads, paths and properties, and the views into the
landscapes affected are just as important as those from
or within them. Assessment of Cumulative Residential
Amenity Effects is limited to properties within 200m of
the proposed development, and as such only Hafod
Olygfa is identified as having significant effects. This is a
wholly inaccurate representation of the impact of the
proposed connection".
"The route passes next to the Centre for Personal
Clocaenog
Development, which is a retreat "to provide a tranquil
Community
place in the countryside where visitors can more easily
Council
find inner peace" to the 12000 people already attended.
The impact of pylons next to this Centre will have a
devastating effect on the services provided to Doctors,
Nurses, Care workers etc".
“We are very concerned by the significant effects on
Llanrhaeadr
Residential Visual Amenity. We do not consider it
Community
acceptable for residents to have any impact on our
Council
visual amenity. The landscapes involved are of
superlative beauty, in particular due to the topography
involved and it is precisely because of the topography,
that the lines would be visible from many miles away
from roads, paths and properties, and the views into the
landscapes affected are just as important as those from
or within them. Assessment of Cumulative Residential
Amenity Effects is limited to properties within 200m of
the proposed development, and as such only Hafod
Olygfa is identified as having significant effects. This is a
wholly inaccurate representation of the impact of the
proposed connection.”
"The route passes next to the Centre for Personal
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Verbatim extract from RR
Development, which is a retreat "to provide a tranquil
place in the countryside where visitors can more easily
find inner peace" to the 12000 people already attended.
The impact of pylons next to this Centre will have a
devastating effect on the services provided to Doctors,
Nurses, Care workers etc".
"It is not acceptable that the pylons will spoil our
beautiful landscapes, because of the nature of the
topography the pylons will be visible from many miles
around. The pylons proposed are far too close to some
residential properties".

63

Alys Owen

64

Gordon Owen "It is not acceptable that our landscape would be scared
by these pylons and that they are far too close to
houses".
Lois Williams "In the summary of the residential Visual Amenity
Effects on Properties, the effect on the area and route
as a whole is minimised, focusing entirely on views from
the house and garden. Apparently, as my property is in
a dip, I will be marginally less affected than my
immediate neighbours. It is assumed that the impact of
the development is restricted to the view from static
points in my (and others’) house and garden, without
any account being taken of how I perceive the impact of
the development on the area as a whole.

65

The terminal pole and the other pylons crossing the
Bryn, the historic limestone ridge will be very visible
from the northern valley and present a major skylining
issue. The terminal pole is a particularly large and
unattractlive structure, incompatible with the landscape
and environment in which it is to be placed. It is ironic
that in the controversial planning application for the
crematorium soon to be built on Glascoed Road (the
B5381) – an application originally turned down but now
granted on appeal by the Planning Inspector – a major
feature used to ‘sell’ the building was the large window
looking towards the limestone ridge. This ridge and view
will now present three dominant pylons and the terminal
pole.
As someone who has lived in Cefn Meiriadog all my life,
and as one who cares deeply about this special place, I
feel I am in a David and Goliath situation and powerless
to fight against such a huge development happening. If
permission is granted for this development, this area
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66

David Tyrer

68

Menna
Eluned Jones

69

Cyngor
Cymuned
Llangernyw

70

Cyngor
Cymuned
LlanrhaeadryngNghinmeirch
Community
Council
Durand
Hotham

71

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR
and its landscape, which generations have treasured,
can never be the same again".
“SP Manweb has dismissed the impact on the
landscape”
WELSH TRANSLATION
"The crossing is at a place with far reaching views
including 360 degree view of an area of outstanding
natural hills. The line will be very clear across the road
that is used by about 2000 vehicles daily including a
large number of tourists".
Rather than hiding the pylons the new tree planting will
hide the views the locals and tourists enjoy".
WELSH TRANSLATION:
"Llangernyw Community Council objected to the
application to install pylons above the ground because
they disfigure the scene in a very beautiful area of
Denbighshire.
We support Llannefydd Community Council’s comments
and Llansannan".
“Residents will have significant cumulative effects both
visually and regarding noise”.

"Physically & architecturally prominent, is an important
(Grade 2 Star listed) example of a well preserved Welsh
Elizabethan gentry house dated 1583and its sighting
overlooking the Elwy Valley and the planned pylons has
not been adequately considered. Despite being
designated as a Visual Receptor no attempt was made
to evaluate the perspective from the house itself and the
publication of a unrepresentative “visual” bears no
relation to the reality.
The environmental assessment by the applicant does
not give recognition to the sweeping and great unspoilt
natural beauty of the middle Elwy Valley and Cefn
Meiriadog, viz:
Visual Impact (close proximity to properties in a sparsely
populated area, skylining )
Landscape Sensitivity (good land arbitrarily downgraded
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72

73

74

76

77

79

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

two levels between Phases)".
"If sp manwebs application is successful you are going
Janet
to totally obliterate that view causing a massive impact
Beedles
on my visual amenity".
"The environmental assessment by the applicant does
Durand
Hotham
on not give recognition to the sweeping and great unspoilt
behalf of Cefn natural beauty of the middle Elwy Valley and Cefn
Meiriadog, viz:
Meiriadog
Visual Impact (close proximity to properties in a sparsely
Excludees
populated area, skylining )
Landscape Sensitivity (good land arbitrarily downgraded
two levels between Phases)".
“The destruction of our beautiful countryside – including
Margaret
damage to landscape character and cultural heritage,
Parry-Jones
scenery and historical properties. The natural
environment would be substantially affected.”
Richard Parry “And it’s not just the forest which is being destroyed by
this blight but includes the open moorland, lakes and the
surrounding farmland; the wildlife, landscape and the
peace and quiet are the main reasons for visiting Wales
in general and the area around Clocaenog in particular.
Overhead power lines and pylons can be shown to have
a significant negative impact on landscape and,
therefore, the visitors to it. The present, relatively small,
Tir Mostyn turbines can easily be seen from the
Clwydian AONB, as will any pylons, thus causing a huge
visual impact at a greater distance. Reduction of this
impact can be achieved by placing the power grids out
of sight underground.

Ann Williams

Jannine

As if it’s not enough to blight the moorland with an
excessive amount of soon-to-be-built over-bearing
turbines this stunning landscape now has to face being
even more blighted by a large number of unsightly
pylons.”
“I wish to object to the proposal to install a 17km of
132kV overhead line from Clocaenog Forest to St Asaph
owing to severe visual impact, including from my
property.
The quality of the landscape is one of the main reasons
for visiting Wales. Research has shown that overhead
power lines and pylons have a significant negative
impact on landscape".
"There are no areas along the route suitable for pylons.
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Poletti
Hughes
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Verbatim extract from RR
It is unacceptable for the unspoilt landscape to be ruined
forever for the benefit of windfarms shareholders.
We are very concerned by the significant effects on
Residential Visual Amenity. We do not consider it
acceptable for residents to have any impact on our
visual amenity. SP Manweb’s application has effectively
dismissed effects as being insignificant for the entire
route, based on their own subjective analysis. This is in
complete contradiction to local knowledge, is not a true
reflection of the real impacts, and not based an objective
consideration of the evidence.
Our current uninterrupted views of the countryside at
Llys Hedydd will change for a 180 degree view of
overhead cables and pylons, with at least 45 degrees of
skylining".
The route passes next to the Centre for Personal
Development, which is a retreat “to provide a tranquil
place in the countryside where visitors can more easily
find inner peace” to the 12000 people already attended.
The impact of pylons next to this Centre will have a
devastating effect on the services provided to Doctors,
Nurses, Care Workers, etc."

81

Llannefydd
Community
Council

"There will be a significant impact on residents’ visual
amenity, a natural, unspoiled landscape, the beauty of
which has been enjoyed and appreciated over many
years without disruption and to which the residents
should be able to continue to do so.
The pylons would present a discordant visual feature in
the locality. Further more, from other vantage points, the
line of pylons will present an unacceptable feature.

86

Pylons are totally unsuitable for this particular route as
the areas are of outstanding natural beauty – absolutely
not inkeeping with the environment".
Mr
David "The results of SP Manweb’s primary and desk studies
lack detail and are a mis-representation of the areas’
Roberts
landscape, wildlife and environment. Their ecological
and environmental observations are an overview of the
route and appear vague and lacking in detail. I for one
know that these primary studies have not been
conducted accordingly and corners have been cut. For
instance, the Hafod dingle valley, part of my land where
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88

Mari Roberts

90

Dewi Parry

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR
the proposed line crosses, has not been investigated on
foot. This section of the route is an area of significance
in terms of the wildlife that habitat here, the landscape,
and other natural features. This area of woodland is a
significant habitat for many wildlife species and contains
other natural features such as a waterfall and a historic
cave. This area of the dingle valley where the line
supposedly crosses consists of an 80m drop. A proposal
of this magnitude would have a detrimental impact on
wildlife here and the isolated landscape".
"The results of SP Manweb’s primary and desk studies
lack detail and are a mis-representation of the areas’
landscape, wildlife and environment. Their ecological
and environmental observations are an overview of the
route and appear vague and lacking in detail. I for one
know that these primary studies have not been
conducted accordingly and corners have been cut. For
instance, the Hafod dingle valley, part of my land where
the proposed line crosses, has not been investigated on
foot. This section of the route is an area of significance
in terms of the wildlife that habitat here, the landscape,
and other natural features. This area of woodland is a
significant habitat for many wildlife species and contains
other natural features such as a waterfall and a historic
cave. This area of the dingle valley where the line
supposedly crosses consists of an 80m drop. A proposal
of this magnitude would have a detrimental impact on
wildlife here and the isolated landscape".
“The visual impact of the proposed development is
severely damaging to the north Wales landscape.
We disagree with SP Manweb’s assessments on visual
impact and also with their mitigation measures. In 6.7
ES Table 7.18 a ‘Medium-High’ rating for value and
sensitivity is given for our area, yet the mitigation
measures proposed are poor for even this rating.
We consider the descriptions in the application are
highly misleading and erroneous and do not show the
true effect on residents. Here is just one example:
6.20.1 ES Chapter 7, p.7-8 “...properties approximately
190m from the nearest pole located on the centreline of
the Limits of Deviation at its closest point.”… “Primary
views towards the Proposed Development would be
distant and oblique.”… “Distance to nearest point on the
edge of the Limits of Deviation is approx. 170m – this
represents the worst case scenario in terms of potential
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nearest proximity” …“Primary views are not orientated
towards the Proposed Development”…“Rationale and
Summary: Minor (not significant)”
The true situation:
West facing: Open direct views of the route at 156m
from the nearest pole, Skylining at 180m.
South facing: Open direct views of the route at 180m
distance, Skylining at 820m.
All the ‘errors’ in the application serve to downplay the
effect of the development, never the opposite. This will
mislead the reader.
Section 7.7.70 (p.93) – SP Manweb mention visual
impact in our area but misrepresent the severity The
mitigating measures proposed are ineffective and in any
case only apply to one skyline view. The result is that
we will be confronted with two open direct skyline views
and multiple pylons and lines. SP Manweb indicated in
2014 that a number of existing lines may instead be put
underground in order to ease the visual impact but this
solution is no longer offered to us.”

91

Natural
Resources
Wales

“Landscape and Visual Amenity
5.1 NRW notes that the proposal lies at 7km to the west of
the Clwydian Range and Dee Valley AONB and 17km to
the east of Snowdonia National Park. In view of the scale
of the proposed development, in our view there would be
no effect upon Statutory Landscape Designations at these
distances.
5.2 We consider the methods used in the Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment to be appropriate, compliant
with current guidance and we concur with the assessment
of residual effects.”

92

Llansannan
Community
Council

“Llansannan Community Council are very concerned
regarding this development in their locality the wooden
poles (Pylons) and cables will be very visible where they
cross the main Denbigh to Groes highway (A543). This
will have a very negative influence on local residents
and tourists to the area. The development will have a
detrimental effect on long distance panoramic viewers of
the Clwydian Range which is an area of Natural
Outstanding Beauty.”
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16.2

SP Manweb’s Response

16.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
regard to landscape and visual impacts.

16.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:
(a)

Disagreement with assessment of proposed mitigation measures
(RR No 90)

(b)

Landscape impacts (RR No's. 1, 8, 11, 13, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24,
25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 21, 32, 34, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 44, 45, 50, 53,
54, 59, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 68, 69, 71, 73, 74, 76, 77, 79, 81, 90, 91
and 92)

(c)

Visual impacts (RR No's. 11, 13, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,
28, 29, 30, 21, 32, 44, 45, 49, 50, 51, 59, 62, 65, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74,
76, 77, 79, 81, 90 and 92)

(d)

Impact on residential visual amenity (RR No’s. 35, 36, 50, 51, 59,
62, 63, 64, 65, 70, 72, 74, 77, 79 and 81)

(e)

Cumulative landscape and visual effects (RR Nos. 13, 50, 59, 62
and 70)

(f)

Potential effects on the Clwydian Range and Dee Valley AONB (RR
No's. 53, 56, 68 and 92)

(g)

Impact on long distance walking routes and footpaths (RR No’s. 8
and 11)

(h)

Impact on open access land (RR No. 8)

(i)

Specific comments raised in relevant representations:
(i)

The landscape designation between the River Elwy
and the terminal poles in Groesffordd Marli in the
Environmental Statement and the LANDMAPbased assessment of Landscape Sensitivity (RR
No’s. 11, 13, 39, 71)

(ii)

The skylining of the Proposed Development (RR
No's. 11, 13, 34, 37, 39, 71, 73 and 79)

(iii)

The ‘skylining’ on the ridge at the area known as
‘the Bryn’ (RR No’s. 11 and 65)

(iv)

Assessment methodology (RR No’s 13, 39, 90 and
91)

(v)

Effect on visual amenity in the environs of
Groesffordd Marli (RR No's. 13 and 65)
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16.2.3

(vi)

Disagreement on conclusions
assessment (RR No 90)

of

the

LVIA

(vii)

The possible recreational and visual impact from
the "North Wales Pilgrims Way" (RR No. 11)

(viii)

The landscape impact from Llannefydd down from
the Elwy and onto on Bryn Meiriadog (RR No. 40)

(ix)

Visual impacts of tree planting measures (RR No.
68)

(x)

Landscape and visual impact on countryside at Llys
Hedydd (RR No. 79)

(xi)

Visual Impact where the Proposed Development
crosses the Denbigh to Groes highway (A543) (RR
No. 92)

(xii)

Assessment of the Hafod Dingle Valley (RR No.'s
86 and 88).

(xiii)

Landscape and visual impact the upon middle Elwy
Valley and Cefn Meiriadog (RR No.'s 71 and 73)

(xiv)

Visual and residential amenity impact upon the
Centre for Personal Development (RR No.'s 50,
60, 62 and 79)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the matters listed
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document, which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 19-32, 35, 37, 44, 45, 49,
64, 71, 73, 86 and 88)

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 35, 37, 41, 50, 62, 63,
64, 65, 66, 70, 74, 81, 86 and 88)

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 13, 34, 36, 49, 70, 71, 73 and 74)

(d)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 11, 39, 49, 50, 60, 62, 63, 64,
65, 71, 73, 74, 79 and 81)

(e)

Cumulative Impact (RR No.’s 1, 13, 38, 39, 65, 68, 70, 71, 73, 74, 76
and 90);

(f)

DCO and application documentation (RR No. 91)

(g)

Design and Construction (RR No.’s 11, 13, 19-32, 39, 44, 45, 64, 68,
70, 86, 88 and 92);
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(h)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 1, 19-32, 34, 44, 45, 56, 74 and
91);

(i)

Ecological Impact (RR No.’s 1, 49, 71, 73, 74, 76, 86, 88 and 91);

(j)

EIA Methodology (RR No.’s 50, 59, 62, 63, 70, 74, 86 and 88);

(k)

Health and Electro-magnetic fields impact (RR No.’s 50, 51, 62, 63,
64, 70, 74 and 81);

(l)

Human Rights (RR No. 36);

(m) Landowner negotiations (RR No.’s 19-32, 36, 44 and 45);
(n)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 36, 50, 54, 62, 63, 74,
79, 81, 86, 88 and 90);

(o)

Noise impact (RR No.’s 66 and 70);

(p)

Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 11, 13, 19-32, 34, 36, 38, 39,
40, 44, 45, 50, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 68, 71, 72, 73, 74, 76, 77, 79, 81,
86, 88, 90 and 92);

(q)

Socio-economics and tourism impacts (RR No.’s 11, 35, 41, 49, 50,
60, 62, 63, 64, 66, 70, 71, 73, 74, 76, 77, 79, 81 ans 92).

16.3

Disagreement with assessment of proposed mitigation measures

16.3.1

Paragraph 5.9.8 of the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy
(EN-1) (NPS EN-1) recognises that major energy infrastructure projects
are likely to result in effects on the landscape, stating that:
•

‘Projects need to be designed carefully, taking account of the
potential impact on the landscape. Having regard to siting,
operational and other relevant constraints the aim should be to
minimise harm to the landscape, providing reasonable mitigation
where possible and appropriate.’

16.3.2

Section 7.4 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) sets out SP
Manweb’s statutory duties in relation to mitigation. As explained in
Section 7.6 of the ES (DCO document reference number 6.7), the main
strategy for minimising adverse landscape and visual effects of the
Proposed Development is avoidance through careful planning, design and
routeing. Referred to as primary or ‘embedded mitigation’, this is the
strategy that led to the identification of the Preferred Route Corridor
assessed in the ES.

16.3.3

Throughout the evolution of the Proposed Development, embedded
mitigation has been considered an intrinsic part of the overall design
strategy. The design has evolved iteratively from the original route
options through a number of revisions in response to consultees
comments and the outcome of studies being undertaken, initially for the
routeing process and then as part of the environmental impact
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assessment. In addition to environmental considerations, technical and
economic considerations were also taken into account in developing the
proposed route.
16.3.4

The approach to routeing was based on the Holford Rules, the broad
principles formulated by the late Lord Holford for the routeing of overhead
transmission lines. Whilst the Holford Rules relate specifically to high
voltage electricity lines supported on lattice steel towers, many of the
principles can also be used as guidance for routeing overhead lines
supported on wood poles. The Holford Rules are regarded as industry
standard and have been tested at public inquiries and at hearings under
the Electricity Act 1989. Their use for routeing new overhead lines is
advocated by NPS EN-5 (paragraph 2.8.7).

16.3.5

The basic premise of the Holford Rules is that the major effect of an
overhead line is visual and that the degree of visual intrusion can be
lessened by routeing the line to ‘fit’ the grain of the landscape. This can
be done by using landform and trees to provide screening and/ or
background and by routeing a line at a distance from residential areas and
roads. In addition, the Rules note that a well-routed line takes account of
other environmental considerations by seeking to avoid the most sensitive
and valued natural and man-made features.

16.3.6

The effect of including a high degree of embedded mitigation in the
development of the Proposed Development has been to avoid or reduce
effects on the landscape, views and visual amenity by:

16.3.7

•

avoidance where practicable of designated and other ‘sensitive’
landscapes;

•

maximising separation from residential areas, including villages
and other small settlements and occupied properties;

•

avoidance of areas with high tree cover to minimise
requirements for tree felling and pruning;

•

avoidance of skyline locations, which tend to increase the
visibility of poles;

•

using landform and trees to provide screening and
backdropping. Wherever possible routeing the line along the
‘grain’ of the landscape e.g. by following field boundaries and
by locating poles close to hedgerows rather than in the middle
of fields;

•

utilising existing field accesses wherever possible, to minimise
the need for new site access tracks and removal of trees; and

•

locating poles as far away as possible from designated routes
and other public rights of way.

This has led to a proposed route that as far as possible accords with the
Holford Rules and minimises effects on the landscape and views, and on
visual amenity.
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Specific Mitigation
16.3.8

Relevant representation 90, Mr Dewi Parry, states disagreement with the
mitigation measures proposed in the Environmental Statement. He states
that "in 6.7 ES Table 7.18 a ‘Medium-High’ rating for value and sensitivity
is given for our area, yet the mitigation measures proposed are poor for
even this rating".

16.3.9

Section 7.8 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) explains that the
term ‘specific mitigation’ is used to describe those measures which are
designed to reduce the degree or alter the nature of identified significant
adverse effects, thereby potentially reducing their significance. These
measures are considered as part of the assessment process and respond
to identified effects.

16.3.10

A common approach to mitigation of adverse landscape and visual effects
is to screen development by planting, often with a combination of
earthworks to give additional screening from day one of operation. Whilst
often successful for buildings and single structures, this approach is less
successful for the effects of an overhead line. Undertaking direct
mitigation in the form of planting around poles is not always consistent
with the landscape character, can interfere with farming operations and
may draw attention to the structures. In any event, such planting would
need to be managed so that it did not infringe on safety clearances. It is
possible to mitigate effects on receptors (that is the place where the view
of the line is available), by planting to obscure the view. However, that
approach effectively removes the view and creates other effects which
may not be acceptable to the viewer and therefore it is not appropriate in
all situations.

16.3.11

Section 7.8 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) describes and
explains the specific mitigation measures which were included to mitigate
identified effects on the landscape and on views.
These measures
include tree planting, additional hedgerow and hedgerow tree planting
within and immediately adjacent to the route of the proposed 132kV
Overhead Line, and linear belts and blocks of woodland planting.

16.3.12

The locations of these specific planting proposals are listed in Table 7.23
(DCO document reference 6.7), and indicated in Figure 7.13 (DCO
document reference 6.16).

16.3.13

In addition to mitigation measures identified for landscape and visual
effects, mitigation measures derived from other assessments (typically
ecology) can also have specific benefits to landscape and views.
Examples of these include commitments to minimise disturbance to
working areas, to protect hedgerows and trees wherever possible, to
reinstate hedges where disturbed and to undertake new tree planting to
replace trees lost to construction of the line.
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Summary
16.3.14

A route for the Proposed Development has been selected which as far as
possible accords with the Holford Rules and minimises effects on the
landscape and on views and visual amenity. Routeing decisions have
been strongly influenced by consideration of potential effects on
landscape, views and visual amenity and reasonable, proportionate and
appropriate embedded and secondary mitigation measures have been
taken to reduce the landscape visual and visual amenity effects of the
132kV Overhead Line.

16.3.15

EN-5 makes it clear that undergrounding should only be considered as a
mitigation measure where there are "serious concerns" about the potential
adverse landscape and visual effects of a proposed overhead line. There
is no definition of "serious concerns", but SP Manweb has previously
interpreted this term to mean adverse significant landscape and visual
effects that are over and above that expected for this type of project. In
the context of an overhead line, this is taken to be a major adverse effect
as identified in the ES for the Proposed Development.

16.3.16

SP Manweb sees this as a reasonable interpretation given Government
policy as set out in the context of EN-5 which accepts overhead lines can
be compliant with licence operators’ obligations to preserve environmental
amenity.

16.3.17

As set out in the "Appraisal of the 132kV Overhead Line Against National
Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (NPS EN-5) In
Relation to Undergrounding" (DCO document reference 7.5) and in the
ES, whilst there are a number of significant moderate landscape and
visual effects, including cumulative landscape effects, the level of
significance of these effects does not give rise to serious concerns.
Accordingly, it is SP Manweb's contention that undergrounding is not an
appropriate mitigation measure in respect of the Proposed Development.
Despite this conclusion, SP Manweb, for robustness reasons, assessed
that part of the 132kV Overhead Line that would pass through the Tir
Mostyn area against the tests in EN-5 (need, cost, alternative routes) as
this area has been identified as having the potential for borderline
moderate-major cumulative visual effects. SP Manweb's conclusion is
that the cost of placing this section of the 132kV Overhead Line
underground would not be outweighed by the benefit and as such does
not see that the underground option is justified in this case. The
contribution of the Proposed Development to the total cumulative effects is
considered to be small. It is the Wind Farms and turbines that have the
greatest contribution to cumulative effects. Taking this into consideration,
no mitigation measures are proposed and the residual effects are likely to
remain the same.
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16.4

Landscape impacts

16.4.1

Sections 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) presents the
assessment of the likely construction and operational landscape effects of
the Proposed Development.

16.4.2

The assessment of landscape effects has been undertaken in accordance
with industry standard guidance in the Third Edition of Guidelines for
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3). In accordance with
this guidance, the assessment did not consider the effect on the
landscape as experienced by occupiers of individual residential properties,
but identified the general effects on the wider landscape of the area in
which the Proposed Development is located. A separate residential
amenity assessment has been undertaken in relation to individual
properties at Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20).

16.4.3

NPS EN-1 (paragraphs 5.9.8 and 5.9.18) notes that major energy
infrastructure projects are likely to result in landscape and visual effects,
discusses generic issues relating to such effects and provides guidance
on how these should be addressed.

16.4.4

NRW has confirmed, in in its RR response, that the methodology used to
undertake the landscape and visual assessment is appropriate, compliant
with current guidance and concurs with the assessment of residual
effects.

16.4.5

Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) considers the effects
on the landscape in the vicinity of the Proposed Development.

16.4.6

In Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7), the assessment
concludes that the Proposed Development would have no significant
effects on the designated landscapes of Snowdonia National Park or the
Clwydian Range and Dee Valley AONB (a conclusion supported by NRW
in its RR (No. 91) and also by the Snowdonia National Park in its
Statement of Common Ground with SP Manweb (Submitted as part of SP
Manweb’s Deadline 1 Submission). It also concludes that the Proposed
Development would not result in any significant landscape effects on other
designated and undesignated features (which have a landscape aspect).

16.4.7

Significant effects are only likely to occur where the landscape, for a
variety of reasons, is judged to be more sensitive and/ or where the
magnitude of change is likely to be greater because the landform and tree
cover does not provide opportunities for discreet routeing or because the
route of the proposed 132kV Overhead Line has to unavoidably cut across
the grain of the landscape. Changes to landscape character would be
greatest in areas which are open, have a strong rural character with few
man-made features and display a long time-depth in terms of their historic
features, as these areas would take longer to adjust to the presence of a
new man-made feature in the landscape. This includes the areas of
landscape identified below. In these locations, the proposed 132kV
Overhead Line would alter the landscape character and where there is
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little opportunity for new planting, long-term significant adverse effects on
the landscape character would remain.
16.4.8

Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) concludes that
significant landscape effects would potentially arise in the following five
LANDMAP Visual and Sensory Aspect Areas (VSAAs) within the Study
Area:
Relevant Extracts Taken from Chapter 7 of the ES (document reference
6.7)
Summary of
Operational
Landscape
Effects

7.7.48: With respect to the landscape character along
the route as identified through the assessment of the
effects on LANDMAP Visual and Sensory Aspect Areas
(VSAA) within the Study Area, significant landscape
effects would potentially arise in the following areas:
•

•
•
•

the landscape of the Denbigh and Derwen Hills, in
particular the ridges to the north of Tir Mostyn and to
the north of Peniel would experience a moderate
effect;
the localised parkland character of parts of the
landscape of the Llannefydd Lowlands would
experience a moderate effect;
the landscape of the Afon Elwy Valley (Afon Elwy
Valley – East and Upper Elwy Valley) would
experience a moderate effect; and
the landscape of the Cefn Meiriadog Ridge
(Limestone Valley – Cefn) would experience a
moderate effect which would be significant, albeit on
the low side of moderate.

16.4.9

Although significant, these effects were assessed as moderate; with none
assessed as major.

16.4.10

To mitigate these significant effects, specific planting in the form of
hedgerow reinforcement (infilling) and new hedgerow trees is proposed.
The locations of these specific planting proposals are set out in Table 7.23
(DCO document reference 6.7) and indicated in Figure 7.13 of the
Environmental Statement ‘Figures’ (DCO document reference 6.16).

16.4.11

In addition as explained in Section 7.8 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.7), larger scale planting has been proposed ‘on the edge of
woodlands which would have to be pruned or thinned during construction.
This includes areas of woodland near Bryn Foel (north of Saron), south
east of Peniel (on the ridge east of Foel Gasyth), Pandy Wood, Hafod
Dingle, at Croen Llwm Mawr and on the southern slopes of the valley
above the Afon Elwy. At these locations, new woodland edge planting,
and natural regeneration of woodland scrub habitat are recommended to
soften the edge of any areas of woodland pruning.’
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16.4.12

Section 7.8 of the ES(DCO document reference 6.7) acknowledges that,
whilst this planting would improve the appearance of affected woodland
edges and lessen the significance of the landscape effects, the overall
effects on landscape character in these areas is likely to remain moderate
and therefore significant.
Summary

16.4.13

A 132kV Overhead Line would be visible in the landscape, but the wood
pole support chosen is of an appropriate scale and material to blend into
the (largely) well-treed landscape.

16.4.14

Mitigation, including careful routeing and choice of infrastructure, has
avoided or minimised potential effects of the proposed 132kV Overhead
Line on the landscape. Although some significant landscape effects are
likely to arise, these are localised and have been assessed as moderate.
No landscape effects are assessed as major for the Proposed
Development alone or for combined cumulative effects. The secondary
measures proposed, including hedgerow reinforcement and new
hedgerow trees, would maintain and in time enhance a strong landscape
framework which will help to visually absorb the line and lessen its
landscape effects.

16.4.15

The maturing of the specific planting proposals will, over time, lessen
some of the identified significant landscape effects at Bryn Foel (north of
Saron), south east of Peniel (on the ridge east of Foel Gasyth), Pandy
Wood, Hafod Dingle, at Croen Llwm Mawr and on the southern slopes of
the valley above the Afon Elwy.

16.4.16

It is recognised in Section 5.9.8 of NPS EN-1 that some significant
landscape and visual effects are not unusual or unexpected for a
development of this type, and that the aim should be to, ‘minimise harm to
the landscape, providing reasonable mitigation where possible and
appropriate’. Based on this and after considering the representations
made about landscape effects, SP Manweb concludes that the Proposed
Development is acceptable and should be granted development consent.

16.5

Visual impacts

16.5.1

The assessment of the likely operational visual effects of the Proposed
Development is set out in Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference
6.7).

16.5.2

The assessment has been undertaken in accordance with industry
standard guidance in GLVIA3. The assessment establishes how people
at different locations may be affected by changes to their view or general
outlook as a result of the Proposed Development. In accordance with the
guidance, the assessment did not consider the effect on the views as
experienced by occupiers of individual residential properties, but identified
the general effects on the wider visual amenity of the area in which the
Proposed Development is located.
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16.5.3

NPS EN-1 (paragraphs 5.9.8 and 5.9.18) notes that major energy
infrastructure projects are likely to result in landscape and visual effects,
explains generic issues relating to such effects and provides guidance on
how these should be addressed.

16.5.4

NRW has confirmed, in in its RR response (No. 91), that the methods
used in the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment are appropriate,
compliant with current guidance and concur with the assessment of
residual effects.

16.5.5

Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) considers the effects
on visual receptors based on the 30 representative viewpoints (listed in
Table 7.21) which were selected and discussed with NRW and Conwy
County Council.

16.5.6

Mr Gareth Lloyd on behalf of the Snowdonia National Park Authority has
acknowledged that the Proposed Development would have no significant
visual effects on Snowdonia National Park (SP Manweb and Snowdonia
National Park Authority Statement of Common Ground). NRW also
concludes that the Proposed Development would have no effect upon the
Snowdonia National Park (see paragraph 5.1 of NRW's RR, No.91).

16.5.7

The Clwydian Range and Dee Valley AONB Joint Advisory Committee
requested that consideration be given to undergrounding, but noted that
wood poles were preferable to steel towers. Otherwise they considered
that the intervening distance of some 7 km should minimise any impacts
on the Clwydian Range and Dee Valley AONB (Section 7.7 (DCO
document reference 6.7).
NRW concludes that the Proposed
Development would have no effect upon the Clwydian Range and Dee
Valley AONB (see paragraph 5.1 of NRW's RR, No.91).

16.5.8

The viewpoint survey was used to inform the effects of the Proposed
Development on sensitive receptors along the route, including settlement
and recreational facilities, valued landscapes and transport routes. The
viewpoint assessment is summarised in Table 7.21 (and the full text
appended to this document at Appendix 2). Viewpoint photographs,
photomontage images and accompanying plans and wireframes are
included within Appendix 7.3 to the ES (DCO document reference 6.20).

16.5.9

The assessment of effects on viewpoints (Table 7.21 (DCO document
reference 6.7) concluded that 15 of the viewpoints would experience an
effect of moderate significance, with the remainder of minor or negligible
significance and no effects of major significance. The locations of
viewpoints considered likely to experience effects of moderate
significance are shown in Figure 7.11 (DCO document reference 6.16)
and summarised in Section 7.7 of the ES. (DCO document reference 6.7).

16.5.10

The viewpoint survey concluded that the predicted view from many
locations would be of minor or negligible significance. Section 7.7 of the
ES (DCO document reference 6.7) notes that the selected viewpoints are
representative of the more sensitive viewpoints close to the Proposed
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Development. As such, other receptors (of a similar type) are likely to
experience visual effects of similar or lesser significance.
16.5.11

The nature of the proposed 132kV Overhead Line is that moderate visual
effects could arise at any location if the viewer were sufficiently close to
one of the wood pole structures. Even where a moderate effect arises
from a pole close to a viewer, this will be very localised and in most
instances will diminish fairly rapidly with distance due to the appreciable
screening and backdrop afforded by the generally well-treed landscape
through which the Proposed Development passes. The exception is at
the southern end of the Proposed Development, where the landscape
around Clocaenog, Foel Gasyth and Tir Mostyn is more open and adverse
visual effects would potentially be experienced across a wider area. SP
Manweb acknowledges though that there will be cumulative effects of the
Proposed Development when considered with the existing and proposed
wind farms. It is however, the wind farms that contribute most to these
imapcts.

16.5.12

However, non of the adverse visual effects are assessed to be major
adverse effects and thus are not considered to trigger the "serious
concerns" policy test set out in NPS EN-5.
Specific Mitigation Measures for Identified Significant Visual Effects

16.5.13

Where visual effects have been judged to be significant, SP Manweb has
developed a range of specific mitigation measures.
These are
summarised in Table 7.23 (DCO document reference 6.7), and presented
in Figure 7.23 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.16). Additional
detail is provided in Appendix 7.6 of the ES (DCO document reference
6.20).

16.5.14

Section 7.10.8 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) acknowledges
that any proposed planting is ‘unlikely to fully offset effects arising from the
Proposed Development but may help to reduce the effects’.
Summary

16.5.15

Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) explains that the
Final Route Alignment is a response to detailed desk study and field
survey work to identify a route which would minimise the likely effects on
views and visual amenity. A 132kV Overhead Line would be visible in the
landscape, but the scale of the wood pole support chosen means that it
sits below the horizon formed by the tree canopy and being constructed of
timber blends well into the (largely) well-treed landscape.

16.5.16

Although some significant landscape effects are likely to arise, these
would be localised and have been assessed as moderate. In time, the
measures proposed, including hedgerow reinforcement and new
hedgerow trees, would further help to screen views.

16.5.17

The assessment predicted a number of moderate effects on views and
visual amenity which would be experienced by people moving about the
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area generally up to 2km from the proposed 132kV Overhead Line.
These significant effects would typically only be experienced where the
proposed 132kV Overhead Line would appear in the foreground of a view
and in the more open upland areas to the south of the route near Tir
Mostyn and Foel Gasyth. In many middle distance and longer views, the
appreciable screening and backdropping afforded by the coalescence of
layers of vegetation, particularly in the undulating farmland, will generally
be effective in reducing the visibility. In these instances, the Proposed
Development would not be a noticeable component in the view and would
therefore be unlikely to give rise to significant visual effects.
16.5.18

These effects can generally be expected from a development of this type
and are typically contained, with the degree of significance decreasing
rapidly with distance from the Proposed Development. None of the effects
is assessed as major.

16.5.19

It is recognised in Section 5.9.18 of NPS EN-1 that ‘All proposed energy
infrastructure is likely to have visual effects for many receptors around
proposed sites’. The [IPC] will have to judge whether the visual effects on
sensitive receptors, such as local residents, and other receptors, such as
visitors to the local area, outweigh the benefits of the project.’ Based on
this and after considering the representations made about visual effects,
SP Manweb concludes that the Proposed Development is acceptable and
should be granted development consent.

16.6

Impact on Residential visual amenity

16.6.1

Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20) presents the
residential visual amenity assessment undertaken for the Proposed
Development and a summary is presented in Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.7).

16.6.2

Residential visual amenity is the assessment of the effects on views from
private properties which lie close to the Proposed Development.
Residential visual amenity means the visual amenity experienced by
occupiers of residential properties, including their gardens. Residents are
typical highly susceptible to changes in their views.

16.6.3

The approach taken by Inspectors in England confirms that in planning, no
individual has a right to a particular view. However, there may be a point
when, by virtue of the proximity, size and scale of a development, a
residential property would be rendered so unattractive a place to live that
planning permission should be refused. Whilst the assessment of whether
a change in outlook materially harms residential amenity or living
conditions is ultimately a planning issue, a judgment on the visual
component of residential amenity is often needed from a landscape
architect to inform the planning judgment.

16.6.4

The design and route of the proposed 132kV Overhead Line, combined
with the screening effects of landform and vegetation, mean that its effects
on residential visual amenity would generally be limited. Of the individual
properties scattered throughout the study area, only those which would be
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close to the Proposed Development would experience a significant
change in their view. Although the 132kV Overhead Line may be visible in
the distance, the effects on properties further away would not be
significant, as it would be perceived as a small feature in the view and
would generally blend into the background scenery.
16.6.5

As noted in Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7), four
properties or groups of properties which lie between 85 – 180m from the
Limits of Deviation are likely to experience moderate effects on residential
visual amenity. These are Tan Yr Allt, Ty Coch, Lechryd Bach and Plas
Hafod, which are all located near Groesfford Marli.
Specific Mitigation Measures for Identified Residential Visual Amenity
Effects

16.6.6

Where visual effects are judged to be significant, SP Manweb has
developed mitigation planting proposals with a view to lessening identified
visual effects whilst at the same time enhancing the wider amenity of the
area. These are summarised in Table 7.23 (reference number 6.7), and
presented in Figure 7.23 (DCO document reference 6.16). More detail is
provided in Appendix 7.6 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20).

16.6.7

Section 7.10 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) acknowledges that
any proposed planting is ‘unlikely to fully offset effects arising from the
Proposed Development but may help to reduce the effects’.

16.6.8

Residual effects on the residential visual amenity of the four affected
properties, although very localised, are likely to remain moderate.
Summary

16.6.9

The assessment concludes that there is the potential for four residential
properties to experience significant visual effects from the Proposed
Development near Groesfford Marli. However, none of these predicted
effects is so great that they would commonly be described as obtrusive or
overbearing in residential visual amenity terms.

16.6.10

It is recognised in Section 5.9.18 of NPS EN-1 that ‘All proposed energy
infrastructure is likely to have visual effects for many receptors around
proposed sites’. The [IPC] will have to judge whether the visual effects on
sensitive receptors, such as local residents, and other receptors, such as
visitors to the local area, outweigh the benefits of the project.’ Based on
this and after considering the representations made about visual effects,
SP Manweb concludes that the Proposed Development is acceptable and
should be granted development consent.

16.7

Cumulative Landscape and Visual Effects

16.7.1

Section 7.9 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) provides an
assessment of the likely operational cumulative landscape and visual
effects (including residential visual amenity) of the Proposed
Development.
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16.7.2

Cumulative effects may occur where the Proposed Development is seen
in conjunction with other proposed developments in the area, in this
instance the Wind Farms, the Collector Substation, other overhead lines,
smaller wind turbines and other large scale developments. Chapter 4 of
the ES (DCO document reference 6.4) sets out those developments that
were considered in the cumulative assessment.

16.7.3

Cumulative landscape and visual assessment (CLVIA) was carried out
using the same methodology as used for LVIA, in that the degree of effect
is determined by combining a judgment of the sensitivity of the landscape
or visual receptor and the magnitude of change likely to arise.

16.7.4

A 2 stage approach was adopted for the CLVIAs, in common with the
approach adopted across all topic areas considered in the ES:
•

Stage 1 – The Proposed Development, the Wider Scheme, and
the Wind Farms;

•

Stage 2 – The Proposed Development, the Wider Scheme and
the Wind Farms were assessed with any other relevant
developments (which included developments with the benefit of
planning permission but not yet constructed, together with
committed developments and for projects where consent is being
sought).

16.7.5

In each scenario the landscape and visual effects of the Proposed
Development were assessed in combination with the other proposed
developments and then a judgement was made on the Proposed
Development’s contribution to the degree of cumulative effect.

16.7.6

As described in Section 7.9 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7)
cumulative effects were assessed in accordance with GLVIA3.

16.7.7

Sections 7.9.20 to 7.9.22 of the ES, Chapter 7 (DCO document reference
6.7) describes the methodology undertaken in relation to the cumulative
assessment.

16.7.8

The guidance used for assessing the magnitude of landscape and visual
effects is presented in Table 7.27 in Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.7).

16.7.9

Cumulative Zones of Theoretical Visibility (ZTVs) were produced by
overlaying the 5km ZTV for the Proposed Development with the ZTVs
identified for the other developments being considered. The resulting
Cumulative ZTVs are provided at Figures 7.16 to 7.19 in the
Environmental Statement Figures (DCO document reference 6.16).
Cumulative Landscape Effects

16.7.10

Cumulative landscape effects are presented in Section 7.9 and
summarised in Table 7.28 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7). A
summary of the cumulative landscape effects are provided within sections
7.9.61 to 7.9.65 of Chapter 7 of the ES. (DCO document reference 6.7).
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16.7.11

Section 7.10. of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) concludes that,
whilst the cumulative landscape assessment predicts that at the southern
end of the Proposed Development, there may be moderate cumulative
landscape effects, the contribution of the Proposed Development to this
cumulative effects is considered to be small compared to the greater
effects of the proposed wind farms and turbines. Taking this into
consideration, no specific mitigation measures are proposed and the
residual effects are likely to remain the same.

16.7.12

Potential moderate cumulative landscape effects are identified within the
Llanefydd Lowlands. These are due to the effects of the proposed 132kV
Overhead Line. Whilst the specific mitigation measures identified in
Section 7.8 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) may in time reduce
some of the identified effects, the residual cumulative landscape effects
are likely to remain moderate.
Cumulative Visual Effects

16.7.13

Cumulative visual effects are presented in Section 7.9 of the ES and
summarised in Table 7.29 (DCO document reference 6.7). A summary of
the cumulative visual effects are provided within sections 7.9.105 to
7.9.107 of Chapter 7 of the ES. (DCO document reference 6.7).

16.7.14

Section 7.10 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) concludes that,
whilst the cumulative landscape assessment predicts that at the southern
end of the Proposed Development, there may be borderline moderatemajor cumulative visual effects, the contribution of the Proposed
Development to these cumulative effects is considered to be small
compared to the greater effects of the proposed Wind Farms and turbines.
Taking this into consideration, no specific mitigation measures are
proposed and the residual effects are likely to remain the same.

16.7.15

EN-5 makes it clear that undergrounding should only be considered as a
mitigation measure where there are "serious concerns" about the potential
adverse landscape and visual effects of a proposed overhead line. There
is no definition of "serious concerns", but SP Manweb has previously
interpreted this term to mean adverse significant landscape and visual
effects that are over and above that expected for this type of project. In
the context of an overhead line, this is taken to be a major adverse effect
as identified in the ES for the Proposed Development.

16.7.16

SP Manweb sees this as a reasonable interpretation given Government
policy as set out in the context of EN-5 which accepts overhead lines can
be compliant with licence operators’ obligations to preserve environmental
amenity.

16.7.17

As set out in the "Appraisal of the 132kV Overhead Line Against National
Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (NPS EN-5) In
Relation to Undergrounding" (Document Reference 7.5) and in the ES,
whilst there are a number of significant moderate landscape and visual
effects, including cumulative landscape effects, the level of significance of
these effects does not give rise to the serious concerns. Accordingly, it is
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SP Manweb's contention that undergrounding is not an appropriate
mitigation measure in respect of the Proposed Development. Despite this
conclusion, SP Manweb, for robustness reasons, assessed that part of the
132kV Overhead Line that would pass through the Tir Mostyn area
against the tests in EN-5 (need, cost, alternative routes) as this area has
been identified as having the potential for borderline moderate-major
cumulative visual effects. SP Manweb's conclusion is that the cost of
placing this section of the 132kV Overhead Line underground would not
be outweighed by the benefit and as such does not see that the
underground option is justified in this case. The contribution of the
Proposed Development to the total cumulative effects is considered to be
small. It is the Wind Farms and turbines that have the greatest
contribution to cumulative effects. Taking this into consideration, no
mitigation measures are proposed and the residual effects are likely to
remain the same.
16.7.18

Towards the north of the study area, moderate cumulative visual effects
are predicted for visual receptors in elevated positions. These effects
would arise when the Proposed Development was seen in the foreground
with a backdrop of distant turbines beyond. Whilst the specific mitigation
measures identified in Section 7.8 of the ES (DCO document reference
6.7), may in time reduce some of the identified effects, the residual
cumulative visual effects are likely to remain moderate.
Cumulative Residential Visual Amenity Effects

16.7.19

Cumulative residential visual amenity effects are presented in Section 7.9
of the ES and summarised in Table 7.30 (DCO document reference 6.7).
A summary of the cumulative residential amenity effects are provided
within sections 7.9.109 to 7.9.112 of Chapter 7 of the ES. (DCO document
reference 6.7).

16.7.20

Only one property: Hafod Olygfa (Ref 19) is likely to experience moderate
cumulative effects on residential visual amenity, but this is primarily due to
the effects of the proposed Wind Farms and turbines rather than to the
Proposed Development.

16.7.21

Taking this into consideration, no mitigation measures are proposed and
the residual effects are likely to remain moderate.

16.7.22

SP Manweb has stated that existing lower voltage lines which cross or run
near to the Proposed Development may be locally diverted. Information is
provided in Appendix 1.4 ‘Lower Voltage Diversions’ (DCO document
reference 6.17). It is important to note that in terms of existing lower
voltage lines it is the worst case scenario which has been used to inform
the landscape and visual assessments, i.e. the assumption is that existing
low voltage lines would not be diverted underground as these possible
diversions do not form part of the Proposed Development. However, the
potential benefits of these possible underground diversions have been
taken into consideration in the assessment section of the Landscape and
Visual chapter.
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16.8

Potential effects on the Clwydian Range and Dee Valley AONB

16.8.1

Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) concludes that the
Proposed Development would have no significant effects on the
designated landscapes of Snowdonia National Park or the Clwydian
Range and Dee Valley Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).
NRW, in paragraph 5.1 of its RR (No. 91) confirms that in its view "there
would be no effect upon Statutory Landscape Designations".

16.8.2

The Clwydian Range and Dee Valley AONB lies approximately 7km east
of the Proposed Development's closest point.
Whilst designated
landscapes are typically highly sensitive to overhead line development, in
view of the scale and location of this development, the distances involved
and the effect of intervening topography and vegetation, it is considered
that the Proposed Development would have no direct or indirect effects on
the designated landscapes at any time during construction, operation or
decommissioning. The overall significance of landscape effects on the
AONB is predicted to be negligible. Although the AONB Joint Advisory
Committee responded that they would prefer undergrounding of the
connection, they recognised that due to the intervening distance the
effects should be minimised. A summary of the effects on the Clwydian
Range and Dee Valley AONB are provided within section 7.7.20 of
Chapter 7 of the ES. (DCO document reference 6.7).

16.9

Impact on long distance walking routes and footpaths

16.9.1

Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7). assesses the
landscape and visual impact of the Proposed Development on long
distance walking routes and on the network of local public footpaths and
rights of way.

16.9.2

The Proposed Development would oversail the Clwydian Way regional
trail and the North Wales Pilgrim’s Way long distance footpath but there
would be no requirement for permanent diversions of these trails. Effects
on views from the regionally promoted North Pilgrim’s Way are discussed
in the response to relevant representation: North Wales Pilgrims Way.

16.9.3

Effects on the Clwydian Way regionally promoted trail are summarised
below.

16.9.4

Section 7.10 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7), concludes that
where the proposed 132kV Overhead Line oversails or is located close to
a footpath or long distance trail such as the Clwydian Way or North
Pilgrim’s Way, moderate visual effects are likely to arise. These effects
would in most instances, however, be localised and transient unless they
occur in very open parts of the study area where there may be longer
views of the Proposed Development.

16.9.5

The ES (DCO document reference number 6.7), states there is the
potential for some significant visual effects associated with views from
footpaths. Table 7.23 of Chapter 7(DCO document reference number 6.7)
156

identified mitigation planting within the Order Limits to alleviate landscape
and visual effects and identifies locations where footpaths will be affected:
•

Plas Captain/Ty Coch – view from footpaths
•

Nant Y Croen Llwm/ Tyddyn Bartley/ Croen Llwm Mawr/
North Wales Pilgrim’s way, Woodland near Bryniau Bychain
– North Wales Pilgrim’s Way passes through this area
Elwy Valley slopes, southern ridge near Bodysgawen Isaf –
view from footpaths

•

16.9.6

The assessment acknowledges that there will be some moderate effects
on views from footpaths that cross or are in close proximity to the
Proposed Development and listed above.

16.9.7

Localised tree and hedgerow mitigation planting to infill gaps in field
hedgerows is proposed to help offset any effects. Whilst, in time, this
would compensate for some of the adverse visual effects, it would not be
possible to screen views of all poles and the residual effect on short
sections of bridleways and footpaths is likely to remain locally moderate.
It is important to note that in most instances these effects would be
localised and transient.

16.9.8

Localised effects are likely to remain moderate in the more open
landscapes to the south of the Proposed Development near Tir Mostyn,
where extensive tree or hedgerow planting is not considered appropriate
to the local landscape character.

16.9.9

Chapter 11 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.11) provides an
assessment of impacts upon tourism - this concludes that no significant
impacts upon tourism (including walkers) are envisaged as a result of the
Proposed Development

16.10

Impacts on open access land

16.10.1

Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) assesses the
landscape and visual impact of the Proposed Development on Open
Access Land.

16.10.2

Several areas of open access land lie on the high hills tops found along
the southern and western edges of the Study Area, and include:
•

Land at Llyn Brenig (approximately 2.3km to the west of the
Proposed Development)

•

Clocaenog Public Forest (the Order Limits pass through the
outer edge of this area)

•

Land at Moel Ytta (approximately 550m to the east of the
Proposed Development)
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16.10.3

•

Land at Foel Gasyth (approximately 650m to the west of the
Proposed Development)

•

Land at and around Moel Fodiar (approximately 1.7km to the
west of the Proposed Development)

•

Land at Mynydd y Gaer (approximately 2.2km to the west of
the Proposed Development).

Appendix 7.1 the ES (DCO document reference 6.20), identifies the
effects, assesses the significance of these effects and proposes mitigation
measures, at sections 7.7.29 - 7.7.30, 7.7.71, 7.7.103, 7.9.68 - 7.9.82 and
Table 7.23.
Visual Effect on Open Country Region (Open Access Land)

16.10.4

Section 7.10 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) concludes that the
visual effect on users of the Open Country Region (Open Access Land),
on the southern slopes of Foel Gasyth would be moderate. There are
long views over the surrounding landscape and the proposed 132kV
Overhead Line would be visible as it crossed the shoulder of the Tir
Mostyn ridge. New and supplementary tree and hedgerow planting
identified in Table 7.23 of the ES (DCO document reference number 6.7)
may in time provide some screening, but the residual effects are likely to
remain moderate.

16.10.5

The cumulative landscape and visual assessments predict that at Stage 1
there may may be moderate cumulative visual effects and Stage 2 may
result in moderate-major cumulative visual effects for users of the Foel
Gasyth Open Country Region. The contribution of the Proposed
Development to the total cumulative effects is considered to be small. It is
the Wind Farms and turbines that have the greatest contribution to
cumulative effects. Taking this into consideration, no mitigation measures
are proposed and the residual effects are likely to remain the same.

16.10.6

It is recognised in NPS EN-1 (paragraph 5.9.18) that, ‘All proposed energy
infrastructure is likely to have visual effects for many receptors around
proposed sites’. The [IPC] will have to judge whether the visual effects on
sensitive receptors, such as local residents, and other receptors, such as
visitors to the local area, outweigh the benefits of the project.’

16.11

Specific comments raised in relevant representations:

(i) The landscape designation between the River Elwy and the terminal poles in
Groesffordd Marli in the Environmental Statement and the LANDMAP-based
assessment of Landscape Sensitivity (RR No. 11, 13, 39, 71)
16.11.1

LANDMAP evaluations generally cover large geographic areas, and as
such, there may be localised areas within a LANDMAP Aspect Area that
have an overall evaluation of ‘outstanding’, which when surveyed, are
considered to be of lower value.
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16.11.2

The initial LANDMAP based appraisal of landscape sensitivity, which was
used as a tool for routeing the Proposed Development, considered the
sensitivity of the whole Aspect Area which covers an area from Henllan in
the east to the Elwy Valley in the west.

16.11.3

Within this Aspect Area there will inevitably be variations in sensitivity,
which is why a site specific or ‘field based’ sensitivity appraisal was
undertaken with a view to locating the Proposed Development in a
relatively less sensitive part of the VSAA. This assessment was based on
LANDMAP and on-site observation, combined with knowledge of the scale
and nature of the Proposed Development.

16.11.4

The result of this appraisal is that the part of the VSAA through which the
proposed 132kV Overhead Line is routed, is considered to be of lower
sensitivity to the Proposed Development rather than the sensitivity for the
VSAA as a whole.

16.11.5

More detailed information on the assessment of the three LANDMAP
Visual Sensory Aspect Areas (VSAAs) which are crossed by the Proposed
Development between the River Elwy and the terminal pole at Groesffordd
Marli is provided in the following text.

16.11.6

The Proposed Development passes through three VSAAs: the Upper Elwy
Valley, the Afon Elwy Valley – East and the Limestone Valley – Cefn. The
assessment of these VSAAs is presented in Appendix 7.4 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.20).
VSAA (DNBGHVS038) - Upper Elwy Valley

16.11.7

The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would transect the Upper Elwy Valley
VSAA at Coed Fadir for a distance of approximately 350m before
continuing in a northerly direction.

16.11.8

90% of the Upper Elwy Valley VSAA is classified as outstanding in terms
of LANDMAP Cultural Landscapes Overall Evaluation, 93% outstanding in
terms of Geological Landscape Overall Evaluation and 30% in terms of
Landscape Habitats Overall Evaluation. The proposed 132kV Overhead
Line would cross the VSAA at Coed Fadir for 350m, which is classified as
outstanding in all three of these LANDMAP Overall Evaluations.

16.11.9

Appendix 7.4 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20) summarises the
landscape sensitivity and provides an assessment of the landscape
effects upon the Upper Elwy Valley.

16.11.10 Within the Upper Elwy Valley, the landscape value, susceptibility and
overall sensitivity to the Proposed Development was judged to be high,
medium high and high respectively. The scale of the effect is likely to be
medium-large, but this effect is only likely to be experienced over a small
geographic area, hence the overall magnitude of effect on the VSAA is
predicted to be medium. When combined with the judgement on
sensitivity, this results in predicted moderate effects on the landscape.
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VSAA (CNWVS069) - Afon Elwy Valley – East
16.11.11 The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would enter the Afon Elwy Valley
East VSAA three times as it travels northwards. The line would initially
run to the west of the VSAA, entering it for a short section (approximately
200m) at Hafod Dingle before exiting it again. From here it would remain
to the west of the VSAA boundary for a distance of approximately 1.8km
before entering it again at Croen-llwm-mawr for a distance of
approximately 700m. The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would enter
the VSAA for a third and final time just west of Graig where it transects the
VSAA for a distance of approximately 1km as it travels north.
16.11.12 40% of the Afon Elwy Valley East VSAA is comprised of land classified as
Outstanding in terms of LANDMAP Landscape Habitats Overall
Evaluation. These areas are distributed across the VSAA but are more
heavily concentrated to the wooded east and north of the VSAA. The
proposed 132kV Overhead Line would pass through such areas on five
occasions totalling approximately 300m in length.
16.11.13 Appendix 7.4 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20) summarises the
landscape sensitivity and provides an assessment of the landscape
effects upon the Afon Elwy Valley.
16.11.14 Within the Afon Elwy Valley, all three categories (landscape value,
susceptibility and overall sensitivity to the Proposed Development) were
judged to be medium - high. The scale of the effect is likely to be
medium-large, but this effect is only likely to be experienced over a small
geographic area, hence the overall magnitude of effect on the landscape
of the VSAA is predicted to be medium. When combined with the
judgement on sensitivity, this results in predicted moderate effects on the
landscape.
VSAA (DNBGHVS037) - Limestone Valley – Cefn
16.11.15 The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would parallel the western boundary
of the Limestone Valley – Cefn VSAA for a distance of approximately 5km
(maintaining a distance of over a kilometre until the line reaches as far
north as Bont-newydd) before entering the western boundary at Coed
Fadir. The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would then transects the
VSAA, travelling a distance of approximately 1km before terminating at a
point just south of Glascoed Road and Groesffordd Marli.
16.11.16 55% of the Limestone Valley Cefn VSAA is classified as outstanding in
terms of LANDMAP Cultural Landscapes Overall Evaluation, 26%
outstanding in terms of Geological Landscape Overall Evaluation, 20% in
terms of Landscape Habitats Overall Evaluation and 26% outstanding in
terms of Historic Landscapes Overall Evaluation.
The proposed
132kV Overhead Line would pass through approximately 1km of land
classified as outstanding in terms of Cultural Landscape Overall
Evaluation.
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16.11.17 Appendix 7.4 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20) contains the
landscape sensitivity and provides an assessment of the landscape
effects upon the Limestone Valley.
16.11.18 Within the Limestone Valley, the landscape value, susceptibility and
overall sensitivity to the Proposed Development was judged to be high,
medium-high and medium-high respectively. The scale of the effect is
likely to be small (due to the existing presence of pylons and steel tower
transmission and distribution lines), and is only likely to affect a small
geographic area, hence the overall magnitude of effect on the landscape
of this VSAA is predicted to be small-medium. When combined with the
judgment on sensitivity, this results in predicted moderate effects on
landscape.
(ii) The skylining of the Proposed Development (RR No's. 11, 13, 34, 37, 39, 71,
73 and 79)
16.11.19 Likely visual effects on the study area are presented in Section 7.7 of the
ES (DCO document reference 6.7) and effects on residential visual
amenity are presented at Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.20).
16.11.20 During design development, careful consideration was given to the likely
effects on visual receptors (including users of roads, lanes, footpaths,
residential receptors, etc.) and the need to limit the potential for views of
poles on the skyline.
16.11.21 The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would cross ridges at Tir Mostyn,
Foel Gasyth and Cefn Meiriadog and/or briefly skyline and cross slopes at
locations including the B4501 near Plas Captain, Eriviat, Hafod and Elwy.
This was considered to be the most appropriate response to a complex
set of environmental and technical factors.
16.11.22 In these locations, the route of the proposed 132kV Overhead Line has
been designed to be as direct as possible, in order to limit the number of
poles which would potentially be visible on the skyline. This approach is
in direct response to the Holford Rules, including ‘Rule 4: Choose tree
and hill backgrounds in preference to sky backgrounds, wherever
possible; and when the line has to cross a ridge, secure this opaque
background as long as possible and cross obliquely when a dip in the
ridge provides an opportunity. Where it does not, cross directly,
preferably between belts of trees’. The Holford Rules are presented at
Appendix 7.2 of the ES (DCO document reference number 6.20).
16.11.23 The route of the proposed 132kV Overhead Line has been designed to be
as direct as possible over the Cefn Meiriadog ridge (the Bryn) and the
ridge east of Foel Gasyth, thus limiting the number of poles visible on the
skyline. The terminal pole would sit below the ridgeline which means that
in many views it would be backclothed by the rising landform behind.
16.11.24 The location of the proposed Collector Substation and the Wind Farms
guided the initial routeing and approximate location of the connection in
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the Tir Mostyn area. The presence of residential receptors on the eastern
flank of Tir Mostyn, and the topography, restrict routeing options along the
eastern flank. The presence of residential receptors on the western flank
of Tir Mostyn limit any routeing options along the lower western flank. As
such, a route close to the ridgeline is the best option if effects on
residential receptors are to be avoided. Locating the route further west
and lower down the slope of the flank of Tir Mostyn would provide some
backclothing of the line for distant receptors (for example, from Nantglyn)
but would potentially result in a skylining of the route for residential
receptors closer to the western flank of Tir Mostyn. Subsequently, by
aligning the route on the upper ridge, these closer properties, who would
otherwise have foreground views of the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line
on the skyline, are likely to see less of the route as it runs along the
shoulder of the ridge. The Proposed Development follows a direct route in
this location to limit the need for angle towers and to maximise the
potential spacing between the wood pole support structures, thus
decreasing the required number of poles. This accords with Holford Rule
3: Other things being equal, choose the most direct line, with no sharp
changes of direction and thus with few angle towers. The Holford Rules
are listed at Appendix 7.2 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20).
16.11.25 There is potential for brief skylining of the poles close to Hafod Wood near
the B5382. This is likely to be in views from the road and from nearby
residential receptors. The route of the Proposed Development has been
guided in this location by the presence of residential receptors (both
existing receptors, and those with planning permission). Where possible,
routeing falls equidistant between properties. Bringing the route closer to
the trees (and utilising their screening potential) would bring the proposed
132kV Overhead Line closer to a planned residential receptor.
16.11.26 There is potential for brief skylining at other locations, including near the
B4501 at Peniel, near Coed Wern Ddu in Eriviat Park and near the Elwy
Valley slopes. At Peniel the route of the proposed 132kV Overhead Line
has been selected to minimise skylining effects on properties at Peniel
and north of Peniel, by routeing through a localised dip in the landform. At
Eriviat, the Proposed Development is again routed to minimise effects on
nearby residential receptors, including those closer to Henllan, by routeing
through a more sparsely populated area and utilising the presence of local
screening from existing trees where possible. Along the Elwy Valley
slopes, woodland is utilised as a screen and backcloth where possible to
minimise skylining. It should be noted that the extent of potential skylining
is subject to the position of the viewer.
16.11.27 It is recognised in Section 5.9.18 of NPS EN-1 that ‘All proposed energy
infrastructure is likely to have visual effects for many receptors around
proposed sites’. The [IPC] will have to judge whether the visual effects on
sensitive receptors, such as local residents, and other receptors, such as
visitors to the local area, outweigh the benefits of the project.’ Based on
this and after considering the representations made about the visual
effects arising from skylining, SP Manweb concludes that the Proposed
Development is acceptable.
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(iii) The ‘skylining’ on the ridge at the area known as ‘the Bryn’ (RR No's. 11
and 65)
16.11.28 Effects on the area around the Cefn Meiriadog ridge (the Bryn) are
presented in Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) and
effects on residential visual amenity are presented at Appendix 7.1 (DCO
document reference 6.20).
16.11.29 Cefn Meiriadog is a low ridge on the eastern fringes of the Rhos Hills in
north Denbighshire. It forms a visual barrier between much of the study
area and the landscape to the north, including St Asaph and the North
Wales coastline. The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would cross the
Elwy Valley and before rising up over the Cefn Meiriadog ridge.
16.11.30 During design development, careful consideration was given to the likely
effects on visual receptors (including users of roads, lanes, footpaths,
residential receptors, etc.). The route has been designed to limit the
potential for skylining, as can be seen from the direct route that the
Proposed Development takes over the Cefn Meiriadog ridge, thus limiting
the number of poles visible on the skyline. The terminal pole would sit
below the ridgeline which means that in many views it would be
backclothed by the rising landform behind.
16.11.31 This approach is in direct response to ‘Holford Rule 4: Choose tree and
hill backgrounds in preference to sky backgrounds, wherever possible;
and when the line has to cross a ridge, secure this opaque background as
long as possible and cross obliquely when a dip in the ridge provides an
opportunity. Where it does not, cross directly, preferably between belts of
trees’. The Holford Rules are presented at Appendix 7.2 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.20).
16.11.32 Chapter 7 and Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7 and
6.20 respectively) summarise potential landscape and visual effects at
sections 7.7.82 - 7.7.84, 7.7.117 - 7.7.120, 7.7.125, 7.7.129. This is also
included within Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual Amenity Assessment
(DCO document reference number 6.20) at Table 3.1 and Table 7.23.
16.11.33 In summary, some moderate visual effects are identified from clustered
properties, local lanes, and the network of public footpaths on the northern
slopes of the Cefn Meiriadog ridge close to the Proposed Development,
where some poles would be seen on the skyline.
16.11.34 The proposed specific mitigation measures presented in Table 7.23 of the
ES (DCO document reference 6.7) are very localised and unlikely to
substantially reduce the effects on landscape character. As such, residual
effects are likely to remain moderate.
16.11.35 It is recognised in Section 5.9.18 of NPS EN-1 that ‘All proposed energy
infrastructure is likely to have visual effects for many receptors around
proposed sites’. The [IPC] will have to judge whether the visual effects on
sensitive receptors, such as local residents, and other receptors, such as
visitors to the local area, outweigh the benefits of the project.’ Based on
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this and after considering the representations made about visual effects,
SP Manweb concludes that the Proposed Development is acceptable.
(iv) Assessment methodology (RR No. 13, 39 and 90)
16.11.36 The assessment of landscape effects has been undertaken in accordance
with industry standard guidance GLVIA3.
16.11.37 NPS EN-1 (paragraphs 5.9.8 and 5.9.18) notes that major energy
infrastructure projects are likely to result in landscape and visual effects,
discusses generic issues relating to such effects and provides guidance
on how these should be addressed.
16.11.38 NRW has confirmed, in their relevant representations response (No. 91)
that the methods used in the landscape and visual impact assessment are
appropriate, compliant with current guidance and concur with the
assessment of residual effects.
16.11.39 In accordance with Planning Policy Wales 2014, LANDMAP has been
used to inform the baseline for the LVIA and as the starting point for the
detailed assessment work. However, additional field survey work has also
been undertaken to inform the assessment.
16.11.40 In accordance with GLVIA3, the approach to landscape and visual
(including cumulative) assessment required the identification of the nature
or sensitivity of the landscape or visual receptor and the prediction of the
nature or magnitude of change likely to occur. A judgement was then
made about the likely significance of the resulting effect based on a
combination of these two variables.
16.11.41 The guidance used for assessing the magnitude of landscape and visual
effects is presented in Table 7.7 and Table 7.13 in the ES (DCO
document reference 6.7).
16.11.42 GIS mapping, computer modelling to produce draft visualisations and a
zone of theoretical visibility map (ZTV) assisted the assessment and
judgement of significance. The area was visited by the landscape
architects undertaking the LVIA on many occasions in both winter and
summer conditions throughout the four year period between 2008 and
2013.
16.11.43 Section 7.4 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) explains how
informed professional assessment, drawing on guidance in GLVIA3 was
used to categorise the landscape and visual effects into one of four broad
categories – negligible, minor, moderate and major. For the purposes of
the assessment, effects judged to be moderate or major are considered to
be significant. An indication of what constitutes a significant landscape or
visual effect is set out in Table 7.8 and Section 7.14 of the ES respectively
(DCO document reference 6.7).
16.11.44 In terms of landscape effects, Section 7.4 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.7), explains that GLVIA3 emphasises that there are no hard
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and fast rules about what makes a landscape effect significant and
therefore there cannot be a standard or matrix approach since
circumstances vary depending on the locations, landscape context and
type of development. At opposite ends of the spectrum GLVIA3
(paragraph 5.56) notes that:


‘Major loss of irreversible negative effects, over an extensive
area, on elements and/or aesthetic and perceptual aspects that
are key to the character of nationally valued landscapes are
likely to be of the greatest significance;



Reversible negative effects of short duration, over a restricted
area, on elements and/or aesthetic and perceptual aspect that
contribute to but are not key characteristics of the character of
landscapes of community value are likely to be of the least
significance and may, depending on the circumstances, be
judged as not significant; and



Where assessments of significance place landscape effects
between these extremes, judgements must be made about
whether or not they are significant, with full explanations of why
these conclusions have been reached.’

16.11.45 In terms of visual effects, Section 7.4 of the ES (DCO document reference
6.7), explains that GLVIA3 emphasises that there are no hard and fast
rules about what makes a visual effect significant and therefore there
cannot be a standard or matrix approach since circumstances vary
depending on the locations, landscape context and type of development.
In making a judgement about the significance of visual effects, GLVIA3
(paragraph 6.44) makes the following points:


Effects on people who are particularly sensitive to changes in
views and visual amenity are more likely to be significant;



Effects on people at recognised and important viewpoints or
from recognised scenic routes are more likely to be significant;
and



Large scale changes which introduce new, non-characteristic or
discordant or intrusive elements into the view are more likely to
be significant than small changes or changes involving features
already present within the view.

16.11.46 The assessments presented in Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.7) are considered to represent the realistic worst case
scenario because the assessments were carried out in clear weather
when the proposed 132kV Overhead Line would be at its most visible.
Winter viewpoints were used to illustrate the effects of the proposed
132 kV Overhead Line under the worst case scenario in terms of lack of
screening by trees in leaf.
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16.11.47 The identification of some significant landscape and visual effects is not
unusual and is acknowledged in NPS EN-1 (paragraphs 5.9.8 and 5.9.18).
The introduction of some 215 (circa 13m high) structures into the rural
landscape of North Wales will inevitably result in some significant
landscape and visual effects.
16.11.48 SP Manweb considers that the predicted effects of the Proposed
Development are proportionate to the type of development proposed and
to the type of landscape in which it is located.
16.11.49 The fact that none of the effects was assessed as major is not
unexpected. An overhead line would be visible in the landscape, but the
double wood pole structure chosen is of an appropriate scale (similar in
height to mature trees, and generally lying below the horizon formed by
the tree canopy) and is constructed from a material which sits well within
this (largely) well-treed landscape. Combined with the careful route which
has been selected, this embedded mitigation would reduce the likely
effects.
(v) Effect on visual amenity in the environs of Groesffordd Marli (RR No. 13 and
65)
16.11.50 Effects on visual amenity around Groesffordd Marli are presented in
Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) and effects on
residential visual amenity are presented at Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.20).
16.11.51 The ES specifically identifies effects at this location (landscape and
visual), the significance of these effects and suggested mitigation
measures. This is located at sections 7.7.84, 7.7.117 - 7.7.120, 7.7.125
and 7.7.129 of Chapter 7 of the ES DCO document reference 6.7. This is
also included within Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual Amenity Assessment
(DCO document reference number 6.20) at Table 3.1 and Table 7.23.
16.11.52 In summary, the assessment concluded that some moderate visual effects
are likely to be experienced from the cluster of properties at Groesffordd
Marli, local lanes, and the network of public footpaths on the northern
slopes of the Cefn Meiriadog ridge. These visual receptors all lie close to
the Proposed Development, where a short section of the proposed 132kV
Overhead Line would be seen on the skyline as it crossed the ridgeline.
16.11.53 The proposed specific mitigation planting measures presented in Table
7.23 of the ES (document number 6.7) are very localised and unlikely to
substantially reduce the effects on landscape character. As such, residual
effects are likely to remain moderate.
16.11.54 It is recognised in NPS EN-1 (paragraph 5.9.18) that ‘All proposed energy
infrastructure is likely to have visual effects for many receptors around
proposed sites’. The [IPC] will have to judge whether the visual effects on
sensitive receptors, such as local residents, and other receptors, such as
visitors to the local area, outweigh the benefits of the project.’ Based on
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this and after considering the representations made about visual effects,
SP Manweb concludes that the Proposed Development is acceptable.
(vi) Disagreement on conclusions of the LVIA assessment (RR No. 90)
16.11.55 Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20) presents the
residential visual amenity assessment undertaken for the Proposed
Development. A summary is presented in Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO
document reference number 6.7).
The assessment includes an
assessment of effects on the group of properties referred to in relevant
representation no. 9 (Ref 49 – Hendy College, College Farm, Pen Y
Buarth). The assessment is undertaken at Table 3.1 of Appendix 7.1 of
the ES (DCO document reference 6.20).
16.11.56 The visual assessment concluded that there would be a minor magnitude
of change which, when combined with the high sensitivity residential
receptors, would give lead to minor effect which is not considered
significant.
16.11.57 The residential visual amenity assessment notes that primary views are
not orientated towards the Proposed Development, although Hendy
College and College Farm may experience winter views (depending on
tree cover) of the Proposed Development as it passes from the ridge
down the valley sides towards Hendy. College Farm (the bungalow)
would experience views of the Proposed Development to the rear (six
windows) and side. The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would briefly
skyline as it reached the rising land adjacent to the B4501.
16.11.58 SP Manweb considers that the effects have been accurately assessed
and are proportionate to the type of development proposed and to the
type of landscape in which it is located.
(vii) The possible recreational and visual impact from the ‘North Wales
Pilgrims Way’ (RR No. 11)
16.11.59 The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would cross the North Wales
Pilgrim’s Way at just one location near Croen Llwm Mawr. It would be
clearly, but briefly, visible as it approached the North Pilgrim’s Way from
Berain and oversailed the path as it headed towards the Elwy Valley
slopes. The 132kV Overhead Line would not be largely backclothed by
rising landform and existing trees. The proposed 132kV Overhead Line
would not be close to the Pilgrim’s Way as it crossed the Cefn Meiriadog
ridge south and east of Bryn Cefn, north east of Bont Newydd.
16.11.60 Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) assesses the likely
effects on the regionally promoted North Wales Pilgrim’s Way.
Specifically, sections 7.7.79, 7.7.117 – 7.7.119 and 7.7.125 of Section 7.7
assesses these specific effects. This assessment is also undertaken at
3.10 and section 7.10 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7
16.11.61 Where structures are located close to the North Wales Pilgrim’s Way, new
tree and hedgerow planting has been proposed to help offset any effects.
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Whilst, in time, this would compensate for some of the adverse visual
effects, Section 7.10 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7)
acknowledges that it is not be possible to screen views of all structures
and the residual effect on short sections of the trail is likely to remain
locally moderate. However, it is important to note that this effect would be
transient and localised.
(viii) The landscape impact from Llannefydd down from the Elwy and onto on
Bryn Meiriadog (RR No. 40)
16.11.62 This is explained in the response provided at paragraphs 16.11.1 to
16.11.18 of this document 7.
(ix) Visual impacts of tree planting measures (RR No. 68)
16.11.63 Relevant representation No. 68 does not identify the location being
referred to. Vehicle numbers quoted (2000 per day) suggest it refers to
the A543. The response is provide in paragraphs16.11.70 to 16.11.74 8:
(x) Landscape and visual impact on countryside at Llys Hedydd (RR No. 79)
16.11.64 The assessment of the likely significant effects on the area close to the
B5382 and Hafod is presented in Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.7). Specifically, the full assessment was undertaken at
sections 7.7.75, 7.7.48 and Table 7.23 of Chapter 7 of the ES. The
specific area is provided within Figure 7.9 (Sheet 3 of 4) of the
Environmental Statement Figures (DCO document reference 6.16). The
relevant viewpoint is Viewpoint 15.
16.11.65 Llys Hedydd is located over 200m from the Proposed Development,
adjacent to the B5382, to the west of Henllan, and south east of Hafod
Wood.
16.11.66 It is important to note that the visual assessment did not consider the
effect on views as experienced by occupiers of individual residential
properties, but looked at the general effects on the wider visual amenity of
area in which the Proposed Development is located.
16.11.67 Llys Hedydd is located more than 200m from the Proposed Development
and was therefore not included in the residential visual amenity
assessment because at this distance the perceived size and scale of the
Proposed Development in views from the property would not give rise to
significant effects.
16.11.68 The visual assessment predicted moderate landscape and visual effects
in the area around Llys Hedydd. The proposed specific mitigation
measures presented in Table 7.23 in the ES (document number 6.7) are
very localised and unlikely to substantially reduce the effects on
7

The landscape designation between the River Elwy and the terminal poles in Groesffordd Marli in the Environmental
Statement and the LANDMAP-based assessment of Landscape Sensitivity.
8
Visual impacts where the Proposed Development crosses the Denbigh to Groes highway.
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landscape character.
moderate.

As such, residual effects are likely to remain

16.11.69 It is recognised in NPS EN-1 (paragraph 5.9.8) that, ‘virtually all nationally
significant energy infrastructure projects will have effects on the
landscape. Projects need to be designed carefully, taking account of the
potential impact on the landscape. Having regard to siting, operational
and other relevant constraints the aim should be to minimise harm to the
landscape, providing reasonable mitigation where possible and
appropriate’.
16.11.70 Section 5.9.18 of NPS EN-1 notes that, ‘All proposed energy infrastructure
is likely to have visual effects for many receptors around proposed sites’.
The [IPC] will have to judge whether the visual effects on sensitive
receptors, such as local residents, and other receptors, such as visitors to
the local area, outweigh the benefits of the project.’
(xi) Visual Impact where the Proposed Development crosses the Denbigh to
Groes highway (A543) (RR No. 92 and 68)
16.11.71 The assessment of the likely visual effects of the proposed 132kV
Overhead Line oversailing the A543 is presented in Section 7.7 of the ES
(DCO document reference 6.7). Specifically, the full assessment was
undertaken at sections 7.5.52, 7.7.72, 7.7.48, 7.7.49 and Table 7.23 of
Chapter 7 of the ES. The relevant viewpoint is Viewpoint 11.
16.11.72 The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would oversail the A543 near Groes.
16.11.73 Where the proposed 132kV Overhead Line would oversail the A453 near
Pandy, a direct rather than oblique route has been selected to limit the
effects on views from the road. Nevertheless the 132kV Overhead Line
would be visible as it oversails the road where it is slightly elevated. It will
interrupt views towards distant upland areas including the Clwydian
Range and Dee Valley AONB and with predicted moderate effects. These
effects would, however, be intermittent (depending on the screening effect
of roadside vegetation) and transient.
16.11.74 The proposed specific mitigation measures presented in Table 7.23 of the
ES (DCO document reference 6.7) are localised and have been designed
to provide an element of screening in immediate proximity to the
structures adjacent to the road, whilst retaining the long views to distant
uplands, which car users enjoy. In addition, any planting would be subject
to visibility clearance guidance from the relevant highways specialists.
Residual effects are likely to remain moderate.
16.11.75 It is recognised in NPS EN-1 (paragraph 5.9.18) that, ‘All proposed energy
infrastructure is likely to have visual effects for many receptors around
proposed sites’. The [IPC] will have to judge whether the visual effects on
sensitive receptors, such as local residents, and other receptors, such as
visitors to the local area, outweigh the benefits of the project.’
(xxii) Assessment of the Hafod Dingle Valley (RR No. 86 and 88)
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16.11.76 The assessment of the likely landscape and visual effects of the Proposed
Development near Hafod Dingle is presented in Section 7.7 of the ES
(DCO document reference 6.7). Appendix 7.4 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.20) provides a full assessment of landscape sensitivity and
an assessment of the significance of any environmental effects.
16.11.77 The assessment of landscape and visual effects has been undertaken in
accordance with industry standard guidance in GLVIA3. It is important to
note that the assessment did not consider the effect on the landscape as
experienced by occupiers of individual residential properties, but looked at
the general effects on the wider landscape of the area in which the
Proposed Development is located.
16.11.78 NPS EN-1 (paragraphs 5.9.8 and 5.9.18) notes that major energy
infrastructure projects are likely to result in landscape and visual effects,
discusses generic issues relating to such effects and provides guidance
on how these should be addressed.
16.11.79 NRW has confirmed, in their relevant representations response (No. 91)
that the methodology used to undertake the landscape and visual
assessment is appropriate, compliant with current guidance and concur
with the assessment of residual effects.
16.11.80 The proposed 132kV Overhead Line would head down the broad gently
undulating valley between Eriviat and Hafod on its approach to Hafod
Dingle. Scattered residential properties located within a few hundred
metres of the Proposed Development are likely to have views of the
132kV Overhead Line , particularly as it rises in the landscape on the
approach to Hafod Wood, as the 132kV Overhead Line crosses (and is
visible from) the B5382.
16.11.81 A survey of this area was undertaken for landscape and visual
assessment purposes, in November 2013, as part of the route corridor
walkover. Landscape and visual surveys covered the land from the
B5382 across the fields towards Hafod Dingle, and along the Clwydian
Way footpath.
16.11.82 Hafod Dingle lies within LANDMAP VSAA CNWVS069 Afon Elwy – East.
16.11.83 40% of the Afon Elwy Valley East VSAA is comprised of land classified as
Outstanding in terms of LANDMAP Landscape Habitats Overall
Evaluation.
These areas are distributed across the VSAA but
concentrated to the wooded east and north of the VSAA. The Final Route
Alignment passes through such areas on five occasions totalling
approximately 300m in length.
16.11.84 Around Hafod Dingle, the landscape value, susceptibility and overall
sensitivity to the Proposed Development was judged to be medium-high
respectively. The scale of the effect is likely to be medium-large but the
Proposed Development would only affect a small geographic area, hence
the overall magnitude of effect on the landscape of this VSAA is predicted
to be medium. When combined with the judgment on sensitivity, this
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results in predicted moderate effects on landscape. Woodland
enhancements to improve linkage of woodland/hedgerow elements, edge
planting to reduce linear corridor effects and existing hedgerow
improvements are proposed mitigation measures at Hafod Dingle.
(xiii) Landscape and visual impact the upon middle Elwy Valley and Cefn
Meiriadog (RR No. 71 and 73)
16.11.85 Please refer to the response given above in the following relevant
representation responses:
•

Paragraphs 16.11.71 to 16.11.75: The landscape designation
between the River Elwy and the terminal pole in Groesffordd
Marli in the Environmental Statement and the LANDMAPbased assessment of Landscape Sensitivity;

•

Paragraphs 16.11.28 to 16.11.35 : The ‘skylining’ on the ridge
at the area known as ‘the Bryn; and

•

Paragraphs 16.11.50 to 16.11.54: Effect on visual amenity in
the environs of Groesffordd Marli.

16.11.86 Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20) presents the
residential visual amenity assessment undertaken for the Proposed
Development and a summary is presented in Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.7). This includes an assessment of the effects on
Plas Newydd (a grade II* listed building).
16.11.87

Appendix 7.1 (Section 1.6) of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20)
notes that ‘Receptors greater than 200m from the Final Route Alignment
were included where concerns were raised during stakeholder and public
consultations’. Plas Newydd was therefore included in the assessment
although it lies more than 250m from the Proposed Development.

16.11.88 The assessment is presented in Appendix 7.1 (Table 3.1) of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.20). The property reference for Plas Newydd is
330.
16.11.89 The ES identified moderate visual effects at the middle Elwy Valley and
Cefn Meiriadog and suggested mitigation measures. This is specifically
assessed within Table 3.1 of Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.20).
16.11.90 The combination of distance, intervening vegetation and outbuildings, and
presence of other structures means the predicted magnitude of change
would be small. When combined with the judgment on sensitivity, this
results in predicted minor effects on views from Plas Newydd.
(xiv) Visual and residential amenity impact upon the Centre for Personal
Development (RR No. 50, 60, 62 and 79)
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16.11.91 Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20) presents the
residential visual amenity assessment undertaken for the Proposed
Development and a summary is presented in Sections 7.7 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.7). This included an assessment of effects on the
Centre for Personal Development.
16.11.92 Appendix 7.1 (Section 1.6) of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20)
notes that ‘Receptors greater than 200m from the Final Route Alignment
were included where concerns were raised during stakeholder and public
consultations’. The centre for Personal Development was therefore
included in the assessment although it lies more than 250m from the
Proposed Development. This is because the property would have
skylined views of the Proposed Development on the rising land above
Hafod Farm.
16.11.93 Pen Parc Llwyd (where the Centre for Personal Development is located) is
located over 310m west from the Limits of Deviation, adjacent to the
B5382, to the west of Henllan, and south of Hafod Wood.
16.11.94 Pen Parc Llwyd is located where the Final Route Alignment passes in
close proximity to both the Llannefydd Lowlands and the Afon Elwy Valley,
and the results of the assessment on visual and landscape effects in this
location are summarised within Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.7). Specifically, an assessment is included at sections 7.7.75,
7.7.48 and Table 23 of Chapter 7. Viewpoint 15 is the relevant viewpoint
that formed the basis of the assessment. Table 3.1 of Appendix 7.1 (DCO
document reference 6.20) also provided a full residential amenity
assessment in relation to Pen Parc Llwyd.
16.11.95 There is the likelihood of some skylined views of the Proposed
Development from Pen Parc Llwyd. However, the structures would be at
least 300m away and would appear about 3cm high. In other directions,
the Proposed Development would be screened or backclothed by
vegetation and landform. The predicted magnitude of change would be
small and no likely significant environmental effects would arise.
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17.

NEED FOR PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

17.1

Relevant Representations

17.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were
received by PINS:
Table 17

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments

7

"The North Wales Wind Farm Connection in the form
proposed will load unnecessary extra costs onto the
electricity consumer".
We consider that any associated "Necessary Wayleave",
requested of DECC by SP Manweb, will be premature if
made before the outcome of the Examination in Public is
known.

36

42

50

54

62

63

74

John
Hopkinso
n
Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Nerys
Jones
Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Iwan
&
Helen
Jones
Dyfrig
Hughes
on behalf
of Pylon
the
Pressure
Group
Julia
Owen

Verbatim extract from RR

As relevant representation 36.

"…Pylons are a negative externality to all the residents of
this area who receive no benefit from the proposed
development."

"…Pylons are a waste of money and there are other ways of
renewable energy which are much more economic and
successful…"
Llanrhae "…Pylons are a negative externality to all the residents of
this area who receive no benefit from the proposed
adr
Communi development."
ty
Council
"…Residents in the area receive no benefits from the pylons
Alys
but the impact of the pylons are detrimental to many factors
Owen
of great importance to the residents."
Margaret "…Those that would be reaping the financial subsidies are
companies from outside the UK – the UK government must
Parrynow allow local residents to suffer in order that large global
Jones
companies reap the financial benefits.
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The impact assessments show very few benefits to the
areas affected…"
…Natural resources Wales are part of the Welsh
Government and have a vested interest. They are set to
benefit financially by significant amounts. Similarly Visit
Wales and Cadw are linked to Welsh Government...

79

81

86

Jannine
Poletti
Hughes
Llannefyd
d
Communi
ty
Council
Mr David
Roberts

88

Mari
Roberts

90

Dewi
Parry

…The grid connection is not needed; the region has
adequate power sources including a huge development of
off shore wind farms along the North Wales coast…"
"…Local residents bear all the externalities, yet receive none
of the benefits…"
"…The community will receive no benefit whatsoever from
this proposed development…"

"…Pylons are a negative externality to all the residents of
this area who receive no benefit from the proposed
development…"
"…Pylons are a negative externality to all the residents of
this area who receive no benefit from the proposed
development…"
"…6.There are no benefits to us or our community from this
development. There is only harm."

17.2

SP Manweb’s Response

17.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
regard to the need for the Proposed Development.

17.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

17.2.3

(a)

Cost of the Proposed Development to the consumer (RR No 7)

(b)

Need for new overhead line (RR No’s. 54, 74)

(c)

Benefits to the community (RR No’s. 50, 62, 63, 79, 81, 86, 88 and
90)

(d)

Need for the diversion of 11kV and 33kV overhead lines (RR No’s.
36 and 42)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the listed matters
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
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(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 42, 86 and 88);

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 42, 50, 62, 63, 74, 81,
86 and 88);

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 42 and 74);

(d)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 74, 79 and 81);

(e)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s 74 and 90);

(f)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 86 and 88);

(g)

Environmental impact (RR No. 74);

(h)

Ecological impact (RR No.’s 74, 86 and 88);

(i)

EIA methodology (RR No.’s 62, 63, 74, 86 and 88);

(j)

Health and electro-magnetic fields (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 74 and 81);

(k)

Human rights (RR No.’s 36 and 42);

(l)

Landowner negotiations (RR No.’s 36 and 42);

(m) Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 36, 50, 54, 62, 63, 74, 79,
81, 86, 88 and 90);
(n)

Rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 36, 42, 50, 62, 63, 74, 79, 81,
86, 88 and 90);

(o)

Socio-economics and tourism impacts (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 74, 79
and 81);

17.3

Cost of the Proposed Development to the consumer

17.3.1

The Proposed Development is developer funded, which includes acquiring
the necessary land rights. The terms of the funding for each developer is
set out in their respective connection agreements. Further detail is
provided in the Funding Statement (DCO document reference 4.2).

17.3.2

Given the National Policy position on need, this issue is a matter which SP
Manweb regards as having been fully responded to in this document and
therefore is not an issue that should require further consideration at
Examination.

17.4

Need for new overhead line

17.4.1

The need for the Proposed Development is set out in section 1.3 of the
Planning Statement (DCO document reference 7.4) and section 3 of the
Strategic Options Report (DCO document reference 7.3).

17.4.2

These sections are summarised in the following paragraphs.
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17.4.3

SP Manweb, as the local Distribution Network Operator (DNO) and holder
of a Distribution Licence for the North and Mid Wales, Cheshire,
Merseyside and Shropshire areas must comply with statutory and licence
duties and obligations including:
(i)

under section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 to
develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and
economical system of electricity distribution;

(ii)

under Section 16 of the Electricity Act 1989 to give
a supply of electricity and/or provide a connection
to an owner or occupier of any premises by means
of electric lines, plant or both; and

(iii)

under section 38 and Schedule 9 of the Electricity
Act 1989 to ensure that SP Manweb does not have
a detrimental effect on amenity when carrying out
its undertakings. Schedule 9 states that a licence
holder, such as SP Manweb, has a general
responsibility when formulating proposals for new
electric lines to:
“have regard to the desirability of preserving natural
beauty, of conserving flora, fauna and geological or
physiographical features of special interest and of
protecting sites, buildings and objects of
architectural, historic or archaeological interest;
and… do what [it] reasonably can to mitigate any
effect which the proposals would have on natural
beauty of the countryside or on any such flora,
fauna, features, sites, buildings or objects.”

17.4.4

A request for a connection to the SP Manweb Distribution Network was
received by SP Manweb from the developers of the Wind Farms (RWE
Npower Renewables Ltd, Brenig Wind Ltd, Vattenfall Wind Power Limited
and Tegni Cymru Cyf (Wind Farm Developers) in respect of their
proposed wind farms being Clocaenog Forest, Brenig, Nant Bach and
Derwydd Bach within the Area A TAN 8 development area. The Strategic
Options Report (DCO document reference 7.3) sets out the requirements
of these connections in more detail. These requests require a new
standalone connection for a capacity of up to 170MW.

17.4.5

Following receipt of a connection request, SP Manweb has a duty under
Condition 12 of its Distribution Licence to make a connection. Condition
12 also provides that, on receiving a request for connection, SP Manweb
will enter into an agreement outlining the works required to provide that
connection.

17.4.6

Following the connection requests made by the Wind Farm Developers,
respective connection offers were issued to the Wind Farm Developers as
part of SP Manweb’s Distribution Licence obligations.
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17.4.7

The existing electricity network, in the area of the Wind Farms, is
insufficient to accommodate the level of generation proposed for this
connection. This is principally as a result of the network evolving to only
serve the smaller scale local demand.

17.4.8

The Strategic Options Report (DCO document reference 7.3) outlines the
various options which were considered, including connecting to the
existing local network. The Strategic Options Report concludes that the
proposed connection has to be connected to a higher voltage and
capacity network since it cannot be accommodated locally.

17.4.9

As required under SP Manweb’s Distribution Licence, the respective
applications have been assessed resulting in a ‘Shared’ solution for
connection to the SP Manweb distribution network being offered and
accepted by all four Wind Farm Developers.

17.4.10

It is considered that this shared connection provides an economic,
efficient and enduring connection for the respective Wind Farm
Developers, and maintains the statutory level of supply security for the
existing SP Manweb distribution network.

17.4.11

There is a total of 170 MW of new generation contracted to connect to the
SP Manweb distribution network for the North Wales Wind Farms
Connection Project (within TAN 8 SSA A). The connections are due to be
made from 2017 onwards.

17.4.12

This level of generation cannot be connected locally and therefore the SP
Manweb network must be extended to accommodate the connection. This
would involve extending the existing 132kV network to the locality of the
proposed generation.The Proposed Development will also fulfil the need
for further diversification of the UK's energy sources identified in the
relevant planning policy context.

17.4.13

SP Manweb has recently been notified by Vattenfall Wind Power Limited
UK ("Vattenfall") that it will not be carrying out the development of Nant
Bach wind farm and that it will terminate its connection agreement with SP
Manweb. This reduces the total new generation capacity to 148 MW. This
does not affect the requirement for the Proposed Development, the
funding for it or the environmental assessment of it. This is explained
further in paragraphs 1.1.10 to 1.1.20 of this document

17.4.14

These planning policies are set out in section 4.3.7 and section 5 of the
Planning Statement and repeated below for clarity.
Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) July 2011

17.4.15

NPS EN-1 provides Government policy and guidance relating to the
generic impacts of energy infrastructure.

17.4.16

NPS EN-1 notes that the Government’s objectives for energy and climate
change will require further diversification of the UK’s energy sources and
much greater use of renewable and other low carbon forms of generation.
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It is estimated that there will be a need for about 59GW net of new
capacity by 2025, of which 33GW would need to come from renewable
sources to meet renewable energy commitments (para 3.3.22).
17.4.17

Section 3.7 specifically refers to the need for new electricity network
infrastructure noting that:
‘Much of the new electricity infrastructure that is needed will be
located in places where there is no existing network infrastructure.
This is likely to be the case for many wind farms’ (para 3.7.1)

17.4.18

It also notes that;
“Lack of sufficiently robust electricity networks can cause, or
contribute to, large scale interruptions. Existing transmission and
distribution networks will have to evolve and adapt in various ways to
handle increases in demand, but construction of new lines of 132 kV
and above will also be needed to meet the significant national need
for expansion and reinforcement of the UK’s transmission and
distribution networks" (para 3.7.2).
And:
‘It is important to note that new electricity network infrastructure
projects, which will add to the reliability of the national energy supply,
provide crucial national benefits, which are shared by all users of the
system.’(para 3.7.3).

17.4.19

The NPS states that a ‘smarter’ electricity grid will be needed to support a
more complex system of electricity supply and demand with generation
occurring in a greater diversity of locations. It notes that;
‘… new lines will have to be built, and the location of renewable
energy sources and designated sites for new nuclear power stations
makes it inevitable that a significant proportion of those new lines will
have to cross areas where there is little or no transmission
infrastructure at present, or which it may be claimed should be
protected from such intrusions’ (para. 3.7.7).

17.4.20

EN-1 emphasises that;
‘The urgency of need for new generating capacity means that the
need for new transmission infrastructure that is required to connect
that capacity will be similar’ (para 3.7.7).

17.4.21

Paragraph 3.7.10 confirms that
….'there is an urgent need for new electricity transmission and
distribution infrastructure (and in particular for new lines of 132 kV
and above) to be provided’.

17.4.22

The need for the Proposed Development has been summarised in
Chapter 1 of the Planning Statement (DCO document reference 7.4). The
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Proposed Development is required to meet the need to connect new
consented renewable energy generation and is in an area with no existing
132kV infrastructure, it therefore supports and meets the objectives of EN1.
17.4.23

Paragraph 3.7.10 states that the need for a new connections should
demonstrate:
….’if it represents an efficient and economical means of connecting a
new generating station to the transmission or distribution network …
and has sufficient capacity … to supply current or anticipated future
levels of demand.’

17.4.24

The Strategic Options Report (DCO document reference 7.3) identifies the
Proposed Development as the least cost option and therefore the most
economical for the connection. It also acknowledges that the Proposed
Development 132kV Overhead Line design is the most efficient means by
which to connect the contracted wind farms. Other technologies such as
steel tower lines would be more costly and only suitable for a larger export
of electricity.

17.4.25

Paragraph 3.7.10 goes on to recognise that there will be more than one
technological approach to make a connection (e.g. by overhead line or
underground cable) and that
‘…the costs and benefits of these alternatives should be properly
considered as set out in EN-5’…

17.4.26

Parts 4 and 5 of the NPS identify the ‘Assessment Principles’ and Generic
Impacts’ which are key factors influencing decision making.

17.4.27

Part 4, ‘Assessment Principles’, sets out general policies in accordance
with which applications relating to energy infrastructure are to be decided.
The DCO Application for the Proposed Development is accompanied by
an Environmental Statement (see DCO Document Refs 6.0 – 6.28) that
addresses the requirements of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (as amended) (EIA Regulations),
responds to and addresses the matters raised in the Secretary of States
Scoping Opinion (DCO document reference 6.29) and addresses the
matters set out in EN-1 paragraphs 4.2.1 to 4.2.11.

17.4.28

SP Manweb has developed a rigorous approach to routeing. Strategic
Options were developed, which were then refined following consultation to
proposed route corridors, which in turn were refined further to more
detailed route alignments. In this process, SP Manweb considered
environmental factors including landscape character. This approach takes
into account the guidance provided in the Holford Rules and for this
Proposed Development has utilised the information provided within the
LANDMAP datasets and also had regard to non-statutory and statutory
consultation responses. The route of the Proposed Development has
been refined through this process and in response to consultation
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feedback. SP Manweb considers that it has demonstrated that the siting of
the Proposed Development and use of materials delivers good design.
17.4.29

Part 5 ‘Generic Impacts’ identifies the impacts of energy infrastructure that
are anticipated to arise most frequently, noting that it is not intended to
provide a list of all possible effects or ways to mitigate such effects.

17.4.30

SP Manweb considers that the generic impacts identified in EN-1 have
been addressed in the ES. The Planning Statement (DCO document
reference 7.4) provides further information on each of the key topic areas
and explains how they are covered in the ES. In conclusion, SP Manweb
considers that through careful routeing and design the Proposed
Development has taken into account the generic impacts referred to in
EN-1, minimised potential effects and identifed reasonable mitigation
measures which is therefore consistent with the requirements of NPS EN1.
National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN5) July 2011

17.4.31

NPS EN-5 provides specific guidance relevant to ‘electricity networks
infrastructure’ NSIPs.

17.4.32

It notes that:
‘This National Policy Statement (NPS) taken together with the
Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1), provides
the primary basis for decisions taken by the Infrastructure Planning
Commission (IPC) on applications it receives for electricity networks
infrastructure.’…(para 1.2.1)

17.4.33

Part 2 ‘Assessment and Technology-Specific Information’ provides
guidance, under a number of headings, as to what should be considered.

17.4.34

The NPS notes that the general location of electricity network projects is
often determined by the location, or anticipated location, of a particular
generating station in relation to the existing network (para 2.2.2).

17.4.35

The Proposed Development is required to meet the connection
agreements between SP Manweb and the three consented wind farms.
The evolution of the Proposed Development and consideration of strategic
options has taken into account the location of the generation and potential
locations for the connection to the existing network.

17.4.36

Para 2.6.1 sets out additional technology specific considerations on the
following generic impacts considered in EN-1. These are:


Biodiversity and geological conservation;



Landscape and visual; and



Noise and vibration.
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17.4.37

Para 2.6.2 notes that the NPS also sets out technology-specific
considerations for the impact of EMFs, which is not an impact considered
in EN-1.

17.4.38

Further more detailed guidance on these four topics is provided in
Sections 2.7 – 2.10 of the NPS.

17.4.39

SP Manweb considers the impacts identified in EN-5 have been
addressed in the ES. The Planning Statement (DCO document reference
7.4) provides further information on each of the key topic areas and
explains how they are covered in the ES. In conclusion, SP Manweb
considers that through careful routeing and design the Proposed
Development has taken into account the potential impact identified in EN5, minimised potential effects and identified reasonable mitigation
measures which is therfore consistent with the requirements of NPS EN-5.
Planning Policy Wales

17.4.40

Planning Policy Wales (Edition 7, July 2014) (PPW) sets out the land use
planning policies of the Welsh Government and should be taken into
account by local planning authorities in the preparation of development
plans.

17.4.41

In relation to planning for renewable energy development and associated
‘grid’ infrastructure at a local level, PPW states that:
‘An integrated approach should be adopted towards planning
renewable and low carbon energy developments and additional
electricity grid network infrastructure. Additional electricity grid
network infrastructure will be needed to support the SSAs and local
planning authorities should facilitate grid developments when
appropriate proposals come forward whether or not the wind farms
are to be connected are located within their authorities. …’ (para
12.8.14).

17.4.42

PPW makes clear the commitment made by the Welsh Government to
contribute positively to the UK’s energy supply, including that gained from
renewable sources. In addition, PPW recognises the vital role that energy
distribution infrastructure has in ensuring the delivery of that energy
supply, particularly as required to support the SSAs noting that ‘local
planning authorities should facilitate grid developments when appropriate
proposals come forward.’ (para 12.8.14).

17.4.43

SP Manweb has made a commitment to the developers of the three
consented wind farms to connect them to the distribution network. The
electricity would be conveyed to St Asaph Substation, from where it can
be effectively and economically distributed.

17.4.44

The Proposed Development would have no direct impact on generation of
the energy mix aspired to in Government energy policy. However, it is
crucial to enabling a key element of that energy mix, the supply of
renewable energy, to be provided.
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17.4.45

In providing a connection to enable the renewable energy generated by
the contracted wind farms to be delivered, the Proposed Development
would contribute to the UK achieving a low carbon economy and the
targets set for significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.

17.4.46

Welsh national planning advice (PPW) and policy documents also
recognise that additional distribution infrastructure will be required to
convey the energy generated to the homes and businesses where it is to
be used. The lack of grid network capacity in North Wales is particularly
identified. PPW highlights that distribution is expected to be provided by a
standard three wire system on wooden poles or by undergrounded line.

17.4.47

Given the National Policy position on need, this issue is a matter which SP
Manweb regards as having been fully responded to in this document and
therefore is not an issue that should require further consideration at
Examination.

17.5

Benefits to the community

17.5.1

A number of the relevant representations refer to the fact that the local
community will not benefit from the Proposed Development. SP Manweb
considers that National Policy Statement EN-1 is a particularly important
consideration when considering community benefits and it states:
‘it is important to note that new electricity network infrastructure
projects, which will add to the reliability of the national energy
supply, provide crucial national benefits, which are shared by
all users of the system’ (para 3.7.3).

17.5.2

The UK faces a major challenge with increasing demands for energy at a
time when ageing power plants are closing and there is an urgent need to
tackle climate change by reducing carbon emissions. To meet this
challenge, the UK and Welsh Governments are seeking to cut emissions
and increase new low carbon energy generation.

17.5.3

North Wales has been identified as an important location for renewable
energy developers who are proposing to build wind farms in the area. The
proposed wind farms are concentrated in and around Strategic Search
Area A – one of the seven areas identified in the Welsh Government’s
Technical Advice Note (TAN) 8: Planning for Renewable Energy.

17.5.4

The Proposed Development would facilitate the generation of renewable
energy therefore making a significant contribution to meeting the urgent
need to cut greenhouse gas emissions and reach the UK target of 15% of
energy from renewable resources by 2020.

17.5.5

SP Manweb considers that the Proposed Development will deliver
benefits to the community as users of an enhanced electricity network
distributing urgently needed electricity generated from renewable sources.
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17.5.6

Chapter 20 of this document provides responses to relevant
representations that raise concerns regarding socio-economic and tourism
impacts from the Proposed Development.

17.5.7

Chapter 11 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.11) identifies that there
will be no significant adverse impact on local businesses and states that
construction of the Proposed Development will benefit local
accommodation providers during the construction phase and may require
input from the local workforce. It is expected that the appointed
construction contractor will utilise local suppliers for plant and machinery,
fencing contractors, cement, stone and other materials.

17.5.8

SP Manweb has also developed a landscape management plan (DCO
document reference 6.20.6) which seeks to improve the vegetation in the
vicinity of the Proposed Development through the improvement of
hedgerows and planting of trees. Vegetation, trees hedgerows, soils and
other environmental resources which are removed or displaced during
construction will be reinstated. Trees will be replaced on a two-for-one
basis therefore resulting in additional trees in the landscape and
improvements to hedgerows.

17.5.9

Given the National Policy position on need, this issue is a matter which SP
Manweb regards as having been fully responded to in this document and
therefore is not an issue that should require further consideration at
Examination.

17.6

Need for the diversion of 11kV and 33kV overhead lines

17.6.1

The diversion of the existing 11kV and 33kV overhead lines is necessary
in order to allow the construction of the Proposed Development and to
ensure the timely delivery of the Proposed Development in accordance
with SP Manweb's statutory licence obligations. It is also necessary to
ensure the expedient connection to the distribution network of the Wind
Farms that have connection agreement with SP Manweb. which will meet
much needed national energy need in accordance with National Policy
Statements EN-1 and EN-3.

17.6.2

SP Manweb requires the necessary land agreements in order to divert the
11kV and 33kV lines. Voluntary agreements have been requested from all
interests affected by the diversion of those overhead lines. To date, 12
wayleaves for the diversion of the lower voltage lines have been obtained
through voluntary negotiation. However, SP Manweb still requires 7
wayleaves for the diversion works.

17.6.3

In accordance with the Electricity Act 1989 (as amended) 7 applications to
the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) for a necessary
wayleave have been made.

17.6.4

The determination of the application to DECC for necessary wayleaves
will take several months and may necessitate an inquiry in order to review
the evidence submitted in relation to the applications. As the wayleaves
are required to facilitate the Proposed Development (through the
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diversion/undergrounding of the 11kV lower voltage line), it is necessary
for SP Manweb to make the applications for necessary wayleaves for
those land interests in which SP Manweb has not managed to secure
voluntary agreement. These applications need to be made in parallel with
the DCO Application to ensure that the diversion of the 11kV and 33kV
lines can take place either before or alongside the Proposed
Development, enabling construction of the Proposed Development as
soon as possible should development consent be granted for the
Proposed Development.
17.6.5

As referred to above, as the wayleaves are required to facilitate the
Proposed Development, SP Manweb would only exercise the voluntary
wayleaves/necessary wayleaves for the diversions in the event that the
Secretary of State grants SP Manweb development consent for the
Proposed Development.

17.6.6

Given SP Manweb is not seeking the necessary wayleaves through the
Planning Act 2008, the necessary wayleave process is not a matter for the
Examining Authority and accordingly this issue should not be considered
any further in the Examination.
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18.

NOISE IMPACT

18.1

Relevant Representations

18.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were
received by PINS in respect of noise:
Table 18

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments

16

Jill Tyrer

“will create noise nuisance”.

66

David Tyrer

“When the Freedom engineer called at my property, he
admitted that there would be noise from the line in
various circumstances. Why is that not included in the
application?”.

70

Cyngor
Cymuned
LlanrhaeadryngNghinmeirch
Community
Council

“Residents will have significant cumulative effects both
visually and regarding noise.”

Verbatim extract from RR

18.2

SP Manweb’s Response

18.2.1

This response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised with
regard to noise.

18.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

18.2.3

(a)

Noise nuisance and assessment of noise effects (RR No.16)

(b)

Noise caused by the overhead line (RR No. 66)

(c)

Cumulative effects (RR No. 70)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the matters listed
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No. 16)

(b)

compensation and property values (RR No.’s 16, 66 and 70)

(c)

consultation (RR No.’s 16 and 70)
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(d)

cumulative impact (RR No. 70)

(e)

design and construction (RR No. 70)

(f)

environmental impact (RR No. 16)

(g)

EIA methodology (RR No. 70)

(h)

Health and electro-magnetic fields (RR No.’s 16 and 70)

(i)

landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 66 and 70)

(j)

rationale for overhead line (RR No.’s 16, and 66)

(k)

socio-economic and tourism impact (RR No.’s 16, 66 and 70)

18.3

Noise nuisance and assessment of noise effects

18.3.1

Chapter 13 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.13) includes an
assessment of the potential effects from noise resulting from the Proposed
Development during both the construction and operational phases. This is
explained in more detail below.
Construction noise

18.3.2

The assessment concludes that there will be audible noise from the
construction works but that this will be present for relatively short periods
when construction plant will be operating close to affected properties.

18.3.3

Due to the linear nature of the works and the relatively rapid rate of
progress, the durations of these periods will only amount to very few days
and on those days working hours will be controlled as specified in the
CEMP (secured through requirement 13 of the draft DCO).

18.3.4

The results of the assessment (Section 13.7 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.13) demonstrates that noise levels due to the construction of
the Proposed Development would range from 43 to 72 dB LAeq.
Construction of only 3 poles would generate noise levels greater than 70
dB LAeq. These poles would involve construction into rock or poor ground
conditions. These pole locations are at distances of less than 100m from
the respective nearest sensitive receptor (property). All other poles either
involve construction in moderate ground conditions, which would require
less plant and generate less noise, or are at distances greater than 100m
from sensitive receptors.

18.3.5

Apart from the effects identified above, the noise levels would lie well
below the typical daytime construction noise criterion of 70-75 dB LAeq and
also
lie
well
below
the
threshold
typically
applied
for
insulation/compensation. In the absence of specific baseline ambient
noise levels for each receptor, given the remote location, the assessment
assumed that daytime ambient noise levels would lie below the value of
65 dB LAeq (Category A in Table 13.5 (DCO document reference 6.13) in
realtion to determination of eligibility for noise insulation. On this basis,
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the threshold for potential significant effects at dwellings closest to the
works would be 65 dB LAeq.
18.3.6

Those receptors where the construction noise level is calculated to
exceed the threshold of 65 dB LAeq have been highlighted in Appendix
13.3 (document ref 6.25). A total of 6 locations where specific mitigation
measures may be required to minimise noise impacts have been identified
in Table 13.12 (DCO document reference 6.13). This takes into account
the 3 poles generating noise levels greater than 70 dB LAeq.

18.3.7

Chapter 13 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.13) identifies a number
of embedded mitigation measures that would control noise. These
measures are summarised below and are secured in the DCO through the
CEMP (DCO document reference 6.18):
•

Selecting inherently quiet plant;

•

The use, where necessary and practical, of enclosures and
screens around noisy fixed plant;

•

Limiting site working where possilbe to daytime hours; and,

•

Adherence to relevant British Standards. .

. These measures included are regularly and successfully applied
to large scale construction projects in order to minimise noise
effects on local communities. The application of such control
measures during the construction and/or decommissioning of the
Proposed Development would likewise ensure that the works
proceed with the minimum disturbance to local residents.
Operational noise
18.3.8

In the Scoping Opinion (DCO document reference 6.29), the Secretary of
State agreed that noise impacts during the operational phase of the
Proposed Development do not need to be assessed in the ES. He
requested that a general discussion of operational noise was provided in
order to present a professional opinion as to why this has not been
included in the detailed assessment.

18.3.9

Overhead Lines can occasionally create some noise but this is typically at
a low level and generally only in specific weather conditions, i.e. it is not
continuous. Chapter 13 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.13)
provides information on the potential operational noise produced by the
Proposed Development. Due to the distances between noise sensitive
receptors and the Proposed Development any noise from the Proposed
Development at those receptors would be below typical background noise
levels and therefore inaudible.

18.3.10

No operational noise calculations were performed for the Proposed
Development as this topic was scoped out of the environmental impact
assessment (see the Planning Inspectorate Scoping Opinion, DCO
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document reference 6.29). However, SP Transmission, SP Manweb’s
sister company which covers the transmission network in Scotland, has
carried out studies of audible noise of other overhead line projects. Details
of the audible noise levels calculated for the South West Scotland (SWS)
Project are set out below.
18.3.11

For the SWS Project, audible noise calculations were carried out for fair
weather and foul (wet) weather conditions. Calculations were carried out
for a 132kV wood pole line and, for the purposes of the assessment, the
ambient background sound levels were assumed to be in the range of 3035 dBA 9, Characteristic of a quiet rural area. SP Manweb considers this to
be a comparable study for the Proposed Development.

18.3.12

Table 18.3.1 below shows the audible noise levels for the 132kV wood
pole line calculated for fair and for foul weather.
Table 18.3.1 Calculated audible noise levels at wayleave edges in fair
and foul weather
Voltage
and Audible Noise (dBA)
overhead
line
Fair Weather
Foul Weather
design
-wayleave
edge
132kV Wood Pole 0.9
Line

+wayleave
edge
1.0

-wayleave
edge
25.9

+wayleave
edge
26.0

wayleave edge denotes ±35m

18.3.13

The SWS Project concluded that audible noise from 132kV lines would be
virtually undetectable in fair weather and would be detectable but below
the assumed lower limit of the assumed background noise level in foul
weather. This level of audible noise would be largely masked by other
noise sources associated with foul weather (rain, wind etc.).

18.3.14

Any such noise would therefore not produce any form of an adverse
significant effect requiring mitigation.
Nuisance from Noise

18.3.15

SP Manweb has identified and secured mitigation measures to minimise
the potential for noise during construction of the Proposed Development,
details of which are set out above. SP Manweb considers noise during the
operation of the Proposed Development to be of such a low level that it
would be masked by other noise sources during foul weather conditions.
On this basis SP Manweb considers that no noise nuisance is predicted.

9

dBA decibels expressed on the A-weighted scale as L50 values which are the sound-pressure levels exceeded 50 percent of
the time.
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18.4

Noise caused by the 132 kV Overhead Line

18.4.1

As stated above, Chapter 13 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.13)
provides information on the potential operational noise produced by the
Proposed Development. Due to the distances between noise sensitive
receptors and the Proposed Development any noise from the Proposed
Development at those receptors would be below typical background noise
levels and therefore inaudible.

18.4.2

The distances between the 132kV Overhead Line and noise-sensitive
receptors are significant; the average separation distance is in excess of
200m. This means that for most receptors, any low level of noise
generated by the 132kV Overhead Line would undergo an additional
distance attenuation of at least 58dB based on spherical sound
propagation. Since any noise perceived under the overhead line would be
low it can be seen that after allowing for this degree of noise attenuation,
noise levels at receptors would be extremely low and would lie below
typical background noise levels and consequently be inaudible.

18.4.3

For those sensitive receptors that are closer than 200m to the Proposed
Development SP Manweb does not consider any noise will be audible. As
described above in paragraphs 18.3.8 to 18.3.14 SP Manweb considers
any potential for audible noise during foul weather conditions (the only
time audible noise will be produced from the Proposed Development
during operation) will be so low as to be masked by other noise sources
during foul weather conditions.

18.5

Cumulative effects

18.5.1

Due to the linear nature of the works associated with the Proposed
Development and the relatively rapid rate of progress past any sensitive
receptor, any noise exposure would be limited to a brief period of time
unlikely to exceed a few days in the total construction period, and there
would be little risk of this coinciding with noise from other development
works. Section 13.9 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.13) therefore
concluded that no inter-project or intra-project cumulative effects are
anticipated.

18.5.2

The risk of cumulative effects and the related impact on local communities
will be managed through the CEMP (DCO document reference 6.18). The
CEMP has been updated for deadline 1 to reflect the need for continued
liaison with other construction projects in the vicinity ofthe Proosed
Development and the relevant highway and planning authorities to ensure
that any potential impacts are controlled and minimised.

189

19.

RATIONALE FOR OVERHEAD LINE ROUTE

19.1

Relevant Representations

19.1.1

The following representations commenting on the topic area were
received by PINS:
Table 19

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.
5

6

10

11

13

Comments
Verbatim extract from RR

"…The Council has one principal objection to the
development – its visual impact and in respect of this, it
wishes to request that the development is undergrounded for
as much of the proposed route that is visible from within its
administrative area as possible. The Council wishes to
ensure that conflict between adjacent Communities arising
from the placement of overhead poles is avoided and
believes that the best way for this to be achieved would be to
underground the cables as has been achieved in the current
Tir Mostyn windfarm."
"I would like to request that the consent is varied to
Ian
Gardner underground the cables where they leave the sub station,
and for Sections 1 and 2 of the route. The valley that would
host the overhead cables would be visually damaged if the
cables are not undergrounded. The existing Tir Mostyn
windfarm is connected to the grid via underground cables
and this respects the landscape and demonstrates that it is
technically feasible to achieve this objective – even if this
reduces the profit of SP Manweb / Iberdola as a
consequence."
Trefnant "The Members of Trefnant Community Council believe that
Communi the Company has a responsibility to future generations and
should bury the cables."
ty
Council
"…It notes that the applicant wishes to put underground an
Martin
existing line and contends that since it is necessary for
Barlow,
on behalf technical reasons to put one line underground, the newlyof Cefn proposed line is the one that should be placed underground.
Meiriado
g
& It notes the applicant has failed to give a full total lifetime
Glascoed cost comparison for overhead and underground lines
comparable with other such studies,."
Road
Resident
s
and
Users
Group
The lack of certainty over what happens from the terminal
Martin
pole north of the ridge at Groesffordd Marli onwards – SPM
Barlow
say they propose to go underground but this is not
Nantglyn
Communi
ty
Council
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confirmed, and it is understood that in tests SPM
encountered rock in the lanes leading down to Glascoed Rd
proposed as the underground portion.

14

16
17

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

"1. There is emerging evidence that the initial proposal to lay
the last section of cable underground is being renaged on
and that if this is the case then the implications on visual and
environmental impact to my property are immense…"
Jill Tyrer "2…Cabling must be undergrounded for the whole length of
the Connection to reduce the effects of this vandalism"
"…Unless the network connection is put underground, we
John
will be staring at a row of pylons instead of at the beautiful
Fleet
Clwyddian hills. My representation is to underground the
connection"
"1. the electricity apparatus being proposed to be sited
Eifion
Bibby on above (instead of below) ground.
behalf of 2. the intended alignment route traverses productive
Mrs C A agricultural land rather than along the roadside boundary of
the affected parcels…
Owen
As per relevant representation 19
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr H M
Parry
As per relevant representation 19
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr D R
Owen
As per relevant representation 19
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr
M
Jones
As per relevant representation 19
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr D E
Jones
As per relevant representation 19
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr I W
Jones
As per relevant representation 19
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr D G
Davies
Roger
CorbettJones
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26

27

28

29

30

31

32

34

36

38

39

Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr J E
Davies
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr
R
Evans
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr B M
Roberts
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mrs J L
Jones
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr D C
Jones
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr A A
Owen
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr A E M
Owen
Simon
Peter
White
Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Nerys
Jones
Campaig
n for the
Protectio
n of Rural
Wales –
Clwyd
Branch
Cefn

As per relevant representation 19

As per relevant representation 19

As per relevant representation 19

As per relevant representation 19

As per relevant representation 19

As per relevant representation 19

As per relevant representation 19

"I believe that the route chosen by SP Manweb for the
transmission line from Clogaenog to St Asaph is the wrong
route…"
"…2.We object to the use of an overhead line (OHL) to carry
the 132Kv connection…"

"…b) an alternative solution would result in less damaging
environmental and landscape
effects; i.e. undergrounding, which has been rejected purely
on budgetary restraints…

"…the introduction of large poles will have a serious impact
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40

Meiriado
g
Communi
ty
Council
Meirick
Ll.
Davies

on the skyline and should be avoided at all cost with the
route from the river to be underground…
…The only option to preserve this area is to run the cables
underground regardless of the cost..."
WELSH TRANSLATION:
"Wiring needs to be underground all steps to preserve the
natural landscape and is maintained at every step of
Clocaenog to Cefn Meiriadog.
If this was done there would not be a need to underground
the existing (smaller) electric lines that cross the path of the
larger proposed lines.
There will be new underground wires from the top of the
Bryn Cefn Meiriadog to the substation so why not every step
of the way?"
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44

45

46

47

48

Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Iwan
&
Helen
Jones
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr Emyr
Wynne
Hughes
Eifion
Bibby on
behalf of
Mr Hefin
Wynne
Hughes
Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Emlyn a
Nicola
Davies
Dafydd I
Jones on
behalf of
Neville
Hughes
Llanynys
Communi
ty

"1. We object to the use of an overhead line (OHL) to carry
the 132Kv connection...".

"…1(the electricity apparatus being proposed to be sited
above (instead of below) ground.2. the intended alignment
route traverses productive agricultural land rather than along
the boundary of the affected parcels …".

As per relevant representation 44

"1. We object to the use of an overhead line (OHL) to carry
the 132Kv connection. In order to proceed, the scheme must
reflect the wishes of the local community with the cables laid
underground from Clocaenog all the way to the St Asaph
Business Park. The Scheme must be properly funded by the
windfarm Developers with no shirking of the undergrounding
issue on the basis of cost…."
"1. We object to the use of an overhead line (OHL) to carry
the 132Kv connection. In order to proceed the scheme must
reflect the wishes of the local community with the cables laid
underground from Clocaenog Forest all the way to St Asaph
Business Park…"
"Llanynys Community Council oppose the proposal for the
over head electricity line, whereas it should be underground"
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50

55

58

62

63

64

65

Council
Dyfrig
Hughes
on behalf
of Pylon
the
Pressure
Group

"There are no areas along the route suitable for pylons. SP
Manweb has dismissed the underground option on the basis
that “the costs of a fully underground solution were
unacceptable and therefore this was not taken forward”.
However, the cost of the overhead line is not presented, and
so it is impossible to determine the incremental cost of
undergrounding, and there is no transparency in their costbenefit calculation. Energy losses are up to 50% less by
undergrounding. Both Conwy and Denbighshire County
Councils have passed motions for full undergrounding; this
being a policy in Conwy…".
Benjamin "No to this pylon link spoil the countryside forever we must
stop this before its to late
Owen
The area is of outstanding natural beauty put it
underground"
"There are no areas along the route suitable for pylons. SP
Henllan
Communi Manweb has dismissed the underground option on the basis
that “the costs of a fully underground solution were
ty
unacceptable and therefore this was not taken forward”.
Council
However, the cost of the overhead line is not presented, and
so it is impossible to determine the incremental cost of
undergrounding, and there is no transparency in their costbenefit calculation. Energy losses are up to 50% less by
undergrounding. Both Conwy and Denbighshire County
Councils have passed motions for full undergrounding; this
being a policy in Conwy"
Llanrhae "underground option on the basis that “the costs of a fully
underground solution were unacceptable and therefore this
adr
Communi was not taken forward”. However, the cost of the overhead
line is not presented, and so it is impossible to determine the
ty
incremental cost of undergrounding, and there is no
Council
transparency in their cost-benefit calculation. Energy losses
are up to 50% less by undergrounding. Both Conwy and
Denbighshire County Councils have passed motions for full
undergrounding; this being a policy in Conwy…"
"Undergrounding – there are no areas along the route
Alys
suitable for pylons. Conwy and Denbighshire County
Owen
Councils have passed motions for undergrounding. Energy
loss is halved by undergrounding..".
"Sp Manweb has dismissed the underground option as being
Gordon
too costly, but the cost of overhead line was not presented.
Owen
We need to know the cost of both options to compare.
Energy loss are up to 50% less by undergrounding…"
"1. The planned development, with more pylons now
Lois
Williams proposed than originally stated in the various consultation
stages, will permanently blight the landscape. For this
reason the power lines need to be put underground…"
I am seriously concerned that no decision has been made
regarding the eventual underground route of the cable from
the terminal pole to the Substation. As the owner of , one of
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66

68

71

72

73

74

75

76

the properties situated near the terminal pole at Groesffordd
Marli it is obvious that at this late stage I should know what is
happening.
SP Manweb has supplied no figures to directly compare the
David
cost of underground and overhead lines. For example there
Tyrer
is much less electricity loss underground, compared with
overhead. Over the lifetime of the line this is a substantial
saving. Why are those figures not included? When it has
been forced to go underground, SP Manweb avoided farm
land. What are the comparative compensation figures, if
there is no payment to farmers?...Denbighshire and Conwy
Councils both called for full undergrounding of this particular
line. As locals they are aware of the devastating impact of
the proposed line. Surely their respective opinions should
not be dismissed out of hand?..."
WELSH TRANSLATION
Menna
"The cables should be underground where they cross the
Eluned
A543"
Jones
"...6) The applicant refuses to compensate for the effects of
Durand
any of the foregoing by the obvious solution of
Hotham
undergrounding the transmission. They do so purely on the
on the basis cost to their contracting principal, RWE. With
undergrounding the harm to the environment would become
virtually nonexistent and it can be shown to be much
cheaper and greener in the long term and it must be the
choice against the permanent visual and physical harm of
the proposed pylons."
"…Surely you should look at putting the cables underground
Janet
.
Beedles
Why should people who live in the countryside be
victimized"
"…5) The applicant refuses to compensate for the effects of
Durand
any of the foregoing by the obvious solution of
Hotham
on behalf undergrounding the transmission. They do so purely on the
of Cefn on the basis cost to their contracting principal, RWE. With
Meiriado undergrounding the harm to the environment would become
virtually nonexistent and it can be shown to be much
g
Excludee cheaper and greener in the long term and it must be the
choice against the permanent visual and physical harm of
s
the proposed pylons"
Margaret "The route should be fully costed and the cumulative impact
of over head cables in comparison to undergrounding
Parryundertaken by independent, qualified personnel with no
Jones
vested interest…"
"I’d like it to be noted that the above sceme is bitterly
Eric
opposed by many residents tourists & event organisers in
Jones
the area . There is an alternative ie underground cabling .
We therefore believe this should not be approved"
"…Underground cables are low maintenance and have
Richard
minimal impact once in place; the value of the environment
Parry
to wildlife is unaffected in the long term. I believe that the
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77

Ann
Williams

cables should be placed underground for the entire length of
the route to maintain the beauty of this special landscape."
"…Although capital costs of underground cables are high,
lifetime repair and maintenance have been demonstrated to
be less than over-ground grids. Many countries are now
retrospectively positioning their cables underground or have
policies that only allow for underground cabling e.g. the
Netherlands has 100% of its grid underground. Underground
cables are low maintenance and the value of land and
houses is unaffected.
Underground cabling is not affected by weather. In Canada
in Jan 1998, millions were left in the dark, some for months.
In France, “Cyclones Lothar and Martin in 1999 left 3.4
million customers in France without electricity … These
storms brought a fourth of France’s high-tension
transmission lines down and 300 high-voltage transmission
pylons were toppled.” Repairs took 6 months to complete
during which public supply was significantly interrupted.
Although it can be argued that such extreme weather
conditions do not affect the UK, in Oct 2013, an unsafe pylon
at Porthmadog affected local roads and trains for days.
Extreme weather conditions are projected to be more
prevalent in future.

79

81

86

Jannine
Poletti
Hughes

To ensure the least impact, the North Wales windfarm grid
connection must, be put underground for the whole length of
the route."
"…SP Manweb has made no case for the cost-benefit
analysis of undergrounding vs pylons and overhead lines.
Both Conwy and Denbighshire County Councils have
passed motions for full undergrounding; this being a policy in
Conwy.

SP Manweb’s conclusion that “the benefit of an underground
cable as an alternative to an overhead line in this area would
not outweigh any extra economic, social or environmental
impacts” is wholly inaccurate."
Llannefyd "…Both Conwy and Denbighshire County Councils have
passed motions for full undergrounding, this being a policy
d
Communi for Conwy.
Energy losses are up to 50% loss by undergrounding."
ty
Council
Mr David "…There are no areas along the route suitable for pylons.
SP Manweb has dismissed the underground option on the
Roberts
basis that “the costs of a fully underground solution were
unacceptable and therefore this was not taken forward”.
However, the cost of the overhead line is not presented and
so it is impossible to determine the incremental cost of
undergrounding, and there is no transparency in their cost196

88
90

92

Mari
Roberts
Dewi
Parry

Llansann
an
Communi
ty
Council

benefit calculation. Energy losses are up to 50% less by
undergrounding. Both Conwy and Denbighshire County
Councils have passed motions for full undergrounding; this
being a policy in Conwy."
As per RR 86.
"1…We are concerned that SP Manweb failed to present an
option for undergrounding the grid connection. A survey,
costing and consultation for undergrounding was not
presented for consideration despite repeated requests by
landowners and residents. We don’t accept the contention
that an overhead line is the only solution that meets the
requirements…"
"...Llansannan Community Councils initial proposal was for
the line to be underground all the proposed route."

19.2

Manweb’s Response

19.2.1

These response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised
with relation to the rationale for the overhead line route.

19.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

19.2.3

(a)

Decision for an overhead line route (RR No’s. 5, 6, 10, 11, 14, 16,
17, 19-32, 36, 38, 39, 40, 42, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 55, 63, 65, 68, 72,
75, 76, 77, 81, 91)

(b)

Cost of underground cable route (RR No’s. 11, 38, 39. 46, 50, 58,
62, 64, 66, 71, 73, 74, 77, 79, 86, 88, 90)

(c)

Rationale for route alignment (RR No’s 19 – 32, 34, 44, 45, 68)

(d)

Underground cable section from St Asaph substation to the terminal
pole (RR No's 14, 65)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the listed matters
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 16, 19-32, 42, 44, 45, 46,
47, 64, 71, 73, 86 and 88);

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 14, 16, 42, 47, 50, 62,
63, 64, 65, 66, 74, 81, 86 and 88);

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 11, 39, 50, 62, 63, 64, 65, 71, 73, 74, 79 and
81);
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(d)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 11, 39, 50, 62, 63, 64, 65, 71,
73, 74, 79 and 81);

(e)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s 13, 14, 38, 39, 65, 68, 71, 73, 74, 76
and 90);

(f)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 11, 13, 19-32, 39, 44, 45, 47, 64,
68, 86, 88 and 92);

(g)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 14, 16, 19-32, 34, 44, 45 and 74);

(h)

Ecological impact (RR No.’s 71, 73, 74, 76, 86 and 88);

(i)

EIA metholodlogy (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 74, 86 and 88);

(j)

Health and electroc magnetic fields (RR No.’s 16, 50, 62, 63, 64, 74
and 81);

(k)

Human rights (RR No.’s 36 and 42);

(l)

Landowner negotiations (RR No.’s 19-32, 36, 42, 44 and 45);

(m) Landscape and visual (RR No.’s 11, 13, 19-32, 34, 36, 38, 39, 40,
44, 45, 50, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 68, 71, 72, 73, 74, 76, 77, 79, 81, 86,
88, 90 and 92);
(n)

Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 36, 42, 50, 62, 63, 74,
79, 81, 86, 88 and 90);

(o)

Noise impact (RR No.’s 16 and 66);

(p)

socio-economics and tourism impact (RR No.’s 11, 16, 17, 50, 62,
63, 64, 66, 71, 73, 74, 76, 77, 79, 81 and 92).

19.3

Decision for an overhead line route

19.3.1

The alternatives to an overhead line are considered in the Strategic
Options Report (DCO document reference 7.3). The document considers
a number of options and concludes that an overhead line connection
between Clocaenog Forest and St Asaph is technically capable of
accommodating all the contracted generation and has the shortest 132kV
connection of all the technically viable options. The Planning Statement
considers why an overhead line is acceptable in planning terms. It is
concluded that an overhead line is capable of complying with planning
policy at all levels.

19.3.2

In addition, SPM Manweb has considered the overhead line in the context
of the policy in in National Policy Statement (NPS) EN-5. Paragraph 2.8.2
of National Policy Statement EN-5 states that "Government does not
believe that development of overhead lines is generally incompatible in
principle with developers' statutory duty under section 9 of the Electricity
Act 1989 to have regard to amenity and to mitigate impacts." EN-5
acknowledges in paragraph 2.8.2 that wooden poles "can give rise to
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adverse landscape and visual impacts, dependent upon their scale, siting,
degree of screening and the nature of the landscape and local
environment through which they are routed." However, EN-5 also
acknowledges in paragraph 2.8.2 that for "the most part these impacts can
be mitigated."
19.3.3

SP Manweb considers the wood pole design facilitates compliance with
this obligation in that it results in lower impacts on the environment and
enables more sensitive routeing through the landscape. EN-5 notes,
however, that where there are "serious concerns" about the potential
adverse landscape and visual impacts of a proposed overhead line, the
decision maker will have to balance these against other factors including
the need for the proposed infrastructure, the availability and cost of
alternative routes, technical difficulties and likely costs of undergrounding,
as well as the benefits and any impacts of undergrounding along any of
the identified sections.

19.3.4

There is no definition of "serious concerns" in EN-5, but SP Manweb has
previously interpreted this term to mean adverse significant landscape and
visual effects that are over and above that expected for this type of
project. In the context of an overhead line, this is taken to be a major
adverse effect as identified in the ES for the Proposed Development.

19.3.5

SP Manweb sees this as a reasonable interpretation given Government
policy as set out in the context of EN-5, which accepts overhead lines can
be compliant with licence operators’ obligations to preserve environmental
amenity.

19.3.6

With the above in mind, SP Manweb has evaluated the Proposed
Development against the requirements of EN-5, referring to the Chapter
‘Landscape and Visual’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.7). In its
assessment, SP Manweb also had regard comments received in response
to consultation.

19.3.7

SP Manweb’s evaluation is set out in Appendix 1 to the Planning
Statement (DCO document reference 7.4) entitled ‘Appraisal of the North
Wales Wind Farms Connection Project Against National Policy Statement
for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (NPS EN-5) In Relation to
Undergrounding’ (DCO document reference 7.5).

19.3.8

The evaluation explains the policy context in EN-5 relevant to
undergrounding. It then refers to the outcome of the assessment of
adverse landscape and visual effects reported in the ES, also having
regard to consultation responses to identify whether there are any areas
of the Proposed Development that should be evaluated given the EN-5
policy context. The evaluation then sets out the balance between areas
identified, the need for the Proposed Development, the availability and
comparative cost of alternative schemes, technical difficulties and likely
costs of undergrounding, as well as the benefits and any impacts of
undergrounding in the identified areas.
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19.3.9

A number of moderate, and therefore significant, landscape and visual
effects, including cumulative landscape effects, have emerged from the
EIA process. The level of significance of these effects does not give rise to
the "serious concerns" referenced in EN-5.

19.3.10

SP Manweb has also had regard to concerns raised in consultation
feedback regarding visual amenity effects on existing views.

19.3.11

Borderline moderate-major cumulative visual effects have been identified
where the proposed 132kV Overhead Line passes through the Tir Mostyn
area. This is also an area where consultation feedback has raised
concerns about the impacts of the 132kV Overhead Line.

19.3.12

Although moderate-major potential visual cumulative effects are predicted
in this area, these would primarily be due to the additional visual impacts
of the Wind Farms and single wind turbines being located in close
proximity to the Proposed Development rather than the Proposed
Development itself which would be viewed as a subsidiary structure.
Undergrounding of the Proposed Development in this area is unlikely to
reduce the moderate-major visual effects of the cumulative developments
planned within this area, which would already be there.

19.3.13

SP Manweb has considered the costs of placing the section of the
proposed 132kV Overhead Line through the Tir Mostyn area underground.
However, SP Manweb concludes that the reason for undergrounding in
this area is outweighed heavily by the increased net lifetime costs of an
overhead line of a further £1.7M, and as such does not see that the
underground option is justified in this case, given that the reason for
undergrounding the 132kV Overhead Line would not be mitigated by
undergrounding (as the moderate-major landscape and visual effects
would remain given the presence of the Wind Farms). Regard has been
given to the consultation responses received as part of this assessment.

19.3.14

SP Manweb has further had regard to the other impacts referred to in EN5 that may emerge as part of undergrounding. Undergrounding can
disturb sensitive habitats, have an impact on soils and geology and
damage heritage assets, in many cases more than an overhead line
would. The benefits from undergrounding are not completely
demonstrated in this case, given the lack of any landscape designations
and level of impact on residential areas. In reaching this conclusion, SP
Manweb has also considered the fact that the borderline moderate-major
adverse effects arising as a result of the various wind farms and turbines
considered cumulatively would remain, even if the Proposed Development
were to be undergrounded.

19.3.15

At a full council meeting on 9 September 2014, Denbighshire County
Council agreed a Notion of Motion put forward by Councillors. The motion
was as follows:
“We would like the support of the council to have a firm stance to
demand that the NW Wind Farms connection is placed underground
for its entire length”.
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19.3.16

The Council has stated that it has therefore adopted an in principle
objection to the Proposed Development, on the basis that it is not placed
underground for its entire length. Planning Officers at Denbighshire
Council have confirmed that no new planning policies have been adopted
following the Notion of Motion.

19.3.17

At a full council meeting on 23 October 2014, Conwy County Borough
Council agreed a Notion of Motion put forward by a councillor. The motion
was as follows:
“Conwy County Borough Council, as a matter of policy, demands
that ALL cabling running through Conwy from the North Wales Wind
Farms Connection be placed underground and NOT via overhead
pylons.”

19.3.18

Planning Officers at Conwy County Borough Council have confirmed that
the motion represents council internal policy decision but does not any
form of development plan policy. It therefore does not form part of the
local development plan. Furthermore, it is not based on the policy tests set
out in National Policy Statement EN-5.

19.4

Cost of underground cable route

19.4.1

SP Manweb has assessed the costs of constructing an underground cable
in Appendix 1 of the Planning Statement (DCO document reference
7.5).The Strategic Options Report (DCO document reference 7.3)
considers the potential for a wholly underground option.

19.4.2

National Policy Statement EN-5 states that Government expects the need
for new networks to be fulfilled through overhead line. However, EN-5
recognisees that there will be some cases where this is not the case.
Whilst EN-5 does not establish a general rule for when an overhead line
should be undergrounded, it does state in paragraph 2.8.8 that where
there are "serious concerns" about the potential adverse landscape and
visual effects of a proposed overhead line, the Secretary of State will have
to balance these against other relevant factors, including the need for the
proposed infrastructure, the availability and cost of alternative sites and
routes and methods of installation (including undergrounding).
Accordingly, the starting point is whether or not there are any "serious
concerns."

19.4.3

As referred to above, the Proposed Development does not give rise to any
"serious concerns" on its own. When looked at cumulatively with other
developments, again the Proposed Development does not given rise to
any "serious concerns." Whilst borderline moderate-major cumulative
visual effects have been identified where the proposed 132kV Overhead
Line passes through the Tir Mostyn area, these would primarily be due to
the additional visual impacts of the Wind Farms and single wind turbines
being located in close proximity to the Proposed Development rather than
the Proposed Development itself which would be viewed as a subsidiary
structure. Undergrounding of the Proposed Development in this area is
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unlikely to reduce the moderate-major visual effects of the cumulative
developments planned within this area, which would already be there.
19.4.4

Despite the above, SP Manweb has given consideration to the costs of
undergrounding. These considerations include lifetime costs (based on
capital cost, cost of electrical transmission losses and operational and
maintenance costs calculated over the asset lifetime, which for the
purposes of this report is assumed to be 25 years) in addition to the
system design requirements described above, and the specific factors
involved in each particular proposal, such as areas of high technical or
environmental constraints and areas of the highest recognised amenity
value. Appendix 1 of the Planning Statement (DCO document reference
7.5) assesses the project against this criteria.

19.4.5

RR 77 highlights the differing lifetime costs associated with overhead lines
and underground cables. When comparing the relative costs of
transmitting electrical power by overhead or underground options,
consideration is given to the lifetime costs of each of the options. When
comparing options of transmission of electrical power the life time costs
are defined as the total of:•

•

•

19.4.6

Installed capital cost of the assets. The installed capital cost is
made up of the cost of the equipment plus the planning, design,
management, ground works, installation, testing and
commissioning of the whole transmission route. Underground
cable costs are dominated by the ground dependant installation
costs which are expressed as a range of costs until specific
ground investigations have been completed.
Operation and maintenance costs over the defined life of the
asset. Operation and maintenance costs include an estimate
of all routine and non- routine operations, maintenance and
repair costs of keeping the asset in a safe and efficient state.
These costs include an estimate of the costs of repairs from
faults associated with wear and tear, weather and abnormal
interference damage. This estimate uses National fault data
across the transmission networks, (National Fault and
Interruption Reporting Scheme).
Cost of transmission losses over the defined life of the asset.
The electrical transmission loss parameters are calculated for
each transmission type based on the materials of manufacture.
Wind farm electrical power is assumed to flow for 28% of the
year (Department for Energy and Climate Change average load
factor for onshore wind farms in the UK is between 25 and
30%). The annual electrical losses for each transmission type
are then calculated.

The technical appendix to the Planning Statement (DCO document
reference 7.5) sets out the costs associated with undergrounding 132kV
overhead lines. To enable a direct comparison between costs, SP
Manweb has provided further information below which sets out the
background to these costs.
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19.4.7

When comparing the costs of the transmission options the capital cost of
the end connection equipment (substations) must also be considered. The
total cost of the scheme is then compared.

19.4.8

A summary of the comparison between the total scheme cost for the
overhead line and the all underground option is:Overhead line
option

19.4.9

All Cable
Underground
option
(low cost range)*1

All Cable
Underground
option
(high cost range)*1

Capital cost of installation (all equipment and routes)
Cost of Losses (25 yrs)
Cost of O&M (25 yrs)

32,020,383
2,219,808
1,508,287

47,853,915
1,079,542
10,643,478

59,562,843
1,079,542
10,643,478

Total Life time cost

35,748,478

59,576,936

71,285,864

For the full study the option of a partially undergrounded option around Tir
Mostyn was also considered (Planning Statement technical appendix,
DCO document reference 7.5) with the following summary of costs:Overhead line
option

All Cable
Underground
option
(low cost range)*1

All Cable
OHL route with
Underground
Tir Mostyn Ridge
option
cable section
(high cost range)*1

Capital cost of installation (all equipment and routes)
Cost of Losses (25 yrs)
Cost of O&M (25 yrs)

32,020,383
2,219,808
1,508,287

47,853,915
1,079,542
10,643,478

59,562,843
1,079,542
10,643,478

33,180,612
2,101,733
2,142,159

Total Life time cost

35,748,478

59,576,936

71,285,864

37,424,505

Notes
*1 Refer to Capital costs section above for explanation of low and
high range.
19.4.10

The calculations above show that the inclusion of lifetime costs increases
the overall cost of each option over and above the initial capital costs.

19.4.11

Three options have been reviewed i.e. the all underground cable option,
the preferred overhead line option and the partial undergrounding option
(Tir Mostyn ridge section).

19.4.12

In summary the total life costs for the connection are:

19.4.13

•

Total lifetime cost for the all overhead line option is £35.7 M.

•

Total lifetime costs for the all underground option are in the
range of £59.5 to £71.2M

•

Total lifetime cost for the partial undergrounding option
around Tir Mostyn is £37.4M

The overhead line option (and therefore the Proposed Development) is
shown to be the least cost option.
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19.4.14

In terms of the system design requirements, it must be recognised that the
use of cable circuits within a power system introduces additional reactive
power (Var) within the network. This is due to the additional capacitance 10
and the lower reactance 11 of underground cable circuits compared to that
of an equivalent overhead line.

19.4.15

Long circuit routes further exacerbate these capacitance and reactive
power issues. To address these, additional reactive power compensation
equipment is often required. This increases cost, inefficiencies and
footprint of the network solution. Furthermore, the introduction of high
levels of reactive power into a system limits or reduces the level of
maximum power transfer through a network.

19.4.16

However, the technical design requirements do not have a material impact
on the choice of solutions considered due to the overall length of the
connection.

19.4.17

Overall, SP Manweb is required by its licence obligations to deliver an
economic system. Having taking into account the EN-5 policy test the
additional costs of undergrounding in all scenarios are not justified.

19.4.18

RR 86 suggests that energy losses are reduced by 50% when electricity
circuits are undergrounded. This is broadly correct. The transmission
losses for underground cables and overhead lines are driven
predominantly by the circuit resistence (the formular for resistive losses
equates to the load current squared multiplied by the circuit resistence).
The circuit resistence for underground cables is approximately half that of
overhead lines, hence for any given load current, theunderground cable
losses will be broadly half those of the overhead line equivalent. However,
these losses are very small compared to the capacity of the circuit
(overhead line losses equate to around 0.4% of the line capacity) and the
cost of these losses is very small compared to the capital costs.

19.5

Rationale for Route Alignment

19.5.1

Chapter 3 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.3) sets out the
alternatives and design evolution of the Proposed Development. The
Strategic Options Report (DCO document reference 7.3) identified that the
wind farm connection agreements triggered the requirements for new
infrastructure in the form of a new 132kV circuit (and new 33/132kV
substation), as the capacity of the existing circuit is fully utilised. A number
of connection options to connect the wind farms were considered and it
was concluded that the preferred option was for a 132kV circuit to be
constructed from Clocaenog Forest to the existing St Asaph substation.

19.5.2

Following the identification of the preferred strategic option a number of
route option corridors were identified. The iterative routeing process
identified broad route corridors and links between those corridors. The
corridors were appraised against a series of criteria and consultation

10
11

The ability of a cable to store charge
the opposition of a circuit element to a change in current or voltage
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(stage one consultation) was carried out. One corridor was selected as the
preferred route corridor and further consultation (stage two consultation)
was carried out to gather additional information on the corridor in order to
help shape the proposed route alignment for the statutory stage of
consultation on the Proposed Development.
19.5.3

In response to the feedback to the stage two consultation on the preferred
route corridor options to take the route further away from Henllan were
also investigated. A proposed route alignment was development (a 100m
wide corridor) utilising information from on-going environmental surveys,
further engineering design and collaborative multi-disciplinary walk-overs.

19.5.4

Statutory consultation on the Preferred Route Corridor (stage three
consultation) was carried out and the feedback from the consultation,
further detailed engineering and environmental reviews of the Preferred
Route Corridor, resulted in the development of the Order Limits and the
Limits of Deviation which have been evaluated as part of the EIA process.

19.5.5

The Preferred Route Corridor presented at the consultation was
approximately 100m wide with temporary access tracks identified.
Following consultation and on-going design refinement, the Order Limits
have been narrowed to between 34 – 54m for the majority of the route
(excluding access works) in the DCO Application.

19.5.6

Mitigation has been considered as an integral part of the overall design
strategy, not just ‘add-on’ measures to ameliorate significant
environmental effects. SP Manweb has attempted to adopt a positive and
proactive approach whereby mitigation is assessed and considered at all
stages of a project (environmental constraints, initial and ongoing design,
predicted construction method and predicted operation method).

19.5.7

SP Manweb has a limited choice when designing new 132kV overhead
lines and is restricted by operational and technical requirements. The
design strategy developed by SP Manweb is therefore focussed on
identifying and refining route options which would minimise adverse
environmental and socio-economic impacts.

19.5.8

SP Manweb is aware of the impact of the Proposed Development on the
landscape and local communities. The multiple stages of consultation
have sought to define the most appropriate route whilst balancing SP
Manweb’s statutory duties and requirements.

19.5.9

SP Manweb is able to demonstrate that the principles of good design have
been applied to the Proposed Development through the application of its
design strategy, approach to routeing of overhead lines and
undergrounding. It is also considered that the use of a double wood pole
design, instead of a steel tower design provides a more appropriate
design for this landscape.

19.5.10

SP Manweb is not able to route all sections of the Proposed Development
along boundaries of fields or road verges. In many locations the route
crosses at right angles to field boundaries. SP Manweb seeks to route
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132kV overhead lines taking into consideration many different
requirements such as environmental impact, technical feasibility and
landowner requests. As such, a balance has to be found between these
different elements and it is not always possible to locate exactly where a
landowner would prefer the line to run.
19.5.11

Section 14, Landowner negotiations and Section 15, Landowner
suggested Amendments to the Proposed Development in this document
consider comments made by landowners regarding the route of the
Proposed Development. Suggestions made by landowners relating to
route alignment have been taken into account wherever possible and an
on-going dialogue is taking place in relation to landowner requirements.

19.6

Underground cable section from St Asaph substation to the terminal
pole

19.6.1

SP Manweb describes the Proposed Development in Chapter 1 of the ES
(DCO document reference 6.1). The chapter also sets out those elements
which do not form part of the Proposed Development but are part of the
Wider Scheme including the underground cable from St Asaph Substation
to the terminal point. Further details of the underground cable, including
the route of the cable are provided in Technical Appendix 1.2 (DCO
document reference 6.17). The underground cable does not form part of
the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project as SP Manweb considers it
to be associated development, which cannot be included in any
application for development consent in Wales. SP Manweb will install the
cable pursuant to its ‘permitted development’ rights. The potential
environmental effects of the underground cable are assessed in the
Technical Appendix to support the cumulative assessment of the
Proposed Development.

19.6.2

SP Manweb considers any changes to the underground cable route from
St Asaph Substation to the Terminal Point to be outside the scope of the
DCO application. The requirement for an underground cable section was
identified early on in the project development and SP Manweb considered
this the best option in this location.

19.6.3

There are two existing high voltage overhead lines already in the vicinity
of St Asaph Substation, namely the National Grid 400kV transmission line
and the SP Manweb 132kV double circuit tower line. Construction of
overhead lines underneath existing National Grid transmission lines can
be difficult and may require closures of the transmission line during
construction. It is not possible to route the Proposed Development
underneath the SP Manweb 132kV double circuit tower line due to the
requirement for set safety clearances between electrical circuits.

19.6.4

There is also a large amount of built development surrounding St Asaph
Substation, with plans for additional electrical infrastructure planned (for
example the Burbo Bank Extension substation and underground cables).
It was not possible to identify a suitable overhead line route through this
built development into the St Asaph substation.
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19.6.5

Due to the technical and built constraints identified SP Manweb decided to
proceed with an underground cable section in this area. Ground
investigation works have been undertaken to confirm the conditions within
which the underground cable will be laid.
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20.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND TOURISM IMPACT

20.1

Relevant Representations

20.1.1

The following representations commenting on the socio-economic and
tourism impacts were received by PINS:
Table 20

Releva Name
nt Rep
No.

Comments

2

"Melin Wynt Hafodty Ddu cyf lease an area of land for
the purpose of operating a wind turbine. We believe
that the proposed route may affect this leased area
and may therefore affect our business, now and
possibly in the future".
"Impact upon tourism and benefits for tourism".

3
11

16
17

35
41
49

50

John
Ellis
Pritchard
on
behalf of Melin
Wynt
Hafodty
Ddu Cyf
Denbighshire
County Council
Martin Barlow,
on behalf of
Cefn Meiriadog
& Glascoed
Road Residents
and Users
Group

Verbatim extract from RR

"The exceptional and historic views enjoyed for
generations from roads, tracks, footpaths, bridle
paths and properties throughout the area would be
cut across along their length by an unsightly gash and
spoiled forever.

It is also concerned at the effect on the proposal on
the recently-inaugurated long-distance walking route
the North Wales Pilgrims Way".
"reduce tourism here".
Jill Tyrer
"I moved to North Wales in 2000 and bought a
John Fleet
property to run retreats for health care staff, hospice
staff, Carer groups and more. The workshops allow
time for quiet walking in the grounds and mindful
meditation walks around a labyrinth on the lawn.
Richard Glynne "The land impeads on the farm's business plans for
the future development of wind turbines".
Jones
"How it affects tourism and property values".
David Roberts
"Impact on tourism".
Llansannan
Ward
within
Conwy County
Borough Council
Dyfrig Hughes "There will be significant adverse socioeconomic and
on behalf of tourism effects which have been underestimated.
Pylon
the There are important long distance paths, Wales GB
Pressure Group Rally (which has threatened to move away from the
area), and businesses, caravan parks, B&Bs etc. that
will be severely affected. The area is very popular
with tourists. A Welsh Government study found 48%
to highlight pylons as a factor which could detract
from their tourism experience.
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57
60

62

Mr John Jones
Clocaenog
Community
Council

Llanrhaeadr
Community
Council

63

Alys Owen

64

Gordon Owen

The route passes next to the Centre for Personal
Development, which is a retreat “to provide a tranquil
place in the countryside where visitors can more
easily find inner peace” to the 12000 people already
attended. The impact of pylons next to this Centre will
have a devastating effect on the services provided to
Doctors, Nurses, Care Workers, etc.".
"Tourism Impact".
"There will be significant adverse socioeconomic and
tourism effects which have been underestimated.
There are important long distance paths, Wales GB
Rally (which has threatened to move away from the
area), and businesses, caravan parks, B&Bs etc. that
will be severely affected. The area is very popular
with tourists. A Welsh Government study found 48%
to highlight pylons as a factor which could detract
from their tourism experience".
"The route passes next to the Centre for Personal
Development, which is a retreat “to pro vide a tranquil
place in the countryside where visitors can more
easily find inner peace” to the 12000 people already
attended. The impact of pylons next to this Centre will
have a devastating effect on the services provided to
Doctors, Nurses, Care Workers, etc.".
"There will be significant adverse socioeconomic and
tourism effects which have been underestimated.
There are important long distance paths, Wales GB
Rally (which has threatened to move away from the
area), and businesses, caravan parks, B&Bs etc. that
will be severely affected. The area is very popular
with tourists. A Welsh Government study found 48%
to highlight pylons as a factor which could detract
from their tourism experience".
"The route passes next to the Centre for Personal
Development, which is a retreat “to provide a tranquil
place in the countryside where visitors can more
easily find inner peace” to the 12000 people already
attended. The impact of pylons next to this Centre will
have a devastating effect on the services provided to
Doctors, Nurses, Care Workers, etc"..
"There will be an adverse effect on tourism which will
have a damaging effect on the local economy. A
Welsh Government study found that 48% of tourism
found pylons had a negative impact on their tourism
experience".
"I am very concerned on the impact of overhead lines
and pylons on the tourist industry. The area is very
popular with tourists".
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66

David Tyrer

"SP Manweb has dismissed the impact on the
landscape and the many business activities that rely
on it. Local caravan site owners, B&Bs etc have
reported adverse reactions from visitors who heard of
the possible interference to the views – the reason
they bring their money here.
The Wales GB Rally is worth £10m to the local
economy. It has already announced it will be rerouting to avoid wind turbines and ancillary work
(forestry clearance, pylons, etc). The pictures of the
rally and surrounding scenery are transmitted around
the world. It encourages tourists worldwide to visit the
countryside shown. That will not include the
Clocaenog/ St Asaph area.

70

71
73

74

76

Cyngor
Cymuned
LlanrhaeadryngNghinmeirch
Community
Council
Durand Hotham

There have been several films made in the area
recently. That will cease if the area is festooned with
overhead lines. It’s not the image the film maker
wants to portray. Years ago the occasional film was
made in Liverpool. It is now a multi-million pound
industry there".
"There will be significant adverse socioeconomic and
tourism effects".

"Impact on Business (double pylons every 75m &
stays seriously impairing agricultural productivity)".
Durand Hotham "Impact on Business (double pylons every 75m &
on behalf of stays seriously impairing agricultural productivity)".
Cefn Meiriadog
Excludes
Margaret Parry- "The damning effects on the local economy including
tourism and jobs and the general prosperity of the
Jones
areas. It would significantly reduce the attractiveness
of the area to newcomers".
"Wildlife is prevalent throughout the forest and
Richard Parry
surrounding moorland and farmland and brings in
many visitors, summer and winter, to both the forest
and its environs, including the visitor centre at the
Brenig reservoir.
A series of short walks and more challenging longer
walks put together by the Forestry Commission
allows visitors to discover the varied scenery of forest
landscapes, open moorland, rivers, a beautiful lake,
as well as its wildlife and ancient history …
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77

78
79

Ann Williams

the open moorland, lakes and the surrounding
farmland; the wildlife, landscape and the peace and
quiet are the main reasons for visiting Wales in
general and the area around Clocaenog in particular.
Overhead power lines and pylons can be shown to
have a significant negative impact on landscape and,
therefore, the visitors to it".
"Tourism is a vital part of the economy of both
Denbighshire and Conwy. In 2012, it is estimated
(STEAM), that tourism generated £132 million of
revenue for rural Denbighshire and supported 2,400
FTE jobs.

The quality of the landscape is one of the main
reasons for visiting Wales. Research has shown that
overhead power lines and pylons have a significant
negative impact on landscape and will severely
damage our tourism industry. The only way to reduce
this impact is to place power grids underground".
"Tourism Impact".
Eirian Jones
Jannine Poletti "SP Manweb’s Tourism Impact Assessment
concludes that ‘the project is unlikely to have any
Hughes
significant adverse effects on the overall tourism
economy.’ This cannot be reliable. A study
commissioned by the Welsh Government showed
48% of survey participants highlighted pylons as a
factor which could detract from their tourism
experience. There are currently impressive views of
Dyffryn Clwyd, Snowdonia, North Wales and North
West England from the summits of Moel Tywysog
and Moel Fodiar. These views will be spoiled by
pylons traversing the countryside along the Hafod
section. Moel Fodiar is a common destination for
walking holidays and historical walks

80
81

Iona Jones
Llannefydd
Community
Council

83

Gerwyn Jones

The route passes next to the Centre for Personal
Development, which is a retreat “to provide a tranquil
place in the countryside where visitors can more
easily find inner peace” to the 12000 people already
attended. The impact of pylons next to this Centre will
have a devastating effect on the services provided to
Doctors, Nurses, Care Workers, etc.”.
"Tourism Impact"
"Tourism, on which a number of the local people
depend for their livelihood or subsidized income, will
be affected, as the areas with pylons will have an
adverse detrimental effect on the landscape".
"Our property, land and businesses will suffer
significant detriment if the overhead line goes ahead.
Sp manweb have not approached us to discuss the
affects on our business".
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84
85
87
92

Eirian Jones
Richard
Mars
Jones
Elin Mars Jones
Llansannan
Community
Council

"Tourism Impact"
"Tourism Impact"
"Tourism Impact"
The road is used by a large number of traffic every
day many of them tourists".

20.2

SP Manweb’s Response

20.2.1

These response has been prepared to respond to the key points raised
with relation to the impact of the Proposed Development on socioeconomics and tourism.

20.2.2

SP Manweb considers that the main matters raised in the RRs relating to
this topic include:

20.2.3

(a)

Impact on tourism and tourist related businesses (RR No’s. 3, 16,
41, 49, 50, 57, 60, 62, 63, 64, 66, 70, 71, 73, 74, 76, 77, 78, 79, 80,
81, 84, 85, 87, 92)

(b)

Impact on local businesses, including farming businesses (RR No’s.
17, 73, 79, 83)

(c)

Impact on long distance walking routes (RR No’s. 11, 50, 60, 62)

(d)

Effect on commercial investment in the area (RR No’s. 2, 35,66)

(e)

Impact on the Centre for Personal Development (RR No's. 50, 60,
62 and 79)

The SP Manweb responses in this section respond to the matters listed
above. SP Manweb has produced responses in other sections of this
document which address other topic specific matters contained within the
RRs above. These relate to:
(a)

Agriculture and land use impact (RR No.’s 2, 16, 35, 49, 57, 64, 71,
73, 78, 80, 84, 85 and 87);

(b)

Compensation and property values (RR No.’s 2, 16, 35, 41, 50, 57,
62, 63, 64, 66, 70, 74, 78, 80, 83, 84, 85 and 87)

(c)

Consultation (RR No.’s 16, 49, 70, 71, 73, 74 and 83);

(d)

Historic environment impact (RR No.’s 11, 49, 50, 57, 60, 62, 63, 64,
71, 73, 74, 78, 79, 80, 81, 84, 85 and 87);

(e)

Cumulative impact (RR No.’s 70, 71, 73, 74 and 76);

(f)

Design and construction (RR No.’s 11, 64, 70 and 92);

(g)

Environmental impact (RR No.’s 16 and 74);
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(h)

Ecological impact (RR No.’s 49, 71, 73, 74 and 76);

(i)

EIA methodology (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 70 and 74)

(j)

Health and electro-magnetic fields (RR No.’s 16, 50, 57, 62, 63, 64,
70, 74, 78, 80, 81, 84, 85 and 87);

(k)

Landowner negotiations (RR No.’s 2 and 83);

(l)

Landscape and visual impact (RR No.’s 11, 35, 41, 49, 50, 60, 62,
63, 64, 66, 70, 71, 73, 74, 76, 77, 79, 81 and 92);

(m) Need for Proposed Development (RR No.’s 50, 62, 63, 74, 79 and
81);
(n)

Rationale for overhead line route (RR No.’s 11, 16, 17, 50, 62, 63,
64, 66, 71, 73,74, 76, 77, 79, 81 and 92)

20.3

Impact on tourism and tourist related businesses

20.3.1

SP Manweb has taken socio economic factors into account in the
development and refinement of the proposals and has fully assessed
these as part of the ES.

20.3.2

An assessment of the effects of the Proposed Development on tourism
and tourism related businesses was undertaken and is presented within
Chapter 11 of the ES (DCO document ref 6.11).
A socio-economic
consultation (business survey) using desk based information and a survey
of key consultees, local stakeholders, including tourism businesses was
undertaken specifically for this ES. The baseline assessment of tourism
looked at visitor and tourist trends, tourism volume and value, visitor
patterns, visitor accommodation and occupancy rates, expenditure
patterns and tourism employment. A tourism business survey also
supported the assessment.

20.3.3

The assessment concluded that the Proposed Development would not
lead to any significant adverse socio-economic labour market effects or
significant adverse effects on the overall tourism economy or tourism
related receptors. The assessment did, however, acknowldege that one
business located within immediate proximity of the Proposed
Development may experience a significant effect due to proximity and
potential visual impacts.

20.3.4

SP Manweb considers there will be only a minor impact on the access to
the Hall or use of the access road during construction due to the limited
number of vehicle movements required for construction in the area. SP
Manweb considers that with on-going discussions and early engagement
with the affected party prior to the commencement of the construction
activities, the impact on the property and business will be minimised.

20.3.5

SP Manweb first discussed the Proposed Development with the affected
party in May 2013. SP Manweb discussed the details of the Proposed
Development with the affected party in May 2014 and met on site to
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discuss the Proposed Development and the route of the 132kV Overhead
Line across the land. SP Manweb has continued to discuss the Proposed
Development with the affected party through 2014 and 2015 with the
affected party suggesting additional tree planting on their land to help
mitigate the perceived visual impact. This additional planting would be part
of any voluntary agreement entered into with the landowner.
20.3.6

Chapter 11 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.11) refers to the
embedded mitigation proposed as part of the Proposed Development in
Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7). The embedded
mitigation is provided in the form of hedgerow improvements, hedgerow
tree planting and woodland edge improvements which would reduce the
effect over time as the planting matured. The mitigation planting is
detailed in the outline Landscape Management Plan (DCO document
reference 6.20.6) and illustrated in the Landscaping Plans (DCO
document reference 6.2.1 - 6.2.13 with sheet 6 illustrating the proposed
landscape planting in the vicinity of Eriviat Hall). The outline Landscape
Management Plan is secured through requirement 5 to Schedule 2 of the
draft DCO (DCO document reference 3.1).

20.3.7

SP Manweb, through its own landscape and visual assessment (Chapter
7 of the ES, DCO document reference 6.7), has identified a moderate and
therefore significant effect on views near Eriviat Hall. As described above,
embedded mitigation measures are proposed which include hedgerow
and tree planting. SP Manweb considers this embedded mitigation will
assist with the screening of the 132kV Overhead Line from the business.

20.3.8

In addition to the mitigation planting, SP Manweb considers continued and
early dialogue regarding timing on construction works will help to minimise
the impacts on the business by ensuring the access to the Hall is
maintained at all times. This mitigation is identified in the outline CEMP
and secured through Requirement 13 of the draft DCO (document
reference 3.1).

20.3.9

Paragraphs 11.5.15 to 11.15.35 of Chapter 11 of the ES (DCO document
reference 6.11) provide a detailed analysis of the tourism aspects
highlighted above. Section 11.6 of the same Chapter sets out the tourism
business survey findings.

20.3.10

The tourism business survey concluded that the majority of respondents
considered the Proposed Development would have either no impact or a
low adverse impact on their own business performance or on the wider
North Wales’ tourism.

20.3.11

Section 11.10 of the Chapter concluded that the Proposed Development
would not lead to any significant adverse socio-economic labour market
effects or significant adverse effects on the overall tourism economy or
tourism related receptors.

20.3.12

The socio-economic and tourism assessment also considered the findings
of the Welsh Government ‘Investigation into the Potential Impact of Wind
Farms on Tourism in Wales – Summary Report’ (October 2013) (the
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"Report"), a report referenced by several of the RRs. The Report
concluded that telephone wires and poles, were found to detract from the
experience of visiting the countryside for 25% of respondents.
20.3.13

The Report also found that nearly half (48%) of all respondents
considered that electricity steel lattice towers and wires had detracted
from the experience of visiting the countryside making this the most
negative type of facility/development according to most visitors.
The
Proposed Development is not a steel lattice tower, and therefore the 48%
statistic is not representative of the Proposed Development. A double
wooded pole is less visually intrusive in scale than a steel lattice tower.

20.3.14

The ES (Section 11.6 (DCO document reference 6.11) considered that the
Proposed Development would be comparable with telephone poles and
wires in that it will be built on wooden poles. In comparison to the Report,
the business tourism survey undertaken did not identify such a concern on
tourism impacts. Only one business was identified as having a potential
significant effect due to its proximity. Overall the assessment concluded
that there would be no significant adverse socio-economic labour market
effects or significant adverse effects on the overall tourism economy or
tourism related receptors.

20.3.15

Post-development Tourism Impact Assessments for the Scotland –
Northern Ireland Interconnector and the Second Yorkshire Line show only
a minimal number of businesses (i.e. around 3%) experienced a negative
adverse effect from these much larger scale, steel tower construction,
electricity overhead line projects.

20.3.16

Based on the tourism related business survey results specific to the
Proposed Development and comparator research evidence base the
assessment considered that the Proposed Development is likely to have a
negligible/ low adverse effect on the area’s tourism economy (Section
11.8 (DCO document reference 6.11).

20.4

Impact on local businesses including farming businesses

20.4.1

SP Manweb recognises that in some cases there will be adverse impacts
on agricultural activities by the Proposed Development. In order to
minimise effects SP Manweb will work closely with landowners to carry
out construction works in a way that will reduce the potential disruption.
SP Manweb will also work closely with affected landowners to negotiate
compensation terms if this is appropriate.

20.4.2

The ES assesses the potential impact of the Proposed Development on
Land Use and Agriculture (DCO document reference 6.10). The
assessment acknowledges potential effects relating to loss of small areas
of operational agricultural land.

20.4.3

In general, overhead line construction does not cause extensive damage,
crop loss or disturbance (compared, say, with a cross country gas
pipeline). Any damage caused, will be properly reinstated and
compensation will be paid for losses arising from the pre-construction and
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construction works, in accordance with the requirements of the
compulsory acquisition compensation code. These effects of an overhead
line are experienced on a day to day basis by farmers. Overhead
electricity lines are commonly routed across farmland and are
experienced by a large number of farmers in the UK.
20.4.4

Chapter 11 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.11) considered the
potential socio-economic impact of the Proposed Development on local
businesses in line with the Scoping Opinion as set out by the Secretary of
State (DCO document reference 6.29). The principal socio-economic
assessment criteria relate to the employment effects within a defined
study area. The assessment focussed on direct and indirect economic
effects, induced economic effects and wider economic effects. Section
11.5 of the Chapter sets out the socio-economic baseline and profile for
Denbighshire and Conwy in comparison with North Wales, Wales and
Great Britain.

20.4.5

The Chapter concludes that the Proposed Development would have a
minor beneficial effect on employment during the construction and
decommissioning phases and a negligible effect on employment during
the operation of the Proposed Development. The labour market (defined
as the socio-economic receptor in the vicinity of the Proposed
Development) is assessed as being of low sensitivity. Overall significance
of impact is considered to be not significant. It is not therefore considered
that there would be any socio-economic impact upon farming businesses
within the defined area assessed within Chapter 11 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.11).

20.5

Impact on long distance walking routes

20.5.1

Table 11.4 of the Socio-economic and tourism chapter (DCO document
reference 6.11) does not identify these effects as significant within the
tourism and socio economic assessment. The Chapter acknowledges that
many tourism visitors to the areas do so to walk, however, the Chapter
does not conclude that a significant adverse effect on tourism will occur as
a result of the Proposed Development.

20.5.2

The Clwydian Way regional trail and the North Wales Pilgrim’s Way long
distance footpath were specifically identified in the assessment with
medium sensitivity but the magnitude of the effect was considered to be
minor leading to no significant effect overall. The footpaths tend to cross
the Proposed Development and not run parallel. The views experienced of
the Proposed Development would mostly be transient in nature and would
not detract from the overall experience of walking in such an area.

20.6

Effect on commercial investment in the area

20.6.1

As stated in the previous section, a full socio-economic assessment of the
potential effects of the Proposed Development has been carried out.
Chapter 11 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.11) concludes that no
significant adverse effects are predicted. Based on the conclusions of the
socio-economic assessment SP Manweb considers that there will be no
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adverse impact on commercial investments in the vicinity of the Proposed
Development.
20.6.2

The Welsh Government strategy document Energy Wales: A Low Carbon
Transition recognises that investment in energy infrastructure creates jobs
and stimulates and enables wider economic development. Chapter 11 of
the ES (DCO document reference 6.11) explains that the socioeconomic/labour market for the area within which the Proposed
Development is situated is considered to be of low sensitivity as there is a
readily available labour force in the area. The Proposed Development is
unlikely to lead to labour market pressure and distortions (wage inflation,
skills and capacity shortages, importation of labour).

20.6.3

One relevant representation raises concerns in relation to the effect the
Proposed Development will have on wind turbine development. Where
development has been identified through analysis of the local planning
registers, these have been avoided. SP Manweb is not aware of any other
developments proposed within the Order Limits that currently have
planning permission or are in the planning system. SP Manweb is aware
that landowners do have aspirations for development but have not been
supplied with any detailed proposals.

20.6.4

As stated above, SP Manweb considered that, based on the conclusions
of the socio-economic and tourism assessment (DCO document reference
6.11), there will be no adverse impact on development in the vicinity of the
Proposed Development.

20.7

Impact on the Centre for Personal Development

20.7.1

SP Manweb has not identified a singnificant adverse effect o nthe Centre
for Personal Development. The site is over 320m away from the Proposed
Development and is unlikely to experience significant effects as a reult of
the Proposed Development. Due to the lack of significant visual impact,
SP Manweb considers that there is also unlikely to be a significant effect
on the business aspects of the site. There is the potential for some
temporary construction activities in the vicinity of the site but these are not
considered to result in any significant impact on the ability of the business
to operate or on the users enjoyment of the site.
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21.

MATTERS OUTSTANDING

21.1

Matters that the Applicant considers are resolved

21.1.1

Table 21 summarises under the relevant section and subheadings
the matters which SP Manweb regards as having been fully
responded to in this document and therefore considers should not
require further consideration at Examination.
Table 21

Section
3. Compensation and
property values

4. Consultation

6. Cumulative Impact
8. Design and
Construction

Subheading
Financial impact to farming business and
practice and/or future expansion plans
Financial impact to the building of a new
dwelling and current property
Financial impacts caused by (cumulative)
residential amenity concerns
Financial impact generally upon business and
property
Financial impact to agricultural tenancy
Financial impact to the operation of a wind
turbines and associated business
Financial impact on property values
SP
Manweb’s
approach
to
statutory
consultation
Failure to engage with interested parties in a
consistent manner
Failure to consult on revised proposals
The consultation material contained misleading
materials and inaccurate representations
Failure to provide information to some residents
Phase 3 was the only statutory phase
Validity of the proposals
Natural Resources Wales, a statutory
consultee, has a vested interest in the
Proposed Development
Approach to assessment of the Wind Farms as
part of the DCO application
Number of poles and the separation distances
between poles
Use of Tir Mostyn underground cables
Impacts of construction activities on Innogy's
Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm
The health and safety impacts of the design of
the Proposed Development
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10. Ecological impact

11. EIA methodology

12. Health and electromagnetic fields impact
13. Human rights
14. Landowner
negotiations

17. Need for the
Proposed Development

The lack of certainty over what happens from
the terminal pole north of the ridge at
Groesffordd Marli onwards
Effects on protected species and the natural
environment
Effects on historic woodland, including the
Ancient Woodland on the River Elwy
Effect on Brenig Reservoir
Effect on Clocaenog Forest
Effect on Hafod Dingle
On-going liaison and engagement with NRW
Independent assessment of the environmental
impacts of the Proposed Development
Transparency of the Environmental Statement
Harm to Human Health
Harm to Animals and Livestock
Proximity of overhead line to residential
properties and infringement upon human rights
Discussions
with
landowners
regarding
wayleaves for diversions of lower voltage lines
European Direct Payments
Access for environmental surveys
Cost of the Proposed Development to the
consumer
Need for new overhead line
Benefits to the community
Need for the diversion of 11kV and 33kV
overhead lines

21.2

Matters still being discussed

21.2.1

Regarding those matters not listed in Table 21, whilst SP Manweb
considers that it has responded to the matters in either this document
or in the application material itself, it recognises that consultees and
the Examining Authority may be interested in exploring those matters
further during the examination.
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Appendix 1 – Glossary

NORTH WALES WIND FARM CONNECTION
GLOSSARY
132kV Overhead
Line
Above Ordnance
Datum
(AOD)
Agricultural Land
Classification
(ALC)

Agri-environment
scheme /
agreement
Alluvium
Air Quality
Management Area
(AQMA)
Air Quality Action
Plan (AQAP)
Ancient SemiNatural Woodland
(ASNW)
Aquifer

Area of
Outstanding
Beauty (AOB)
Area of
Outstanding
Natural Beauty
(AONB)
Area of Search

132,000 volts overhead line from the Collector Substation to
the Terminal Point
Elevation of land above sea level (at Newlyn)

The classification system used by the Department for
Environment Food and Rural Affairs based on its quality and
versatility. The classification ranges from Grade 1 (the best and
most versatile) through Grades 2, 3a, 3b, 3 c and 4, down to
Grade 5 (least versatile)
A UK government undertaking in which farmers are paid to
farm in an environmentally sensitive way
Material transported by rivers and deposited along its course
Declared by local authorities for areas where objectives
specified in the national Air Quality Strategy are not predicted
to be met
Produced by local authorities for AQMAs, setting out measures
to improve air quality
Woodland composed of native tree species that have not
obviously been planted
A body of permeable rock that is capable of storing significant
quantities of water; is undertaken by impermeable material,
and through which groundwater moves
Non statutory designation to categorise sensitive landscapes designated by Denbighshire County Council

An area designated under the National Parks and Access to
Countryside Act 1949 for its particularly attractive landscape
and unspoilt character, which should be protected and
enhanced as part of the national heritage
The term given to a wide area within which the route corridors
are identified and for the purposes of the Proposed
Development is shown on the Location Plan (document
reference 2.1)
Assessment of the A method of assessment of the effect of a development on
Significance of
Historic Landscapes
Impacts of
Development on
Historic
Landscape areas
(ASIDOHL)

Associated
Development
Authority

Development which is associated with a Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Project as defined by the Planning Act 2008
The Gas and Electricity Markets Authority established under
Section 1 of the Utilities Act 2000

Baseline

Existing environmental conditions which are described in the
ES
Defined by the ALC as Grades 1, 2 and 3a. Provisional
reclassification has removed sub-classifications within Grade 3,
considering Grades 1 and 2 as ‘Best and Most Versatile’ (BMV)
land
The variety and abundance of species, their genetic
composition, and the natural communities, ecosystems, and
landscapes in which they occur
A strategy for conserving and enhancing wild species and
wildlife habitats in the UK. Now replaced by Country
Biodiversity Strategies

Best and most
versatile (BMV)

Biodiversity

Biodiversity Action
Plan (BAP)
British Trust for
Ornithology (BTO)
Broad Route
Corridor(s)

Initial strategic corridors identified for the Proposed
Development and shown on Figure 3.1 in the ES (document
reference 6.16)
Cable
An insulated conductor designed for laying underground
Cadw
The historic environment service of the Welsh Government
Collector
The new collector substation which will be located in the
Substation
Clocaenog Forest and will connect the wind farms into the
electricity distribution network
Conductor
Overhead wire(s) attached to wood poles which conduct
electricity
Connection
and Defined within Transmission Licence Standard Conditions.
use of system Condition C1 and C10 states the meaning of the Connection
code
and Use of System Code (CUSC) as:
(CUSC)
The licensee shall establish arrangements for connection and
use of system in respect of matters which, other than those to
which standard conditions C14 (Grid Code) and C5 (Use of
system charging methodology) to C9 (Functions of the
Authority) relate are calculated to facilitate the achievement of
the following objectives:
(a) the efficient discharge by the licensee of the obligations
imposed upon it under the Act and by this licence;
(b) facilitating effective competition in the generation and
supply of electricity, and (so far as consistent therewith)
facilitating such competition in the sale, distribution and
purchase of electricity; and
(c) compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant
legally binding decision of the European Commission and/or
the Agency
Conservation Area Designated by local authorities on account of their special

Construction
Environmental
Management Plan
(CEMP)
Construction
phase
Consultation
Corridors
Consultation zone

Countryside and
Rights of Way Act
(CROW)
Cumulative
Effects

Decibel (dB)

Decommissioning
phase

Designated area
Development
Consent Order
(DCO)
Distribution Code

Distribution
Licence
Distribution
Network Operator
(DNO)
Easement

architectural or historic interest, the character and appearance
of which it is intended to preserve and enhance
Sets out management measures required of contractors for
any construction works associated with the Proposed
Development
Is when preparatory works or construction works are taking
place until commissioning of the Proposed Development
100m wide corridor(s) within which 132 kV Overhead Line
could be constructed and which were the subject of preapplication consultation pursuant to the Planning Act 2008
For the purpose of the pre application consultation pursuant to
the Planning Act 2008 a broad geographic consultation zone
was defined and is shown in Appendix 7.1 of the Consultation
Report (document reference 5.2.1)
Act, dated 2000, which provides for public access on foot to
certain types of land
The effects of other development schemes (whether under
construction, consented, or there are firm proposals for)
assessed cumulatively with the Proposed Development and
the Wider Scheme. These effects can be temporal (e.g.
construction phases occur at the same time) or spatial (e.g. the
same area is affected)
The scale on which sound pressure level is expressed. It is
defined as 20 times the logarithm of the ratio between the rootmean-square pressure of the sound field and a reference
pressure (2x10-5Pa)
The final phase of the Proposed Development covering all
activities to remove the Proposed Development from the
environment once it is no longer in operational use and the
undertaking of restoration works
Area designated and protected by national or international law
for its landscape, biodiversity, or historic interest
The order made when an application has been made pursuant
to section 37 of the Planning Act 2008 for a NSIP and the
Secretary of State determines that the order should be made
A code required to be prepared by a DNO pursuant to
condition 9 (Distribution Code) of a Distribution Licence and
approved by the Authority as revised from time to time with the
approval of, or by the direction of, the Authority.
A distribution licence granted under Section 6(1)(c) of the Act.
Distribution Network Operators own and operate the electricity
distribution network that brings electricity from the national
transmission network to the consumer. SP Manweb is the DNO
for North and Mid Wales, Cheshire and Merseyside
Allowing another person to use your land for a specific

Ecological Impact
Assessment
(EcIA)

Electromagnetic
Fields (EMFs)
Electricity Act
1989
(The 1989 Act)
EN-1

EN-5

Environment
Agency Wales
(EAW)
Environmental
Impact
Assessment (EIA)

Environmental
Statement (ES)
Environmentally
Sensitive Area
(ESA)
Final Route
Alignment
Flood
Consequence
Assessment
(FCA)
Flood Zone (FZ)
Floodplain
Grid Code

purpose, such as installing utilities
Ecological Impact Assessment is part of an EIA and assesses
the potential effects of a development on habitats and species,
particularly those protected national and international
legislation or considered to be of particular nature conservation
importance
Electric and magnetic fields generated by electricity
The Electricity Act 1989 (as amended by the Utilities Act 2000
and the Energy Act 2004).
National Policy Statements set out national policy against
which proposals for major infrastructure projects will be
assessed and decided by the Secretary of State. EN-1 is the
Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy
National Policy Statements set out national policy against
which proposals for major infrastructure projects will be
assessed and decided by the Secretary of State. EN-5 is the
National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks
Infrastructure
Environment Agency Wales, now part of NRW, was the
environmental regulator for Wales
A statutory process whereby a project is assessed through the
collection and consideration of environmental information with
the aim of taking account of the predicted effects of the
proposed development on the environment in the decision
making process. The findings are published in an
Environmental Statement
Report documenting the outcome of an Environmental Impact
Assessment
An agricultural area which needs special protection because of
its landscape, wildlife or historic value
Current pole positions along the centreline of the Limits of
Deviation identified following consultation, technical and
environmental appraisal
Required for developments in flood zones. It is an assessment
of the potential impact of a development on flooding

Areas at risk of flooding, divided into subcategories / zones
The area that would naturally be affected by flooding if a river
rises above its banks
The code which NGC is required to prepare under its
Transmission Licence and have approved by the Authority as
from time to time revised with the approval of, or by the
direction of, the Authority.

Grid Supply Point Any point at which electricity is delivered from the National
(GSP)
Electricity Transmission System to the DNO’s Distribution
System
Groundwater
Water flowing through or contained beneath the ground
surface
Guidelines for
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
Landscape and
(Third Edition) published by the Landscape Institute and
Visual Impact
Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment
Assessment
(GVLIA)
Habitat Suitability A numerical index that represents the capacity of a given
Index (HSI)
habitat to support a selected species. Most commonly used for
great crested newts
Habitats Directive EC Directive on the conservation of natural habitats of Wild
Fauna and Flora (92/43/EEC)
Habitats
Assessment undertaken of the impacts of a project on Natura
Regulations
2000 sites in accordance with the requirements of The
Assessment
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010
(HRA)
Heavy Goods
A good vehicle greater than 3.5 tonnes gross weight
Vehicle (HGV)
Historic
A register of known archaeological sites, monuments and finds
Environment
Record (HER)
Holford Rules
A series of planning guidelines for the routeing of overhead
lines first developed in 1959 by Lord Holford, advisor to the
then Central Electricity Generating Board (CEGB) on amenity
issues. They were reviewed in the 1990s by National Grid
Institute for
The Chartered Institute for Archaeologists
Archaeologists
(IfA)
Insulator
Used to safely connect the conductors to wood poles or pylons
International
Provides scientific advice and guidance on the health and
Commission on
environmental effects of non-ionizing radiation
Non-Ionizing
Radiation
Protection
(ICNIRP)
kV
kilovolt (1000 volts)
LANDMAP
LANDMAP a tool developed by CCW (now NRW) to assess
the diversity of all landscapes within Wales, identifying and
explaining the characteristics and qualities
Landscape and
Assessment methodology used to assess the potential effects
Visual Impact
of a proposed development on the landscape
Assessment
(LVIA)
Landscape
A standard methodology for identifying, describing, classifying
Character
and mapping what is distinctive about our landscapes
Assessment

(LCA)
Landscape
Institute (LI)
Light Goods
Vehicle (LGV)
Limits of Deviation
(LoD)

Listed Building

Local Biodiversity
Action Plan
(LBAP)
Local
Development Plan
(LDP)
Local Nature
Reserve (LNR)
Local Planning
Authority
Local Wildlife Site
(LWS)
Magnitude of
potential effect
Megawatts (MW)
Mitigation
National Grid
Reference (NGR)
National
Monuments
Record (NMR)
National Nature
Reserve (NNR)
National Policy
Statements (NPS)
National
Vegetation

The Chartered Institute for Landscape Architects
Goods vehicles not exceeding 3.5 tonnes gross vehicle weight
Works 1A and 1B of the Proposed Development will be carried
out within Limits of Deviation which are shown on the Works
Plans. The LoD provide a degree of flexibility which is required
because following the making of the DCO, micro-siting may
take place in response to detailed technical survey information,
particularly for unconfirmed ground conditions and / or minor
alterations requested by landowners
LoD have been defined laterally and vertically
A building of special architectural or historic interest which has
been included on a list approved by the Secretary of State
under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990 (known as the ‘Statutory List of Buildings of Special
Architectural or Historic Interest’). Buildings are classified in
grades (I, II* and II) and to show their relative importance
A set of action plans for habitats and species

A statutory document which guides future development

A site with features of nature conservation interest controlled
by a local authority
Is defined by S.1 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
and, in the case of the Proposed Development is Denbighshire
County Council and Conwy County Borough Council
Sites identified and selected for their local nature conservation
value
The degree of change that a receptor is anticipated to
experience as a result of the Proposed Development
Energy generated by wind farms is described in MW
Measures to avoid, reduce and offset environmental effects
A system of grid references used in Great Britain
Unscheduled archaeological sites and features recorded by
Cadw
A protected area of importance for wildlife, flora, fauna
reserved and managed for conservation
Sets out national policy against which proposals for major
infrastructure projects will be assessed and decided by the
Secretary of State
Classification and description of the plant communities of Great
Britain

Classification
(NVC)
Nationally
Significant
Infrastructure
Project (NSIP)
Natura 2000 sites

Means a project designated under the Planning Act 2008

A European-wide network of sites protected under the Habitats
and Birds Directives, and made up of Special Areas of
Conservation and Special Protection Areas
Natural Resources An amalgamation of CCW, EAW and Forestry Commission
Wales or Cyfoeth
Wales, operational from 1st April 2013
Naturiol Cymru
NGC
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc
Nitrate Vulnerable
Zones (NVZ)
North Wales Wind
Farms Connection
NSP
Order Limits
Palaeo-channel
Permitted
Development

Persons with an
Interest in the
Land (PILS)

Photomontage

Planning Act 2008
(the Act)

Areas where land drains and contributes to the nitrate found in
“polluted” waters
Means the Proposed Development and the Wider Scheme
Noise sensitive premises
Means the limits shown on the works plans within which the
Proposed Development may be carried out
Ancient relict watercourse
Part III of the Town and Country Planning Act provides that the
Secretary of State may grant planning permission by way of
development order. The principal development order is the
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development)
Order 1995 which provides that planning permission for certain
developments is granted subject to specified conditions. It
provides specified permitted development rights for statutory
undertakers
Section 57 of the Planning Act 2008 defines persons with an
Interest in the Land which includes:
(1) owners, lessees, tenants or occupiers of land;
(2) persons with an interest in land or who have a power to sell
land or to release land; and
(3) persons who may be able to make a claim for
compensation as a result of the DCO being made and
implemented..
Land for these purposes means land to which the application
for development consent relates
A collection of images used to create an overall image. The
objective of a photomontage is to simulate the likely visual
changes that would result from the Proposed Development,
and to produce printed images of a size and resolution
sufficient to match the perspective in the same view as would
occur in reality
The legislation for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects
and the requirements for development consent

Planning
Inspectorate
(PINS)
Planning Policy
Wales
(PPW)
Preferred Route
Corridor
Preliminary
Environmental
Information Report
(PEIR)
Prescribed
Consultees

Proposed
Development

PRoW
Ramsar sites

Red Data book

Regionally
Important
Geological Site
(RIGS)
Registered Park
and Garden
(RPG)

Reinstatement
Requirement
Residual effects

The Planning Inspectorate administers the examination of
applications for development consent
The document that sets out the Welsh Government’s policies
on different aspects of land use planning
Is identified as the preferred route corridor for the Proposed
Development and is set out in the Route Corridor Study
The report of the initial environmental impact assessment
findings for the Proposed Development

Means persons to be consulted pursuant to the Planning Act
2008 and set out in Schedule 1 of the Infrastructure Planning
(Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations
2009
The 132kV Overhead Line together with required pedestrian
and vehicular accesses, temporary construction compound,
construction laydown areas, mitigation planting and other
integral works
Public Right of Way which is a footpath or track over which the
public have a right of access
Wetlands of international importance designated under the
Ramsar Convention (Convention on Wetlands of International
Importance, especially as Waterfowl Habitats) (1971) and
ratified in the UK in 1976). The convention was held in the
town of Ramsar, Iran
The IUCN (International Union for Conservation of Nature) Red
List of threatened bird species categorised as Extinct, Extinct in
the Wild, Critically Endangered, Endangered, Vulnerable, Near
Threatened or Least Concern
Designated sites of local, regional and national importance for
geodiversity in the UK

Parks and gardens which have been classified by grade to
show their relative importance:
Grade I – international historic interest,
Grade II* - exceptional historic interest,
Grade II – national historic interest
The actions undertaken to return a temporary working area to
its previous condition, as far as reasonably practicable
A requirement in Schedule 2 of the Development Consent
Order
Effects remaining after mitigation measures have been taken
into account

Route corridor

Route Corridor
Study (RCS)
Royal
Commission on
the Ancient and
Historical
Monuments of
Wales
(RCAHMW)
Royal Society for
the Protection of
Birds (RSPB)
Scheduled
Ancient
Monument

Scoping

Scoping Opinion

Scoping Report

Screening

Secretary of State
(SOS)
Significance

Site of Importance
for Nature
Conservation
(SINC)
Site of Special
Scientific Interest
(SSSI)
Sites and
Monuments
Record (SMR)

Search area used to provide a degree of flexibility in which to
develop a route alignment, usually approximately 1km wide
and shown in respect of the Proposed Development in Figure
3.1 of the ES (document reference 6.16)
An appraisal to identify potential route corridors within a
defined study area
Records and interprets built and landscape heritage

Large nature conservation charity

An archaeological site of national importance, which is included
on a schedule compiled by the Secretary of State for National
Heritage under the terms of the Ancient Monuments and
Archaeological Areas act 1979 (as amended by the National
Heritage Act 1983)
An early stage within the Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) process where the scope of the environmental studies
are determined
A person who makes an application for an order granting
development consent may ask the Secretary of State his
opinion as to the information to be provided in an ES and this
is known as a Scoping Opinion
The scoping report prepared by SP Manweb and submitted to
the Secretary of State to support its application for a Scoping
Opinion
Initial process by which project proposals are assessed to
decide whether they require a formal Environmental Impact
Assessment
The Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change
The significance of effects considers the value (or sensitivity) of
the receptor and the magnitude and likelihood of potential
effects
Sites of substantive local nature conservation value

An area of land of special interest by reason of its flora, fauna,
geology or physiographical features notified under Section 28
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
List of known archaeological sites

Source Protection
Zone (SPZ)
SP Manweb

A zone surrounding an aquifer where the contamination of the
groundwater flow due to surface spills could pollute the aquifer
The DNO for North and Mid Wales, Cheshire and Merseyside.
The promoter of the Proposed Development

Special Area of
Conservation
(SAC)

Sites chosen to conserve the natural habitat types and species
of wild flora and fauna listed in Annex I and II of the Habitats
Directive. They are the best areas to represent the range and
variety of habitats and species within the European Union.
Non statutory designation to categorise sensitive landscapes designated by Conwy County Borough Council

Special
Landscape Area
(SLA)
Special Protection
Area (SPA)

St Asaph
Substation
Statement of
Community
Consultation
(SOCC)
Statutory
consultees
Statutory
undertakers
Strategic Options
Report (SOR)
Strategic Search
Area (SSA)
Substation

Technical Advice
Note (TAN)

Terminal Point
The Wider
Scheme

Area designated under article 4 of the European Communities
Council Directive on Conservation of Wild Birds for the
protection of particularly sensitive bird species, or for regularly
migrating birds: to help protect and manage areas which are
important for rare and vulnerable birds because they use them
for breeding, feeding, wintering or migration
Means the substation located in St Asaph and which the North
Wales Wind Farms Connection will connect into
A statement setting out how the applicant proposes to consult
the local community in respect of the Proposed Development
and as required by section 47 of the Planning Act 2008
Organisations that SP Manweb is required to consult by virtue
of the Planning Act 2008
Companies with regulatory powers and duties, such as gas,
electricity, water and transport providers / transmitters
Sets out the initial technical options for the Proposed
Development, and an appraisal of each option identifying the
preferred technical option for the Proposed Development
Associated with Welsh Government Technical Advice Note 8
Generated electricity is fed into the electrify distribution network
through substations. Substations control the flow of power
through the network by means of transformers and switchgear,
with facilities for control, fault protection and communications
Welsh Government Technical Advice Notes provide
supplementary guidance document on a number of planning
policy matters.
Welsh Government Technical Advice (TAN) 8: Planning for
Renewable Energy (2005) sets out renewable energy,
planning, technologies and design considerations
Location at which the 132 kV Overhead Line terminates and is
shown on Work Plan Sheet 13 (document reference 2.3.13)
The Wider Scheme incorporates the Collector Substation,
underground cables from the Terminal point to St Asaph
Substation, proposed works at St Asaph Substation, temporary
storage areas within St Asaph Substation and the Collector

Traffic Impact
Assessment
Tree Preservation
Order (TPO)

Undergrounding
United Kingdom
Biodiversity Action
Plan (UKBAP)
United Kingdom
Habitat Action
Plan (UKHAP)
Vantage Point
Survey (VPS)
Wales National
Monument Record
(WNMR)
Wind Farms
Wireframe

Wood poles

Substation and diversions of existing lower voltage overhead
line crossings
Examines the potential impact of a development on the
surrounding transport network
Made by a local planning authority if it appears that it is
expedient in the interests of amenity to make provision for the
preservation of trees or woodlands in their area in order to
protect such trees, groups of trees or woodlands as may be
specified in the order
Electricity cables laid underground
Describes biological resources and provides detailed plans for
conservation
Describes habitats and provides detailed plans for
conservation
A survey method designed to record flight activity of bird
species
Cadw National Monuments Record of sites and events

the four wind farms at Nant Bach, Derwydd Bach, Clocaenog
Forest and Brenig
Computer generated line drawing based on a digital terrain
model, that illustrates the three dimensional shape of the
landscape and any features within it
Wooden poles used to support an overhead electricity line
(either single or double)
The United Nations public health arm

World Health
Organisation
(WHO)
Written Scheme of A method statement setting out archaeological investigations
Investigation
(WSI)
Zone of
A map which illustrates the potential (or theoretical) visibility of
Theoretical
a development
Visibility (ZTV)

Planning Inspectorate Reference No. EN020014
Document reference: SPM NWWFC RR Document Appendices
Author: SP Manweb

Appendix 2 – Table 7.21 from ES Chapter 7 – Landscape and Visual

North Wales Wind Farms Connections Project

Landscape and Visual

Table 7.21: Summary of Viewpoint Assessment
Ref
No

02

Description of Location

From the B5435 on the western
edge of Saron village. Approx.
290m AOD.

Distance to Nearest Visible
Indicative Wood Pole, to
centreline of Limits of Deviation,
and Nearest Edge23 of Limits of
Deviation, East or West of
Alignment

Overall
Sensitivity
of the
Viewpoint

Overall
Magnitude
of Effects

Effect on
Visual
Amenity

Significance
of Visual
Effect

Approx. 294m to nearest wood pole.

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 294m east of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 283m.

03

From the junction of the B4501
east of Foel Gasyth near Bron
Haul. Approx. 330m AOD.

Approx. 654m to nearest wood pole.
Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 654m west of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 625m.

05

From the B4501 south of Plas
Captain, heading to Peniel,
approx. Approx. 190m AOD.

Approx. 91m to nearest wood pole.
Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 91m east of alignment.

23

Distances to receptors beyond the boundaries of the LoD have been calculated to the closest point along the boundary (although
due to technical considerations, for example conductor swing and failure containment structures, it would never be possible to
locate a pole along this boundary).
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Ref
No

Description of Location

Landscape and Visual

Distance to Nearest Visible
Indicative Wood Pole, to
centreline of Limits of Deviation,
and Nearest Edge23 of Limits of
Deviation, East or West of
Alignment

Overall
Sensitivity
of the
Viewpoint

Overall
Magnitude
of Effects

Effect on
Visual
Amenity

Significance
of Visual
Effect

High

Small

Minor

Not
Significant

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Small

Minor

Not
Significant

Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 70m.
06

From an elevated location
adjacent to the minor road (south
of Peniel) which wraps around
Foel Gasyth, west of the property
at Holt. Approx. 265m AOD.

Approx. 892m to nearest wood pole.
Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 893m west of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 873m.

View looking NE towards Peniel
and Denbigh.
08

10

From the public footpath north of
Ty-Coch on the minor road which
runs south of Gwaenynog
Registered Park and Garden to
the Segrwyd Mill and Segrwyd
Goch area. Approx. 140m AOD.

Approx. 183m to nearest wood pole.

View from just south of the A543
on a public footpath heading to
Gwaenynog Registered Park and

Approx. 803m to nearest wood pole.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 182m east of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 172m.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 846m east of alignment.
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Ref
No

11

Description of Location

Landscape and Visual

Distance to Nearest Visible
Indicative Wood Pole, to
centreline of Limits of Deviation,
and Nearest Edge23 of Limits of
Deviation, East or West of
Alignment

Garden. Approx.167m AOD.

Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 826m.

From the A543 as it runs from
Groes to Denbigh, approx.
Approx. 180m AOD.

Approx. 43m to nearest wood pole.

Overall
Sensitivity
of the
Viewpoint

Overall
Magnitude
of Effects

Effect on
Visual
Amenity

Significance
of Visual
Effect

Medium

Medium

Moderate

Significant

Medium

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Small

Minor

Not
Significant

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 34m east of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 23m.

12

From the B5428 near Eriviat
Bach-Isaf and Eriviat BachUchaf. Approx. 140m AOD

Approx. 156m to nearest wood pole.
Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 156m west of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 146m.

13

Denbigh Castle. Approx. 140m
AOD

Approx. 3.2km to nearest wood
pole.
Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
3.153km
east
of
alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
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Ref
No

Description of Location

Landscape and Visual

Distance to Nearest Visible
Indicative Wood Pole, to
centreline of Limits of Deviation,
and Nearest Edge23 of Limits of
Deviation, East or West of
Alignment

Overall
Sensitivity
of the
Viewpoint

Overall
Magnitude
of Effects

Effect on
Visual
Amenity

Significance
of Visual
Effect

High

Small

Minor

Not
Significant

High

Small

Minor

Not
Significant

High

Small

Minor

Not
Significant

of Deviation: 3.133km.
14

15

17

On the public footpath southeast
of Henllan, that runs from
Broadleys Covert to the south of
Foxhall Registered Park and
Garden.

Approx. 1145m to nearest wood
pole.

Near Henllan, from the B5382
west of Henllan near Hafod Farm
and Pen Parc Llwyd. Approx.
190m AOD

Approx. 490m to nearest wood pole.

Henllan, St Sadwrn’s church
yard. Approx. 130m AOD.

Approx. 1.1km to nearest wood
pole.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 1147m east of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 1.124km.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 492m west of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 470m.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
1.120km
east
of
alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 1.098km
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Ref
No

19

Description of Location

Foxhall Registered Parks and
Gardens. Approx. 160m AOD.

Landscape and Visual

Distance to Nearest Visible
Indicative Wood Pole, to
centreline of Limits of Deviation,
and Nearest Edge23 of Limits of
Deviation, East or West of
Alignment

Overall
Sensitivity
of the
Viewpoint

Overall
Magnitude
of Effects

Effect on
Visual
Amenity

Significance
of Visual
Effect

Approx. 1.47km to nearest wood
pole.

High

Negligible

Negligible

Not
Significant

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Small

Minor

Not

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
1.468km
east
of
alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 1.446km.
26

Near Berain house and farm –
listed buildings. Approx. 150m
AOD.

Approx. 476m to nearest wood pole.
Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 477m east of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 467m.

27

Croen Llwm Mawr northwest of
Henllan, near Tyddyn Bartley and
Berain.

Approx. 40m to nearest wood pole.
Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 40m west of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 30m.

28

Moel Fodiar. Approx. 390m AOD

Approx. 2.2km to nearest wood
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Ref
No

Description of Location

Landscape and Visual

Distance to Nearest Visible
Indicative Wood Pole, to
centreline of Limits of Deviation,
and Nearest Edge23 of Limits of
Deviation, East or West of
Alignment

Overall
Sensitivity
of the
Viewpoint

Overall
Magnitude
of Effects

Effect on
Visual
Amenity

pole.

Significance
of Visual
Effect

Significant

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
2.188km
west
of
alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 2.167km.
29

Mynydd y Gaer. Approx. 260m
AOD

Approx. 2.2km to nearest wood
pole.

High

Small

Minor

Not
Significant

High

Negligible

Negligible

Not
Significant

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
2.220km
west
of
alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 2.188km.
31

Llannefydd Village (School).
Approx. 210m AOD.

Approx. 1.9km to nearest wood
pole.
Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
1.935km
west
of
alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
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Ref
No

Description of Location

Landscape and Visual

Distance to Nearest Visible
Indicative Wood Pole, to
centreline of Limits of Deviation,
and Nearest Edge23 of Limits of
Deviation, East or West of
Alignment

Overall
Sensitivity
of the
Viewpoint

Overall
Magnitude
of Effects

Effect on
Visual
Amenity

Significance
of Visual
Effect

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

of Deviation: 1.913km.
32

34

South western approach to the
Elwy Valley from Tal y Bryn and
Plas Buckley. Approx. 160m
AOD.

Approx. 204m to nearest wood pole.

Tan-y-Graig which lies on the
north eastern slopes of the Elwy
Valley. Approx. 130m AOD.

Approx. 887m to nearest wood pole.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 204m west of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 194m.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 888m east of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 877m.

37

39

Public footpath near Plas
Newydd and Plas Hafod across
the open agricultural fields
towards the Elwy Valley. Approx.
120m AOD.

Approx. 275m to nearest wood pole.

Footpath adjacent to Pentre
Mawr (northeast of the Cefn

Approx. 312m to nearest wood pole.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 274m west of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 263m.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
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Ref
No

40

41

Description of Location

Landscape and Visual

Distance to Nearest Visible
Indicative Wood Pole, to
centreline of Limits of Deviation,
and Nearest Edge23 of Limits of
Deviation, East or West of
Alignment

Meiriadog ridge line) as the
corridor approaches St Asaph.
Approx. 60m AOD.

Deviation: 314m east of alignment.

B5381 Glascoed Road between
St Asaph and Bodelwyddan.
Looking towards the Cefn
Meiriadog ridge line. Approx.
40m AOD.

Approx. 795m to nearest wood pole.

Bodelwyddan Castle looking
towards the Cefn Meiriadog ridge
line as the corridor runs over the
ridge on the approach to St
Asaph. Approx. 50m AOD.

Approx. 1.7km to nearest wood
pole.

Overall
Sensitivity
of the
Viewpoint

Overall
Magnitude
of Effects

Effect on
Visual
Amenity

Significance
of Visual
Effect

High

Small

Minor

Not
Significant

High

Negligible

Negligible

Not
Significant

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 299m.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 795m east of alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 782km.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
1.707km
west
of
alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 1.694km.

42

Footpath northwest of Nantglyn,
near residential property
‘Hendre’. Approx. 160m AOD.

Approx. 2.5km to nearest wood
pole.
Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
2.499km
west
of
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Ref
No

Description of Location

Landscape and Visual

Distance to Nearest Visible
Indicative Wood Pole, to
centreline of Limits of Deviation,
and Nearest Edge23 of Limits of
Deviation, East or West of
Alignment

Overall
Sensitivity
of the
Viewpoint

Overall
Magnitude
of Effects

Effect on
Visual
Amenity

Significance
of Visual
Effect

High

Negligible

Negligible

Not
Significant

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Small

Minor

Not
Significant

alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 2.489km.
45

Approach road to Llyn Brenig
near the B4501 at Bwlch-du.

Approx. 2.5km to nearest wood
pole.
Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
2.541km
west
of
alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 2.521km.

47

48

Minor road which runs from the
B4501 at Llyn Brenig, along the
ridge line on the western edge of
the Lliwen valley, towards Soar
and Nantglyn. VRs 23-27 are
relatively close to this viewpoint.

Approx. 2.4km to nearest wood
pole.

From the cathedral in St Asaph
towards the Cefn Meiriadog

Approx. 3.5km to nearest wood
pole.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
2.424km
west
of
alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 2.409km.
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Ref
No

Description of Location

ridge.

Landscape and Visual

Distance to Nearest Visible
Indicative Wood Pole, to
centreline of Limits of Deviation,
and Nearest Edge23 of Limits of
Deviation, East or West of
Alignment

Overall
Sensitivity
of the
Viewpoint

Overall
Magnitude
of Effects

Effect on
Visual
Amenity

Significance
of Visual
Effect

High

Medium

Moderate

Significant

High

Negligible

Negligible

Not
Significant

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation:
3.461km
east
of
alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 3.447km.

50

51

From Tan y Garth which lies
close to the ridge east of Foel
Gasyth, along the alignment
towards Peniel and Plas Captain

Approx. 5m to nearest wood pole.

From B5428, the edge of
settlement at Groes village, in the
direction of the alignment.

Approx. 856m to nearest pole which
cannot be seen from this location,
and 858m to nearest pole in the
direction of this viewpoint, west of
alignment.

Distance to centreline of Limits of
Deviation: 8m along the alignment.
Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 0m (within LoD)

Distance to nearest edge of Limits
of Deviation: 835m

107

