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0.1

The Council requests that the Panel inspects the route at the following
locations:

SP Manweb can confirm that these two locations are both identified in its response to
FWQ 0.1 as locations 9 for the A543 crossing and 14 and 15 for Berain. SP Manweb
notes that the Council would like to attend the inspections of both of these locations.

(a) Berain – to access the impact of the proposal on the setting of a group of
Grade II* and II listed buildings;
(b) The proposed crossing over the A543 – to access the impact of the
proposal on the A543 including views towards the Elwy and Led Valleys
Special Landscape Areas.
The Council would like to attend both inspections, space permitting

1.2

(b) The Council does not wish to comment on this matter.

No response required

1.3

(a) Please refer to Council’s response to question 1.15.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to CCBC LIR/WR, Paragraphs 3.2.1, 3.2.3,
3.2.4 and 3.3.1 which deal with these points.

(b) The Council considers that the proposal complies with the relevant
policies except with regard to the following matters:
i) The Council considers that the proposal would not preserve or enhance
the setting of the listed buildings at Berain. The Council does not therefore
agree with the applicant’s conclusions in paragraph 5.3.39 of the Planning
Statement that the proposal complies with paragraph CTH/2 in this respect.
ii) Whilst the Council agrees with the applicant that the proposal would not
be located within the boundaries of any designated landscape areas in
Conwy, it notes that the proposal would affect the setting of the Elwy and
Aled Valleys Special Landscape Area (SLA) in the vicinity of the crossing of
the A543. The Council considers hat when viewed in this location, the
proposal would disrupt views towards the SLA which forms an elevated
backdrop to the west. The Council therefore considers that the proposal
would not be satisfactorily integrated into the landscape, and is therefore
contrary to Policy NTE/4.

1.4

The Council considers that the project has demonstrated ‘good design’,
subject to its concerns expressed in response to Question 1.3(b) above.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC confirmation that SP Manweb has demonstrated good
design.
Please also refer to paragraphs 6.2.8 to 6.3.3 of SP Manweb’s response to CCBC's
LIR and WR in respect of the points CCBC raises in FWQ 1.3(b).

1.6

EN020014

(c) On the basis of the labour requirements identified in the Design and
Construction Report, the Council does not consider that the proposal would
have a material impact on the linguistic balance of those communities.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point
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1.8

(a) The proposed development would cross safeguarded resources of sand
and gravel and hard rock, as indicated by horizontal hatching and diagonal
hatching respectively on the LDP proposals map.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation on this point that the Proposed
Development would "have a limited impact on the safeguarded mineral source due to
the narrow footprint of the infrastructure.". The resources identified are referenced in
Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (DCO Document Ref 6.10). Please
also see SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 1.8.

http://www.conwy.gov.uk/upload/public/attachments/589/Map_1_County.pdf

(b) The Council considers that the proposal would have a limited impact on
the safeguarded mineral resource due to the narrow footprint of the
infrastructure.

1.9

(a) The Council accepts that the need case for the project is made.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation that the need case is made.
Please also refer to paragraphs 6.2.8 to 6.3.3 of SP Manweb’s response to CCBC's
LIR and WR in respect of the points CCBC raises in FWQ 1.3(b).

(b) The Council accepts that, subject to the matters raised elsewhere in this
response, as a matter of principle, the project conforms with Planning Policy
Wales (PPW7).
1.10

(a) The Council’s response is set out in the LIR.

(b) The Council considers that consent should be refused in the vicinity of
Berain and the proposed crossing over the A543, for the reasons stated in
its Written Representations.

Please refer to paragraphs 6.2.8 to 6.3.3 of SP Manweb’s response to CCBC's LIR and
WR which deal with these points.
SP Manweb does not agree that the impacts identified in the vicinity of Berain and the
proposed crossing over the A543 justify going against the NPS EN-1 presumption in
favour of granting consent.

(c) The Council’s suggests additional mitigation measures in the LIR.

1.11

(a) The licences in respect of protected species can only be granted by
NRW after consent is obtained, so document 5.9 is correct in identifying that
the DCO must be granted first. The Council does not believe there is reason
to suppose that such licences would not be forthcoming.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

1.13

(a) Yes

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

(b) Yes

EN020014
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(c) Yes

1.14

(a) The application would not be in breach of the above TANs

(b) Other relevant TANs include TAN5: Nature Conservation and Planning:
TAN6: Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities.
1.15

The following Welsh Office / Welsh Government circulars are also relevant:
60/96: Planning and the Historic Environment: Archaeology

(a) SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation that the application would not breach
TANs 8, 11, 15 and 18.
(b) Please refer to paragraphs 3.2.1 of SP Manweb’s response to CCBC's LIR and WR
which deal with the TANs 5 and 6 and their relevant to the application.
Please refer to SP Manweb's response to CCBC LIR/WR, Paragraphs 3.2.3, which
provide a full response to these specific issues.

61/96: Planning and the Historic Environment: Historic Buildings and
Conservation Areas

By way of summary:

11/99: Environmental Impact Assessment

This circular sets out advice on legislation and procedures relating to archaeological
remains and was published in 1996. Section B of the circular provides advice to local
authorities including advice on development plans, sites and monuments records and
planning applications. As the circular primarily provides advice to local authorities,
rather than developers, and relates to planning applications, it was not considered
within the Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref 7.4).

016/2014: The Use of Conditions for Development Management.

60/96: Planning and the Historic Environment: Archaeology

The circular does state that developers should consult with the regional Sites and
Monuments Records and undertake a desk based evaluation (Sections 11 and 12).
This was undertaken and the findings are presented in Chapter 8 ‘Historic
Environment’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.8) and Appendices 8.1 and 8.2 (DCO
Document Ref 6.21).
Sections 13 and 14 of the circular refer to the potential need for field evaluations where
important archaeological remains may exist, and the expectation that the results will be
provided to local authorities. A field reconnaissance survey has been undertaken and
the findings are presented in Chapter 8 ‘Historic Environment’ of the ES (DCO
Document Ref 6.8) and Appendices 8.1 and 8.2 (DCO Document Ref 6.21).
Mitigation measures for the archaeological assets identified are set out in the ES and
secured within the CEMP (DCO Document Ref 6.18) (secured through a requirement in
the draft DCO). Through its approach and the information presented within the ES and
its Appendices, SP Manweb has therefore complied with the advice provided in the
circular.
It is further noted that CCBC, in response to FWQ 9.1, states that it "does not disagree
with the findings of the historic assessment."
61/96: Planning and the Historic Environment: Historic Buildings and Conservation
Areas
This circular sets out advice on legislation and procedures relating to historic buildings
and conservation areas and was last updated in 1996. As the circular primarily
provides advice to local authorities, rather than developers, it was not considered
EN020014
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within the Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref 7.4).
Chapter 8 ‘Historic Environment’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.8) has, however,
considered and assessed conservation areas and listed buildings in relation to the
Proposed Development. No significant effects to conservation areas have been
identified as a result of the Proposed Development. Predicted effects are moderate /
large and therefore potentially significant for four listed buildings (forming an
agricultural range at Berain).
The circular does not provide advice on the interaction between listed buildings and
new developments and focuses instead on listed buildings themselves, and the rules
applying in relation to alterations and demolitions of listed buildings. As such, it was not
considered within the Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref 7.4). Through its
approach and the information presented within the ES and its Appendices, SP Manweb
has therefore complied with the advice provided in the circular.
It is further noted that CCBC, in response to FWQ 9.1, states that it "does not disagree
with the findings of the historic assessment."
11/99: Environmental Impact Assessment
This circular gives guidance on the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999.
As the Proposed Development is an NSIP, it is the subject of an application for a DCO.
The Proposed Development has been assessed under the requirements of the
Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009, as
amended, and Advice Notes published by the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) directly
relevant to the EIA.
The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and
Wales) Regulations 1999 do not apply to the Proposed Development, and as such
Circular 11/99 is not of relevance to the Proposed Development and as such it was not
considered.
016/2014: The Use of Conditions for Development Management
This circular provides guidance and references to legislation, as well as an updated list
of model conditions to promote best practice in Wales.
As the Proposed Development is an NSIP, it is the subject of an application for a DCO.
Guidance on drafting development consent orders is provided in PINS Advice Note
Thirteen – Preparation of a draft order granting development consent and Advice Note
Fifteen – Drafting Development Consent Orders.

3.2

(a) The Council requests that Requirement (13) is amended to require the
Traffic Management Plan to make adequate provision for vehicle parking.
(b) The Council does not raise comments in respect of this matter.

EN020014

Please see SP Manweb’s response to CCBC's LIR and WR on Requirement 13.
The Construction Compound, as shown in DCO document 2.7.4, includes construction
parking. During construction of the Proposed Development, vehicles associated with
construction will be located in proximity to the Proposed Development and therefore off
the local road network. SP Manweb therefore does not consider that the Requirement
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needs to be amended.

3.3

(a) Developer will need to confirm traffic movements / loads etc. to enable
the LA to determine the impact that vehicles in connection with the
development will have of the highway network.

(a) The Design and Construction Report (DCO Document Reference 7.1) details the
construction activities associated with the Proposed Development and section 5.8
identifies what vehicles are going to be used during construction.

(b) Applicant will have to carry out a dilapidation survey on the approved
route(s) with the LA Highway Inspector to ascertain the existing road
network condition. On completion of the development, a second inspection
will be carried out and any damaged caused by the development traffic will
have to be rectified at the developers cost.
(c) Due to the rural location of the development, the developer may wish to
strengthen the sides of the highway where it’s likely vehicles will manoeuvre
close to the edge of the carriageway (and thus risking damaging the
carriageway), this would probably remove the risk of damaging the highway
and improve manoeuvrability/swept paths of vehicles connected with the
development (it may also improve highway safety and free flow of all
highway users).

Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12) provides a detailed
assessment of the potential impact of this construction traffic associated with the
Proposed Development. Table 12.6 sets out the vehicle types and typical vehicle
movements for the construction of a 1.5km section of the 132kV Overhead Line.
(b) The road network has been assessed by SP Manweb in terms of its capacity to
accommodate the construction vehicles identified in the Design and Construction
Report (DCO Document Reference 7.1). During the assessment for the road capacity,
SP Manweb did not identify any roads in a poor condition. Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO
Document Reference 6.12) demonstrates that the road network is capable of
accommodating the level and type of traffic which will be generated during the
construction and operation of the Proposed Development. The vehicle numbers and
size are such that it would not be justified, or indeed necessary, to require SP Manweb
to repair any damage to the road network. SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.3
provides further information regarding the local road network.
The Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm Order 2014 includes a requirement securing a
construction traffic management plan which includes a requirement to assess the
existing condition of the highway and for making good of any incidental damage.
However, the amount of construction traffic generated by the Clocaenog Forest Wind
Farm is well in excess of the traffic that will be generated by the Proposed
Development. The ES for the wind farm sets out the anticipated traffic generated by the
wind farm. It indicates that excluding delivery of stone aggregates (which cannot be
added as a monthly movement figure is not provided) that the average number of
vehicle movements per month over the 24 month construction period is 1532. This
means that average movements for a 10 day period would be approximately 766
vehicles. Compared to the Proposed Development which provides an average
movement of 166 vehicles (see table 12.6) over a 10 day period, it is shown that the
trip generation for the Proposed Development is significantly less than in the case of
Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm, particularly in the context that the above figures
excludes stone aggregate movements. SP Manweb therefore submits that it may have
been justified for the developer of the Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm to undertake a
highway condition survey and agree to remediate any damage to the highway on the
basis of the number of vehicle movements created during construction. However, given
the small amount of vehicle movements generated by the Proposed Development it is
not considered that a similar requirement is justified.
(c) SP Manweb has carried out an assessment of the road network, which has
confirmed that there are no existing curbs on the roads in proximity to the Proposed
Development. SP Manweb acknowledges that uncontrolled construction vehicles can
damage the edge of the carriageway on rural roads if not properly controlled. SP

EN020014

6

September 2015
Respondent

FWQ

Representation

SP Manweb Response
Manweb considers the points made above confirm that the levels of construction traffic
will be such as to not damage the carriageway in this way.
SP Manweb has included in the Order Limits for the Proposed Development specific
accesses from the road network into the Order Limits. The draft DCO (DCO Document
Reference 3.1) also includes provisions to enable the modification of the road in these
locations to allow construction traffic to access the construction working area and land
on which it is proposed to construct the 132kV Overhead Line. The construction
vehicles proposed will not be of sufficient size or frequency to require carriageway
strengthening in additional to those areas already included in the Order Limits.

3.4

The Council is unable to confirm this matter.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

3.5

The Council is not aware from where the “100 two way daily threshold”
information has been derived from.

Please see SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.5. In summary:
The threshold methodology set out in the Environmental Statement (DCO Document
Refs 6.1-6.15) is based on good practice for commercial/ industrial/ residential
developments as part of the planning process. It is set out in the Planning Policy
Wales’ Technical Advice Note (TAN) 18 ‘Transport’ (2007). The methodology is set out
in detail in Table 12.1 of Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO Document ref 6.12) ‘Compliance
with NPS (EN-1) Requirements’ and section 12.4.
Ordinarily, where flow levels are of the magnitude expected for the Proposed
Development detailed assessment would not be needed as the threshold criteria would
not be met. The focus would thus be on safety and local network constraints. However,
SP Manweb has taken a precautionary approach and an assessment has been carried
out for the Proposed Development, which concluded no significant adverse impacts.

3.7

The Supplementary Planning Guidance has been published for consultation
but has not yet been adopted. Section 12 of the SPG addresses the matters
that need to be addressed in a Transport Management Plan.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

http://www.conwy.gov.uk/upload/public/attachments/630/LDP17_Onshore_
Wind_Turbine_Development_Jan_15.pdf

EN020014

3.16

The projects identified in Table 12.9 are all outside Conwy, except for Llys
Dymper which is referred to below. The Council is not aware of any other
projects within Conwy that would need to be included within the cumulative
assessment.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

3.17

The planning application for the Llys Dymper wind farm has now been
refused, and the appeal withdrawn. The Council no longer requests that Llys
Dymper be included in the cumulative assessment.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

3.18

The Council has not been able to confirm this matter within the timescale
provided.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

7

September 2015
Respondent

FWQ

Representation

SP Manweb Response

3.19

The Council does not raise concerns in respect of this matter.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

3.23

(a) The Council considers that the working hours proposed in Requirement
Please refer to paragraphs 6.7, 6.7.4 and Section 7 Requirements 10 and 13 of SP
no. 10 of the draft DCO would have an adverse effect on the amenity of local Manweb’s response to CCBC's LIR and WR, along with the response to FWQ 3.21 and
residents.
3.23, which provide a full response to these specific issues. In summary:

(b) The Council suggests alternative working hours in the LIR.

The proposed construction hours are set out in the outline CEMP (DCO Document
Reference 6.18) and secured through Requirement 10 of the draft DCO (DCO
Document Reference 3.1). SP Manweb has not identified any potentially significant
environmental effects associated with the construction activities that cannot be
mitigated through measures proposed in the outline CEMP and supporting
management plans. Construction works (except piling and hydraulic jackhammer
operations) will be carried out during a 12 hour period, commencing at 07.00 and
ending at 19:00, seven days a week, or as daylight allows in the months November to
February.
SP Manweb has carried out a construction noise impact assessment as part of the EIA
(see Chapter 13, Emissions, of the ES - DCO Document Reference 6.13). The
assessment concludes that, with the mitigation measures proposed in place, there are
no adverse effects expected on local residents.
As identified at paragraph 2.1.4 of the outline CEMP (DCO Document Reference 6.18),
some works may be required outside of these core hours. Any work being undertaken
outside core hours will, however, be limited to highway and watercourse crossings only
(aside from start up and close down activities and testing or commissioning of the
authorised development). It is appropriate for such works to be undertaken outside the
core hours as installing protective netting across highways and watercourses is best
carried out when it will cause least interference to any traffic on the highway and
watercourse and is thus safer when the crossings are quieter.
SP Manweb considers the working hours proposed to be suitable for the type of
construction activities in this case to be undertaken and the SP Manweb response to
FWQ 3.21 and 3.23 explains why this is the case. Where the potential for disturbance
has been identified, specific mitigation measures have been proposed and secured
through the outline CEMP and are secured through the DCO.
Furthermore,
Requirement 10 of the draft DCO has been updated in the next version of the DCO to
be submitted at Deadline 2 (version 1 of the DCO) in order that piling and hydraulic
jackhammer activities can only take place between the hours of 9.00 and 17.00
Mondays to Fridays and not on public holidays.

3.26

EN020014

(b) The Council requests that Requirement no. (13) be amended to include
noise mitigation measures as part of the CEMP.

Control of noise during construction of the Proposed Development will be controlled
through the Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP) (DCO Document
reference 6.18). Requirement 13(1) of the draft DCO (DCO Document Ref 3.1) states
that “no stage of the authorised development will commence until a construction
environmental management plan for that stage, which is substantially in accordance
with the outline construction environmental management plan, has been submitted to
and approved by the relevant planning authority. The construction and environmental
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management plan must include measures to minimise impacts of construction works”.
The draft DCO therefore requires that prior to each stage of the Proposed
Development, the exact construction and environmental impacts specific to that stage,
including noise, are set out along with the measures proposed to ensure that they will
be appropriately controlled through that CEMP. As the CEMP is required to be
substantially in accordance with the outline CEMP, the noise measures set out within
the outline CEMP will be included within that document, along with any further specific
noise measures required for that stage. This will be approved in consultation with the
local planning authority.
The outline CEMP states that, where necessary, suitable plant and working methods
that have the potential to cause a noise nuisance will be discussed and agreed in
consultation with the relevant local planning authority (see paragraph 2.4.2 of the
outline CEMP).

3.29

The Council does not raise concerns in respect of the adequacy of the buffer
zone.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

3.30

The Council does not raise concerns in respect of the areas of assessment
where professional opinion has been relied upon.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

3.31

(a) Of the six receptors identified, two (nos. 267 and 157) are in Conwy. The
Council considers that working hours during construction should be
restricted as identified in its Local Impact Report.

Please see SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.31 for SP Manweb’s full position on this
issue. In summary:

(b) As above.

Given the inherently small predicted increase in the threshold for Eriviat Bach Isa
(65.6dBA) and Llechryd Bach (67.9dBA), which are both located within CCBC, the
embedded mitigation measures that will be implemented through the Construction and
Environment Management Plan (CEMP) (DCO document reference 6.18) will ensure
that noise is maintained to an acceptable level that does not result in adverse effects.
Although the selection of inherently quiet plant serves to reduce the noise exposure,
the option will always exist to employ different construction methods and different
make/size of plant to achieve further reductions in noise. Likewise, on-site
management in terms of the placement of plant and the times over which it is operated
can also be used to reduce receptor noise levels. If necessary, localised screening can
also be used which would be more than capable of achieving the required reductions of
less than 3 dB.
SP Manweb considers that the noise mitigation measures are adequately secured in
the draft DCO. The outline CEMP is secured via Requirement 13 of the draft DCO
whilst Requirement 10 of the draft DCO controls construction hours. Requirement 10
has also be updated in the next version of the DCO to be submitted at Deadline 2
(version 1 of the DCO) in order that piling and hydraulic jackhammer activities can only
take place between the hours of 9.00 and 17.00 Mondays to Fridays and not on public
holidays.

EN020014
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3.35

The Council does not raise concerns in respect of the areas of assessment
where professional opinion has been relied upon.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

3.37

The Council does not raise concerns in respect of the proposed assessment
methodologies contained within Chapter 13 of the ES.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

4.19

(b) The Council does not anticipate that CIL will be introduced before the
completion of the Examination.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation on this point. Please also see SP
Manweb’s response to FWQ 4.19.

(c) The Council does not seek community contributions from the developer.

5.1

(a) The only other consented wind farm within Conwy that would be served
by the North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project is that at Nant Bach
(also known as Mwdwl Eithin). The planning conditions require that (2) no
further construction be carried out beyond two years after the
commencement date, and (3) that the operation shall cease following the
period of 25 years from either the date of the substantial completion of the
last turbine or the end of the construction period provided in condition 2
whichever is the sooner. Conditions (30) and (31) of that permission address
decommissioning requirements, which include pre-commencement approval
of a Decommissioning Method Statement (DMS). The applicant has recently
announced that it is not proposing to implement the permission.

Noted. Please also see SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 5.1.

(b) See planning permission attached.

EN020014

5.3

The Council considers that it would be appropriate to impose such a
requirement in order that the need for the connection and its impacts can be
reviewed in the light of future changes to electricity generation.

SP Manweb considers that it is not appropriate for a requirement to be imposed that
links the Proposed Development to a specific generating asset or assets. Please refer
to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 5.2.

5.4

The Council requests the inclusion of a Requirement for a scheme of
decommissioning upon the end of the period referred to in question 5.3.

SP Manweb considers that it is not appropriate for a requirement to be imposed that
links the Proposed Development to a specific generating asset or assets. Please refer
to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 5.2.

6.11

The Council agrees with the conclusions in the ES.

6.15

The Council does not have any concerns regarding the scope of the
cumulative assessment for ecology. Strangely, there is no summary of the
cumulative assessment presented in Chapter 6 (6.10), but the Council has

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.
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6.21

(c) The ratio of new planting, provided it is carried out to a good standard, is
acceptable.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation on these points. Please also refer to SP
Manweb’s response to FWQ 6.16, which clarifies measurements for hedgerow losses.

(d) Conflicting figures for hedgerow loss have been given in different places
in the ES. However, the overall length is not great even if the higher figure is
used. However, so far the locations of the replacement hedgerows are
unclear, the specification of the planting is not given, and the maintenance
regime has not been presented (except in very general terms).

The outline Landscape Management Plan (DCO Document Reference 6.20.6) sets out
the approach to replacement planting proposed for the Proposed Development. The
Plan is secured through requirement 5 to Schedule 2 of the draft DCO (DCO Document
Reference 3.1).
The Landscaping Plans (DCO Document References 2.6.1 – 2.6.13) identify the
locations for replacement tree planting and hedgerows.

6.22

(b) The Council has no disagreement with the approach or results of the
ecology and biodiversity chapter.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

8.1

The Council’s Ecologist advises that partial undergrounding could have
greater ecological impacts, but this would not necessarily be so. Provided
appropriate mitigation measures were incorporated into an undergrounding
proposal, the ecological impacts could be reduced to insignificant levels.

Please refer to paragraphs 6.2.8 to 6.3.3 of SP Manweb’s response to CCBC's LIR and
WR, which provides a full response to CCBC's request for undergrounding in these two
locations.

Undergrounding could potentially result in greater loss of trees and
hedgerows. However, the two areas in which the Council has requested that
the connection is buried are both in areas where existing tree cover is
relatively sparse.

8.11

The Council does not disagree with the wording of Requirement no. 13, but
considers that the measures proposed in the OLMP are too generic to be
approved as submitted. The Council requests that the Applicant be required
to submit a more detailed scheme for the Council’s approval.

SP Manweb considers and agrees with CCBC that there is the potential for increased
ecological impacts associated with the installation of an underground cable through
fields. In rural areas, disturbance to flora and fauna, land use and archaeological sites
is likely to be greater if an underground cable connection is constructed compared to
an overhead line. This is due to the greater land take required, the time taken to install
an underground cable and the greater disturbance to soil and vegetation. As stated by
CCBC, additional permanent hedgerow removal may also be required which is not
needed for an overhead line. SP Manweb would also seek to restrict planting of trees
and hedgerows in proximity to the cables to prevent encroachment by vegetation,
whereas low lying vegetation would be permitted in proximity to an overhead line.

Please refer to Requirement 5 to Schedule 2 of the draft DCO (DCO document
reference 3.1). This is the requirement that secures the delivery of the outline
Landscape Management Plan. SP Manweb considers that the outline Landscape
Management Plan is sufficiently detailed in accordance with Requirement 5. The
outline Landscape Management Plan provides information as to how the mitigation
planting proposals will be implemented and is considered sufficient to provide the
Secretary of State with confidence to conclude that the landscaping mitigation identified
in Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.7) will be secured.
It is common practice for an outline landscape management plan to be agreed at the
stage at which development consent is granted, but for a more detailed plan to be
agreed at the stage that the Proposed Development is commenced. This is acceptable
provided that the outline landscape management plan is of sufficient detail to enable a
conclusion in the environmental impact assessment that the mitigation measures would

EN020014
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mitigate the effects identified in the ES. This is also good practice, as the final form of
the landscaping must adapt to the landscape as at the point of construction. This can
only happen if there is flexibility in the final form of the plan, and the "substantially in
accordance with" wording provides this necessary flexibility whilst ensuring the final
form plan adheres to the principles contained in the outline landscape management
plan.

8.13

The Council considers that a 5-year maintenance programme is generally
sufficient, but notes that certain maintenance practices may be inappropriate
within certain habitats (e.g. of spraying with herbicide within ancient
woodlands where hedge planting is proposed to restore connectivity). There
are also references in Chapter 6 of the ES to management operations that
would extend beyond the 5-year period, e.g. to laying hedgerows after 10-15
years growth (para. 6.8.14) and to coppice management on an eight or nine
year rotation (para. 6.8.16). The Council requests that the maintenance
period should continue beyond the initial 5-year period, unless the Council is
satisfied, on the basis of the monitoring reports, that no further maintenance
requirements are outstanding.

SP Manweb is happy to accept changes to Requirement 7 to delete the reference to 5
years and to include a need to agree the timescale of the maintenance when the OLMP
is submitted.
SP Manweb would therefore propose to remove the reference to "5 year maintenance
plan" from Requirement 7, and refer instead simply to provision of a "maintenance
plan".

8.14

The Council does not disagree with the methods and assessment of residual SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.
effects.

9.1

(b) The Council does not disagree with the findings of the historic
assessment.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

10.1

The Council does not consider that the proposal would have a significant
effect on the area’s tourism economy.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

10.2

The Council does not consider that the proposal would have a significant
effect on the area’s tourism economy

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

11.14

The Council does not wish to comment on this matter.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

12.17

(a) The Council understands that para. 4.12 of the OLMP places this
obligation on the Applicant rather than on the Council.

The requirement does not place the obligation on the Council. SP Manweb is seeking
the necessary land rights in the application so as to enable it to carry out the
maintenance plan.

(b) See (a) above

(c) Unless the monitoring is carried out by the Applicant, the Council would
EN020014
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12.20

(b) The Council does not employ an in-house archaeologist, and the
Examining Authority is requested to have regard to any representations
made by Clwyd Powys Archaeological Trust in respect of this matter.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

21.21

(b) The Council does not dispute the use of the word ‘substantial’ as it would
provide an opportunity to remedy deficiencies in the CEMP.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation on these points.
Please also refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 12.21.

(d) The Council understands that the outline CEMP sets the general
principles relating to environmental management, and that further specific
proposals will be submitted for its approval pursuant to Requirement 13.

(e) Given the narrow width of the site, the Council considers that it would not
be practicable to require that reversing bleepers are inaudible beyond the
Order limits. The Council suggests that an additional paragraph (d) is
included as part of Requirement no. 13 to require the CEMP to include
details of reversing warning systems.

EN020014

12.22

(b) The Council does not consider that the Requirement would enable it to
grant approval for any amendments that fall outside the ES as assessed.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

12.23

(a) Given the potential uncertainties over the implementation of proposed
wind farms, the Council suggests that the development consent should be
restricted to a fixed period of, for example, to 30 years following the date of
the Development Consent Order.

SP Manweb does not agree that the development consent should be time limited to a
period of 30 years and has responded to FWQ 12.23 in full. Please refer to SP
Manweb’s response to FWQ 5.2,

(b) The decommissioning works should be carried out by the 1st March (i.e.
prior to the bird nesting season) in the first calendar year following the expiry
of the development consent.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.

(c) The Council considers that mitigation can be adequately dealt with via
the existing requirement, provided that the plans and reports submitted to
comply with those requirements are sufficiently detailed and precise to
ensure that appropriate mitigation is delivered.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation of this point.
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Denbighshire
County
Council

0.1

The Council has made suggestions for additional inspection. These are
contained in Paragraphs 3.2.24 and 3.5.2 of the Written Representation
document, and are annotated on the map in Appendix 1 of this document.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to paragraphs 3.2.24 and 3.5.2 of DCC's
Written Representation.

1.3

(a) The Council is satisfied that the Planning Statement refers to the relevant
National Policy Statements, Welsh Government Policy, and the polies of the
Denbighshire Local Development.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s responses to DCC's Local Impact Report and Written
Representation.

(b) The Council considers the local impacts of the development would be
unacceptable, hence it can not agree that it ‘complies with the relevant
planning policy tests’. Please refer to the Local Impact Report and Written
Representation.

1.6

(c) The applications should provide an assessment. The composition of the
workforce at construction and operational stage is not known, making any
impact assessment difficult. It would seem unlikely that there would be long
term impacts on the linguistic balance of local communities from the
presence of a workforce for a relatively short term construction period, and
from the likely limited numbers involved in subsequent maintenance work.

SP Manweb does not agree that it is necessary or appropriate to provide an
assessment as to whether the workforce for the Proposed Development is likely to
have any impact on the linguistic balance of the communities in its vicinity.
The Design and Construction Report (DCO Document Ref. 7.1) estimates that up to 25
skilled and experienced temporary construction workers will be required over a 16
month period, in order to construct the Proposed Development. Given the temporary
nature of this work and the small number of workers expected to be required, it is not
considered that the workforce required to construct the Proposed Development would
have any impact on the linguistic balance of communities in the vicinity of the Project.
This is the case regardless of the composition of the workforce, based on the
temporary nature of the work and small number of workers required. This view is
supported by that of Conwy County Borough Council, which stated in its response to
First Written Question 1.6:
On the basis of the labour requirements identified in the Design and Construction
Report, the Council does not consider that the proposal would have a material impact
on the linguistic balance of those communities.
Chapter 11 of the Environmental Statement (DCO document reference 6.11) indicates
in paragraph 11.8.5 that, although maintenance services would be required during the
operational phase of the Proposed Development (expected to be 40 years or more), it
is likely that these interim services will be provided by existing SP Manweb staff or from
specialised firms and will not translate into permanent long term jobs for the local area.
As such it is not considered that the workforce required in order to maintain the
Proposed Development will have any impact on the linguistic balance of communities
in the vicinity of the Proposed Development.

1.8

(a) A map showing the overhead line route and the Minerals Safeguarded
areas is in Appendix 4 of the Council’s Local Impact Report
(b) The Minerals Officer has advised that the routing of the electricity
transmission line crosses areas which are included as mineral safeguarding

EN020014

SP Manweb welcomes DCC's comments on this point and their conclusion that "the
total area of mineral resource potentially sterilised in the context of the isolated location
is a very small percentage of the total area which is safeguarded" and that DCC
considers that "the sterilisation of the mineral under the routing of the transmission
lines would have no significant impact on the ability of Denbighshire to fulfil its
obligations to make provision for future hardrock or sand & gravel mineral allocations or
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under Policy PSE15 of the Denbighshire Local Development Plan. The
purpose of safeguarding is to ensure that new development does not
unnecessarily sterilise mineral resources that may be used future
generations and this is achieved by assessing the need and benefits of the
development weighted against the need to protect mineral resources for
future generations.
In this instance it appears, due to the geography and geology, whichever
routeing transmission lines take will inevitably cross over land containing
safeguarded minerals. The footprint of the transmissions lines and any
easements & covenants either side of the line designated to protect the line
and apparatus from damage once operational, is narrow. This means that
the area of minerals sterilisation is relatively small compared with the total
area safeguarded in Denbighshire, and therefore would not significantly
compromise the ability to work new mineral deposits in the future. There
has been little commercial interest in working the mineral along the
proposed route. In the event that a mineral deposit under and adjacent to
the transmission line did have significant commercial potential, mineral
workings are able to work around the electricity lines, and lave the poles or
gantry apparatus intact on pillars on ground or even have the line moved, so
in practice the mineral is not permanently sterilised. Much of the
transmission line routeing is in remote areas, which, for the foreseeable
future, are not in areas that are not economically attractive, and lacks
transportation infrastructure to remove mineral to market. The level of
permitted hard rock reserves across the North Wales Region is relatively
healthy and any new reserves required is more likely to be met from
extensions to existing quarries in the coastal belt which has access to the
A55 or Chester to Holyhead train line. Sand and gravel resources are more
scarce in Denbighshire than hard rock, however, the localised and narrow
nature of the deposits a very limited extent of sterilisation combined with the
remote location means that the loss of resource is insignificant.

SP Manweb Response
supply."
National Policy Statement EN-5 recognises that ‘The general location of electricity
networks projects is often determined by the location, or anticipated location, of a
particular generating station and the existing network infrastructure taking electricity to
centres of energy use. This gives a locationally specific beginning and end to a line’
(paragraph 2.2.2).
Although the Order limits cross discreet areas identified by the local authorities for
mineral safeguarding, there is no certainty that potential resources will be exploited, or
when. In addition, in SP Manweb’s experience minerals extraction can typically
accommodate existing overhead electricity networks. Works can take place under
overhead lines, subject to the safety clearance distances being adhered to.
Accordingly, the magnitude of effect on mineral resources is related to the footprint
(land area) required for the Proposed Development. This would be very small
comprising the support pole locations only. The proportion of the resource directly
affected would therefore be extremely low.
Policy PSE 15 of the Denbighshire Local Plan states that
‘High quality resources of minerals, including limestone, sand and gravel, Denbigh
Gritstones, igneous and volcanic deposits will be safeguarded from development that
would result in its permanent loss or hinder future extraction. Development will only be
permitted where:
i) it can be demonstrated that the need for the development outweighs the need to
protect the mineral resource;
As the Proposed Development is an NSIP, and as EN-5 recognises the specific
locational constraints associated with electricity networks, the need for the Proposed
Development outweighs the need to protect the mineral resource, particularly in the
context of the fact that any mineral loss will be confined to the support pole locations
and therefore represent a very small area of land.

The quality, lateral and vertical extent and workability of the mineral
resource that may be affected is not known in any great detail, and in ideal
circumstances that developer should provide an assessment of the resource
that is affected: to determine whether a resource actually exists or not. It
may be that the sand and gravel is very thin, contained with clay and so on,
in which case the resource would have very limited value and the
development would not technically sterilise the sand & gravel resource.
Likewise, the limestone and other safeguarded hard rock may be of poor
quality, or be buried under deep boulder clay, again limiting the value of the
resource. However, even in the absence of such information it appears to be
the case that the need for the transmission lines and the lack of alternative
routes which may be present along the routing proposed. The total area of
mineral resource potentially sterilised in the context of the isolated location is
a very small percentage of the total area which is safeguarded.
EN020014
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For the reasons outlined above it is considered that the sterilisation of the
mineral under the routing of the transmission lines would have no significant
impact on the ability of Denbighshire to fulfil its obligations to make provision
for future hardrock or sand & gravel mineral allocations or supply.

1.9

(a) the Council accepts the need for a connection to the National Grid
(b)The Council has concerns over the local impacts of the development,
which are basic land use planning considerations outlined in PPW7

SP Manweb welcomes DCC's acceptance that there is a need for the Proposed
Development.
With regard to Part (b), whilst the NPSs provide the overriding policies against which
proposals will be primarily considered, SP Manweb has recognised that Planning
Policy Wales (Edition 7) provides the context for planning in Wales and may be
regarded as both important and relevant to the Secretary of State's decision on the
Proposed Development pursuant to section 104 of the Planning Act 2008.
PPW 7 identifies the Welsh Government’s commitment to achieving at least a 40%
reduction in all greenhouse gas emissions in Wales by 2020 against a 1990 baseline
(Para 4.5.2). Para 4.4.3 of PPW sets out a series of 19 sustainability objectives. At the
third bullet it states that planning policies, decisions and proposals should:
‘Support the need to tackle the causes of climate change by moving towards a low
carbon economy. This includes facilitating development that reduces emissions of
greenhouse gases in a sustainable manner, provides for renewable and low carbon
energy sources at all scales and facilitates low and zero carbon developments.’
Section 12.8 of PPW sets out specific provisions for renewable and low carbon energy.
Para 12.8.5 requires that:
‘Local planning authorities, particularly those containing Strategic Search Areas
(SSAs), should take the Welsh Government’s imperative for renewable energy into
account when they are consulted on applications for large scale onshore wind power
projects considered by the National Infrastructure Directorate within the Planning
Inspectorate.’
Para 12.8.13 of PPW confirms the SSA are ‘areas in Wales which, on the basis of
substantial empirical research, are considered to be the most appropriate locations for
large scale wind farm development.’
Chapter 12 of PPW addresses infrastructure and services. The opening paragraph
recognises that ‘adequate and efficient infrastructure … is crucial for the economic,
social and environmental sustainability of all parts of Wales. It underpins economic
competitiveness and opportunities for households and businesses to achieve more
socially and environmentally desirable ways of living and working.’
Para 12.1.4 of PPW presents the objectives to be achieved, which include (fourth
bullet) ‘to promote the generation and use of energy from renewable and low carbon
energy sources at all scales ...’
In relation to planning for renewable energy development and associated ‘grid’
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infrastructure as a local level para 12.8.14 of 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.’
Welsh Government policy recognises the potential threats that uncontained climate
change poses to local communities. It acknowledges the urgent need to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and that the development of Wales’s abundant renewable
energy resources is one of the principal ways in which this can be achieved. Notably,
there are commitments to maximise energy generation from renewable and low carbon
sources, and to allow large renewable energy projects to come forward. Onshore wind
is identified as one of the principal renewable energy technologies that must be
deployed to this end. New distribution lines are also recognised as necessary to
provide additional capacity to the grid.
The Welsh Government is committed to achieving at least a 40% reduction in all
greenhouse gas emissions in Wales by 2020, against a 1990 baseline.
The need for additional distribution infrastructure is also identified.
The wind farms that the Proposed Development will connect and the proposed
Development itself will therefore make a significant contribution to meeting the
aspirations identified within PPW 7.
SP Manweb has made a commitment to the developers of the contracted wind farms to
connect the Collector Substation. The electricity would be conveyed to St Asaph
Substation, from where it can be effectively and economically distributed. The
Proposed Development would have no direct impact on generation of the energy mix
aspired to in Government energy policy. However, the Proposed Development is
crucial to enabling a key element of that energy mix, the supply of renewable energy, to
be provided.
The Preferred Route Corridor, in which the Proposed Development is located, was
chosen as it is the route corridor that minimises the environmental and social impacts
of the Proposed Development. The ES describes the site selection process, and fully
assesses the scale of the development proposed and the specific characteristics of the
development (DCO Document Reference 6.3). The decision by SP Manweb to
progress the Proposed Development as opposed to the alternative options considered
is described in the Strategic Options Report (DCO Document Reference 7.3), the
Design and Construction Report (DCO document reference 7.1) and the Environmental
Statement (see Chapter 3) (DCO Document Reference 6.3).
Following the identification of the preferred strategic option, a number of route corridors
were identified, all of which were appraised against environmental constraints. These
route corridors were fully consulted upon and a technical review was undertaken, in
order to identify the most suitable route with the least environmental effects. Whilst all
route corridors were technically and environmentally feasible, non-statutory
consultation had identified route preferences from landowners and individuals in the
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vicinity of the Proposed Development. Two rounds of non-statutory consultation were
undertaken and individual parts of the Preferred Route Corridor were analysed against
recommendations contained within those consultation responses, in order to compare
the alternative route alignments and fully assess the route that would involve the least
possible environmental constraints, whilst still being technically feasible. Therefore, the
route selected is one which, on balance, minimises impacts to the environment.
Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and does not
produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus substantial
harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.

1.10

See Local Impact Report, Written Representation, and Statement of
Common Ground.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s responses to DCC's Local Impact Report and Written
Representation.

1.11

Any consents required within the highway will be dealt with by the Highway
Authority at the appropriate time in line with current procedures. We do not
object to the limit of 28 days being included to respond to any application
made from the date The Highway Authority receive it.

SP Manweb notes the response provided by DCC to FWQ 1.11.

Please be advised that the following notice periods are required to process
temporary traffic regulations, three days or less - minimum of two weeks’
notice. Over three day - a minimum of 8 weeks

1.12

If the highway is a Trunk Road separate consent from The Welsh
Government will be required and if it is not a Trunk Road separate consent
will be required from the Highways Authority. A minimum of six weeks is
required to process a section 50 licence (licence to place apparatus in the
highway).

SP Manweb refers to its response to FWQ 1.12 submitted as part of the Deadline 1
submission. This response is reproduced below:
It is SP Manweb's intention that the underground cable would be located underneath
the existing highway, and not located within the verge (this is outside the Order limits).
On the basis of the investigations already undertaken, no issues have been identified
which would prevent this approach being adopted.
SP Manweb has the statutory power to undertake these works pursuant to Part III of
the New Roads and Street Works Act 1991, subject to providing the necessary notices
to the street authority. It is for this reason that no compulsory acquisition powers are
sought for that part of the underground cable from the highway at Groesfford Marli to
the St Asaph Substation. There is no additional requirement for a separate agreement
to be entered into with the Welsh Ministers or Denbighshire County Council.

1.13
EN020014

It is accepted that a grid connection is essential to realise the potential of

SP Manweb agrees that a grid connection is "essential to realise the potential for
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renewable energy development in this area, in turn assisting the drive in
national strategies for reducing carbon emissions. However, the connection
can be achieved by overhead lines or undergrounding, and either option
would achieve the objectives in the strategies referred to.

SP Manweb Response
renewable energy development in this area, in turn assisting the drive in national
strategies for reducing carbon emissions." This is recognised in National Policy
Statements EN-1 and EN-5.Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or
undergrounding, undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an
economic and cost effective solution (which are statutory requirements under the
Electricity Act 1989 for SP Manweb to consider). Given that EN-5 sets a high threshold
for refusing overhead lines in favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that
undergrounding is likely to be justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or
in special circumstances, a fully underground option would not be an appropriate
means of providing the connection.
See further SP Manweb’s response to:
FWQs 1.4, 1.13, 1.16, 1.17, 1.18, 8.1, 11.11 and 11.12.
DCCs Local Impact Report paragraphs 8.2.1-8.2.3 and 17.1.3
DCCs Written Representation paragraphs 3.2.6-3.29

1.14

(a) TAN 8 contains limited advice on considerations specific to overhead
lines proposals

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 1.14 and to SP Manweb's comments
on paragraph 4.2 of DCC's Local Impact Report.

(b)See the Local Impact Report The Council suggests the following
additional TANs are relevant – TAN 5 Nature Conservation and Planning –
TAN 6 Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities – TAN 13 Tourism

EN020014

1.15

None known of relevance to the Council’s main representations.

SP Manweb welcomes DCC's confirmation of this point.

3.2

It is not clear as to the effects on local users, as stated in the Environmental
Statement chapter 12.7.16 – the exact routes to each location are not
known. More information would be required as to exact routes as the
detailed design to access points to the highway including the visibility splays
in accordance with TAN 18 and their construction. Some highways may
need passing places along the possible routes. All works within the existing
highway will be subject to separate highway consent.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.2.
Chapter 12 (Traffic and Transport) of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12) fully
assesses the effects of the Proposed Development on local road users. Table 12.6
sets out the vehicle types and typical vehicle movements for the construction of a
1.5km section of the 132kV Overhead Line.
Potential effects would be mitigated by the use of good construction management
practice:


the indicative construction programme has minimised the overlap between
activities that generate higher flows on the network;



the areas where work is to commence would be signed to show the programme for
19
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construction traffic and any routes that may be affected;


narrow roads would be accessed using escort vehicles to highlight the approach of
the larger pole carrying or material vehicles to ensure conflicts are removed or
reduced;



safe access points for the construction of the overhead line have been identified;
and



the Construction Environmental Management Plan includes an Outline Traffic
Management Plan

These measures are secured through Requirement 13 Part 1(c) and Requirement 13
Part 2 of the draft DCO (DCO Document Reference 3.1).
Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 1.14 in relation to compliance with TAN
18.
Wherever possible accesses have been located at existing field gates located within
the Order Limits. These may be required to be extended from a standard gate to create
a 5m wide gated access. Where no access exists, a new temporary 5m wide gated
access would be required.
Safe access points have been identified and are contained within the Order Limits
(ARoW Plans DCO Document Reference 2.4). These shall be utilised for the duration
of the construction activities.
Appendix 2 of the Outline Traffic Management Plan (DCO Document Reference 6.18E)
sets out the key local transport routes and the potential tree works that are required to
ensure access.
The Access and Rights of Way Plans (ARoW Plans) (DCO Document Reference 2.4)
identify the proposed areas for access required for the Proposed Development and
highlight where new temporary accesses would be required from the highway to the
Proposed Development. The Design and Construction Report (DCO Document
Reference 7.1) details what works would be required to those accesses and how they
would be constructed.
All access created for the Proposed Development would be temporary and used during
construction activities. Accesses would be gated. On completion of the Proposed
Development, all new accesses would be removed and reinstated. The access have
been set at 5m to ensure suitable visibility is available for all construction vehicles.
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The Outline Traffic Management Plan, which forms part of the outline CEMP, is
secured via Requirement 13 of the draft DCO (DCO Document Reference 3.1).
Requirement 13 of the DCO will ensure that the final TMP, which will form part of the
final CEMP, is prepared and submitted for approval to the relevant planning authority
prior to any stage of the authorised development commencing.

3.3

The Highway Authority can not be sure the road network is capable of taking
the loads and traffic proposed. It is recommended that a detailed condition
survey is carried out on the highway and any structures prior to any works
starting in consultation with the Highways Authority. Any damage will be the
responsibility of the developer. Once the exact routes are identified and any
problem locations identified can be looked at in more detail.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.3 which explains that Chapter 12 of
the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12) demonstrates that the road network is
capable of accommodating the level and type of traffic which will be generated during
the construction and operation of the Proposed Development. The vehicle numbers
and size are such that it would not be justified, or indeed necessary, to require SP
Manweb to repair any damage to the road network.
The Design and Construction Report (DCO Document Reference 7.1) details the
construction activities associated with the Proposed Development and section 5.8
identifies what vehicles are going to be used during construction.
Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12) provides a detailed
assessment of the potential impact of this construction traffic associated with the
Proposed Development. Table 12.6 sets out the vehicle types and typical vehicle
movements for the construction of a 1.5km section of the 132kV Overhead Line.
The road network has been assessed by SP Manweb in terms of its capacity to
accommodate the construction vehicles identified in the Design and Construction
Report (DCO Document Reference 7.1). During the assessment for the road capacity,
SP Manweb did not identify any roads in a poor condition. The Environmental
Statement demonstrates that the road network is capable of accommodating the level
and type of traffic which will be generated during the construction and operation of the
Proposed Development.
The Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm Order 2014 includes a requirement securing a
construction traffic management plan which includes a requirement to assess the
existing condition of the highway and for making good of any incidental damage.
However, the amount of construction traffic generated by the Clocaenog Forest Wind
Farm is well in excess of the traffic that will be generated by the Proposed
Development. The ES for the wind farm sets out the anticipated traffic generated by the
wind farm. It indicates that excluding delivery of stone aggregates (which cannot be
added as a monthly movement figure is not provided) that the average number of
vehicle movements per month over the 24 month construction period is 1532. This
means that average movements for a 10 day period would be approximately 766
vehicles. Compared to the Proposed Development which provides an average
movement of 166 vehicles (see table 12.6) over a 10 day period, it is shown that the
trip generation for the Proposed Development is significantly less than in the case of
Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm, particularly in the context that the above figures
excludes stone aggregate movements. SP Manweb therefore submits that it may have
been justified for the developer of the Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm to undertake a
highway condition survey and agree to remediate any damage to the highway on the
basis of the number of vehicle movements created during construction. However, given
the small amount of vehicle movements generated by the Proposed Development it is
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not considered that a similar requirement is justified.

3.4

The baseline data is agreed. The Highway section were not involved in the
transport surveys.

SP Manweb welcomes DCC's confirmation of this point.

3.5

The traffic count data appendix 12.1 clearly identifies roads with higher two
way flow than 100 vehicles per 12 hours, at certain locations there may be
problems associated with the construction traffic and the site access
locations depending on their detailed design.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.5.
The threshold methodology set out in Chapter 12 ‘Traffic and Transport’ of the ES
(DCO Document Refs 6.12) is based on good practice for commercial/ industrial/
residential developments as part of the planning process. It is set out in the Planning
Policy Wales’ Technical Advice Note (TAN) 18 ‘Transport’ (2007)."
The Proposed Development does not form part of the typical development thresholds
set out in Appendix D of TAN 18 therefore reference has been made to the Guidance
on Transport Assessment (GTA) dated March 2007. This states, in the GTA
considerations Item 2, that for a development generating more than 30 two way trips in
the peak, or in Item 3, generating 100 two way trips across the day, that a Transport
Assessment will be required. In the absence of any other firm guidance from any other
source, including the Local Highway Authority, the '100 two-way trip daily threshold'
was adopted as the basis of a materiality test of traffic impact for the area.
The additional traffic movements generated by the Proposed Development would be
under the '100 two-way trip daily threshold' and are therefore not considered
significant.
Potential effects would be mitigated by the use of good construction management
practice:


the indicative construction programme has minimised the overlap between
activities that generate higher flows on the network;



the areas where work is to commence would be signed to show the programme for
construction traffic and any routes that may be affected;



narrow roads would be accessed using escort vehicles to highlight the approach of
the larger pole carrying or material vehicles to ensure conflicts are removed or
reduced;



safe access points for the construction of the overhead line have been identified;
and



the Construction Environmental Management Plan (DCO Document Reference
6.18) includes an Outline Traffic Management Plan

These measures are secured through Requirement 13 Part 1(c) and Requirement 13
Part 2 of the draft DCO (DCO Document Reference 3.1).
3.8

EN020014

These details have not been agreed by the Highway Authority.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.8, which explains that SP Manweb
and DCC are in dialogue to agree a Statement of Common Ground covering these
issues.
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3.16

The Highways Authority have not been involved in advising on this list.

DCC raised comments both in response to consultations and in meetings that were
held before the Application was submitted as to developments to be included within the
Cumulative Assessment . Those comments regarding future developments that
should be incorporated have been considered and included where appropriate.

3.18

The Highway Officer has concerns over same of the information In the draft
CEMP in relation to potential impacts in section I.4, there does not appear to
be enough information to cover these impacts. There is concern over some
of the proposed routes to site for some vehicle types and the design of the
vehicle access points onto the highway. The TMP passes on most of the
responsibility onto the Construction Contractor.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s responses to FWQ 3.18 and 3.20 and its response in
relation to paragraph 13.3 of DCC's Local Impact Report.
Chapter 12 (Traffic and Transport) of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12)
provides a full assessment of the potential impacts of the Proposed Development's
construction activities on the local environment and local residents. The Chapter
identifies the embedded mitigation measures as described in the Design and
Construction Report (DCO Document Reference 7.1). Due to the low flows of traffic
anticipated for the Proposed Development and the lack of any significant effects
identified in the assessment, no specific mitigation measures are required.
Embedded mitigated includes the use of good construction management practice:


the indicative construction programme has minimised the overlap between
activities that generate higher flows on the network;



the areas where work is to commence would be signed to show the programme for
construction traffic and any routes that may be affected;



narrow roads would be accessed using escort vehicles to highlight the approach of
the larger pole carrying or material vehicles to ensure conflicts are removed or
reduced;



safe access points for the construction of the overhead line have been identified;
and



the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (DCO Document
Reference 6.18) includes an Outline Traffic Management Plan

These measures are secured through Requirement 13 Part 1(c) and Requirement 13
Part 2 of the draft DCO (DCO Document Reference 3.1).
In addition Requirement 13 also specifies the information that must be included in the
Traffic Management Plan:
a. Details of haulage routes for HGVs to sue to deliver materials to the authorised
development;
b. Communication of the routes to drivers of HGVs, and;
c. Details of timing for deliveries.
Requirement 13 requires the CEMP, including the Traffic Management Plan (TMP), to
be submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority and the Proposed
EN020014
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Development must be carried out in accordance with the CEMP as approved by the
relevant planning authority. The outline TMP, which forms part of the outline CEMP, is
secured via Requirement 13 of the draft DCO (DCO Document Reference 3.1).
Requirement 13 of the DCO will ensure that the final TMP, which will form part of the
final CEMP, is prepared and submitted for approval to the relevant planning authority
prior to any stage of the authorised development commencing.
The construction contractor will be bound by the provisions contained within the CEMP
and TMP as approved by the relevant planning authority.

3.20

The Highway Officer has concerns over the visibility and design of the
access points, the construction routes for certain vehicle types as identified
above in answer to 3.18.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s responses to FWQ 3.18 and 3.20 and paragraph 13.3 of
DCCs Local Impact Report for a full response.
The Design and Construction Report (DCO Document Reference 7.1) details the
construction activities associated with the Proposed Development and section 5.8
identifies the type of vehicles that would be used during construction. Chapter 12 of the
ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12) provides a detailed assessment of the potential
impacts of the construction traffic associated with the Proposed Development. Table
12.6 sets out the vehicle types and typical vehicle movements for the construction of a
1.5km section of the 132kV Overhead Line. Embedded mitigated includes the use of
good construction management practice, including identifying safe access points for
the construction of the Proposed Development.
Wherever possible accesses have been located at existing field gates located within
the Order Limits. These may be required to be extended from a standard gate to create
a 5m wide gated access. Where no access exists, a new temporary 5m wide gated
access will be required.
Safe access points have been identified and are contained within the Order Limits
(ARoW Plans document reference 2.4). These shall be utilised for the duration of the
construction activities.
Appendix 2 of the Outline Traffic Management Plan (DCO Document Reference 6.18E)
sets out the key local transport routes and the potential tree works that are required to
ensure access.
The Access and Rights of Way Plans (ARoW Plans) (DCO Document Reference 2.4)
identify the proposed areas for access required for the Proposed Development and
highlight where new temporary accesses would be required from the highway to the
Proposed Development. The Design and Construction Report (document reference
7.1) details what works would be required to those accesses and how they would be
constructed.

EN020014
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3.23

The public Protection Officer advises our Standard hours are 8:00-17:00 hrs
Monday - Friday and 08:00-13:00 hrs on Saturday. No working on Sunday
or Bank Holidays. There is obviously some flexibility on these and so
providing suitable acknowledgment of nearby property is given then the
proposed hours should not cause an issue.

3.26

The Public Protection is satisfied with the proposed liaison and would
consider 14 days a reasonable amount of notice.

SP Manweb Response
All access created for the Proposed Development would be temporary and used during
construction activities. Accesses would be gated. On completion of the Proposed
Development, all new accesses would be removed and reinstated. The accesses have
been set at 5m to ensure suitable visibility is available for all construction vehicles.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s comments on CCBC's response to FWQ 3.23.
Justification for the proposed construction hours are set out in SP Manweb's responses
to FWQs 3.24 and 3.25.

SP Manweb welcomes DCC's confirmation on this point.
Please also refer to SP Manweb’s comments on CCBC's response to FWQ 3.26.

EN020014

3.29

The Pollution Control Officer is satisfied.

SP Manweb notes and thanks DCC for its response.

3.30

The Pollution Control Officer is satisfied but would like to see some data for
operational noise. It would be useful to assess how this will impact on the
nearest noise sensitive receptors given the low background noise levels
expected in certain areas.

No operational noise calculations were performed for the Proposed Development as
this topic was scoped out of the environmental impact assessment in agreement with
the Secretary of State (see the Scoping Opinion, DCO Document Reference 6.29).

3.31

The Pollution Control Officer is satisfied and if an issue does arise will be
able to liaise with the contractor in an effort to resolve them.

SP Manweb welcomes DCCs confirmation on this point.

3.35

The Pollution Control Officer is satisfied but would like to see some data for
operational noise. It would be useful to assess how this will impact on the
nearest noise sensitive receptors given the low background noise levels
expected in certain areas.

No operational noise calculations were performed for the Proposed Development as
this topic was scoped out of the environmental impact assessment in agreement with
the Secretary of State (see the Scoping Opinion, DCO Document Reference 6.29).

3.37

The Pollution Control Officer is satisfied.

SP Manweb welcomes DCC's confirmation of this point.

4.19

b) The Council has no Community Infrastructure Levy in place.

SP Manweb welcomes DCC's confirmation of this point.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 4.18 and to SP Manweb's response to
paragraph 14.4 of DCC's Local Impact Report.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 4.18 and to SP Manweb's response to
paragraph 14.4 of DCC's Local Impact Report.
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c)The Council is aware of TAN8 advice on the relevance of Community
Payments to the consideration of planning applications and consider it
inappropriate to comment on the issue, other than to note that Payments
have been made by windfarm developers in the locality to local community
councils and organisations.

5.1

(a) The Council imposed similar conditions on the permissions for the 2
windfarms in Its area:


Brenig; and



Derwydd Bach.

In respect of the suitability for a decommissioning requirement to be attached to any
development consent order that may be granted for the Proposed Development, SP
Manweb refers to its response to FWQ 5.2 and 5.4 and 12.23 (DCO Document
Reference SPM NWWFC ExA1).

The one for Brenig referred to notice of the first generation of electricity to
the grid within 1 month; the one for Derwydd Bach referred to the notification
of the date of commissioning of the development within 1 month.
(b) The Decision Notices for the two windfarms referred to can be found on
the planning application search facility on its website - application references
25/2007/0565 (Brenig), and 04/2007/0964 (Derwydd Bach) Website www.denbighshire.gov.uk.

5.4

The Council suggests this could be dealt with by use of appropriate
conditions/requirements.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s responses to FWQs 5.4 and 12.23 in the Response to
the Examining Authority's First Written Questions (DCO Document Reference SPM
NWWFC ExA1).
SP Manweb has suggested a form of wording in its response to Question 12.23(a) for a
requirement that the 132Kv Overhead Line be decommissioned if it has not been used
for a continuous period of 12 months and there is no realistic prospect of it being
utilised. This requirement will be included in the next version of the draft Development
Consent Order to be submitted by Deadline 2.

6.11

EN020014

Agree with assessment of residual effects (section 6.11) and would not
dispute the conclusions. However. the assessment of 'moderate adverse'
effect on ancient semi-natural woodlands including those within Wildlife
Sites. Policy VOE 5 of LOP states that planning permission should not be
granted for proposals that adversely affect priority habitats, which includes
ancient woodland. The Council considers this to be significant, irreversible
and permanent, and therefore feel that redirection of the route needs to be
considered to avoid, ancient woodland sites.

Policy VOE 5 - Conservation of Natural Resources states that:
‘Development proposals that may have an impact on protected species or
designated sites of nature conservation will be required to be supported by a
biodiversity statement which must have regard to the County biodiversity
aspiration for conservation, enhancement and restoration of habitats and
species. …..
If necessary, measures required to mitigate likely adverse effects on the
qualifying features of statutory designated sites should be put in place prior to
the commencement of development. Measures required to offset any likely
adverse effects will be secured by planning conditions and/ or planning
obligations.
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Planning permission will not be granted for development proposals that are likely
to cause significant harm to the qualifying features of internationally and
nationally designated sites of nature conservation, priority habitats, priority
species, regionally important geodiversity sites, or to species that are under
threat..’
The assessment of the Proposed Development has considered both designated and
non-designated sites for nature conservation as well as protected species.
Comprehensive surveys of habitats and species have been undertaken as part of the
EIA and have further informed the detailed routeing of the Proposed Development.
It is acknowledged that Local Wildlife Sites with ancient woodland, and 5 tracts of
woodland, a habitat considered important at a County level, would be adversely
impacted by the Proposed Development and the change would be irreversible.
However, the area of impact is small and tree species are being retained albeit in a
rotation coppice management regime. The impact is therefore considered to be
moderate adverse.
It is important that soils remain undisturbed and therefore any disturbance of soils
would be kept to an absolute minimum. Whilst the loss of ancient woodland is
considered irreversible, except in the very long term, when soils are undisturbed and
tree species are retained the anticipated recovery would occur more rapidly.
Well-managed coppice has ecological value and, depending on species present, would
be beneficial for certain species including dormice and breeding birds.
Sections 6.7.9 - 6.7.14 of the Environmental Statement (DCO Document Reference
6.6) describes the potential construction impacts on non-statutory designated wildlife
sites.
Prior to construction, the areas of woodland within the Local Wildlife Sites would be
resurveyed, to ensure that all ecological baseline information is up to date and to
inform the micro-siting of the poles and access routes.
In areas of ancient woodland, an Ecological Clerk of Works (EcCoW) would be present
during works. The EcCoW would be a botanist experienced in ancient woodland
habitats.
Poles would be positioned away from any ancient woodland indicator species; in the
event that this is not possible then key plant species and the associated soil, to an
appropriate depth, would be translocated to a suitable area within the Local Wildlife
Site in advance of the proposed works.
In order to comply with safety regulations, trees which are close to the line or could fall
across it, as described in Section 6.7.5 of the Environmental Statement (DCO
Document Reference 6.6), would need to be felled. Trees would be cut to just above
ground level and then allowed to develop into coppiced woodland. Coppicing is a
traditional woodland management technique and it would ensure no loss of tree
species. It is, however, acknowledged that there would be a loss of the physical
woodland structure and a change in conditions which could be detrimental to some
ancient woodland flora.
This assessment presents a worst-case scenario, in reality any tree that does not need
to be felled to satisfy health and safety issues or industry good practice would be
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retained. The EcCoW would ensure that only trees are felled in order to comply with
safety regulations.
Where possible in order to maintain connectivity, hedgerows would be planted,
perpendicular to the overhead line, to join sections of woodland bisected by the
Proposed Development. Areas for woodland improvement and regeneration are
illustrated on the Landcaping Plans (DCO Document Reference 2.6)
In total 550m of new hedgerow would be planted.
Details are outlined in the Ecological Management Plan (Appendix 2.1 (DCO Document
Ref 6.18 V2). The Ecological Management Plan also specifies measures to ensure the
control of non-native and undesirable species and incorporates good practice with
regards biosecurity. Other mitigation measures which would be applied, and included
within the Construction Environmental Management Plan (DCO Document Reference
6.18 v2) include:


Trees that are felled, even if the tree is effectively retained as a coppice, would be
replaced with either the same or an appropriate species based on two trees
planted for each one lost;



Tree works to be undertaken during the colder winter months, subject to other
protected species constraints;



No storage of any materials within the LWS boundary;



Newly planted areas of woodland, outside of the LWS, will be managed in
accordance with the Ecological Management Plan. Any access routes into/through
the LWS to be clearly marked and any access into/through woodland to be kept to
an absolute minimum.

The routing of the 132kV Overhead Line has been described in the response to the
ExA FWQ 1.4. Routeing takes into account a number of considerations including
engineering and environmental issues (which included ecology and biodiversity
interests).
6.12

Agree with assessment of residual (section 6.11) and would not dispute the
conclusions. However I am concerned about the assessment of 'moderate
adverse' effect on ancient semi-natural woodlands including those within
Wildlife Sites. Policy VOE 5 of LDP states that planning permission should
not be granted for proposals that adversely affect priority habitats, which
includes ancient woodlands I consider this to be significant, irreversible and
permanent, and therefore feel that redirection of the route needs to be
considered to avoid ancient woodland sites.

Please see SP Manweb’s comments on DCC's response to Question 6.11 above.

6.15

Discrepancy noted. If there have been any subsequent wind turbine
applications since this assessment has been carried out then it should be
updated, however currently agree with cumulative assessment

The discrepancies between Table 4.23 in Chapter 4 of the ES – Methodology (DCO
Document Reference 6.4) and Table 6.19 of Chapter 6 of the ES – Ecology and
Biodiversity (DCO Document Reference 6.6) have been clarified in SP Manweb’s
response to Question 6.14.
An updated cumulative assessment figure has also been submitted in SP Manweb’s
response to Question 8.9 which shows the location of the developments assessed as
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part of the cumulative assessment in relation to the Proposed Development (with the
exception of Llys Dymper, which is not included as the planning appeal has been
withdrawn and so it is no longer a planned development).
There have been no other substantial wind turbine applications since the application for
the Proposed Development was lodged with the Secretary of State. Therefore no
revisions are required to the cumulative assessment.

6.21

Would like clarification of species proposed and provenance. Satisfied with
ratios.

6.22(b) Satisfied with approach and results of ecological assessment. Standard
methodologies have been followed and surveys undertaken at appropriate
times of year. Lack of bat roost surveys of trees is noted, however due to the
nature of these it is understood that these would be undertaken closer to
commencement of work, since use of tree roosts can be transient and
results would be quickly out of date.

SP Manweb's welcomes DCC's confirmation that it is satisfied with the two for one
ratio. Regarding species proposed and provenance please refer to SP Manweb's
response to FWQ 6.21 in the Response to the Examining Authority's First Written
Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).

SP Manweb thanks DCC for confirming that it is satisfied with the approach and results
of the ecological assessment.
In respect of bat roost surveys, the bat survey data report is included in Appendix 6.4
(DCO Document Ref 6.19) and the baseline with regards to bats is presented in
Sections 6.5.56 - 6.5.66 of DCO Document Ref 6.6. Sufficient baseline and survey data
was collected in order to undertake the assessment.
Specific mitigation measures in respect of impacts on bats are set out at section 6.8.65
– 6.8.70 of Chapter 6 of the ES. These measures include:


All trees which could be subjected to felling or other work will be assessed for bat
roost potential prior to the commencement of construction. Where necessary a
climber will be used and where necessary dusk/dawn activity surveys will be
undertaken. These need to be carried out during the previous summer.



If night-time lighting is required at compounds or temporary storage compounds,
low pressure sodium lamps would be used (instead of mercury or metal halide
lamps). The lighting should be directional and spill minimised through the use of
hoods, cowls, louvres or shields. Ideally, movement sensors will be used to reduce
the overall duration that lighting is on each night.

These measures are set out in the outlined Ecological Management Plan (section
2.8.19), which would be secured by Requirement 13 of the DCO.
8.2

EN020014

It is clear that undergrounding would be beneficial in a number of locations
to reduce visual and landscape impacts and these need not have a
damaging effect on habitats, archaeology etc. Undergrounding should have
been considered as one of the design criteria at the route selection stage.
Even if habitats were affected many types can be easily restored over the 5
years of aftercare and the intervention might do something to improve them.

SP Manweb's starting point is its duties under the Electricity Act 1989, being:
Section 9 – to develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and economical system
of electricity distribution; and
Schedule 9 – (a) to have regard to the desirability of preserving natural beauty,
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 (b) to do what he reasonably can to mitigate any effect which proposals
would have on the natural beauty of the countryside or on any such flora, fauna,
features, sites, buildings or objects.
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Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or undergrounding,
undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an economic and cost
effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989). Given that
National Policy Statement EN-5 sets a high threshold for refusing overhead lines in
favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be
justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully
underground option would not be an appropriate means of providing the connection.
Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and does not
produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus substantial
harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.
SP Manweb has addressed DCC's comments in its response to paragraphs 4.2.9, 8.5,
8.2.1 – 8.2.3 and 17.1.3 of DCC's Local Impact Report and sections 3.2.6-3.2.9 and
3.2.31-3.2.35 of DCC's Written Representation.
Section 2.0 of the Design and Construction Report (DCO document reference 7.1)
explains the design of the permanent elements of the 132kV Overhead Line and its
associated infrastructure and the construction of those elements, explaining the
operational, safety and security requirements which the design has to satisfy. It also
explains why and how particular options (including undergrounding) have been
considered and demonstrates how the design development process has responded
positively to consultation. Section 4.0 sets out the design evolution for the Proposed
Development and explains how this been an iterative and multi staged process. The
Report also explains how the design development process has responded to
consultation and where practical, incorporated consultation responses and
environmental assessment conclusions into the design. Section 5 of the Report
provides a description of the activities associated with the construction of the Proposed
Development.

8.3

There will always be more places from which views could have been taken
and photomontages produced. Our concern is that the viewpoint locations
could have been moved a distance, or even re-orientated to face another
direction to reveal greater visual effects. Some viewpoints could be
interpreted as concealing effects by having vegetation in the foreground that
screens or fitters views. It is not considered that all the views (taken in
winter) present the worst case.

SP Manweb agrees that there are numerous locations from which SP Manweb could
have potentially produced and assessed viewpoints and photomontages. However, SP
Manweb does not agree with DCC’s conclusions that the EIA has not assessed a
“realistic worst case” through the viewpoint assessment. Please refer to SP Manweb’s
response to paragraphs 8.3.1 of DCC's Local Impact Report and Sections 3.2.213.2.23, 3.2.24-3.2.25 and 3.2.31 -3.2.35 of DCC's Written Representation where a
detailed response is provided in respect of these points.
Viewpoints were selected in accordance with best practice and industry guidelines and
photomontages were produced by following relevant methodologies from the guideline
documents listed below:

EN020014



The Landscape Institute/IEMA Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (GLVIA3);



*Landscape Institute Advice Note 01/11 (Use of photography in landscape and
visual assessment); and
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 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) Visual Representation of Windfarms: Good
Practice Guidance.
Please note that the ES erroneously referred to an earlier version of the LI Advice
Note, however the assessment was undertaken in accordance with this latest (2011)
version as correctly noted in the Scoping Report (DCO Document Ref xx).
In addition, it should be noted that the value of viewpoints is to illustrate the effects of
the Proposed Development to the Examining Authority and Interested Parties.
The ‘State of Environmental Impact Assessment Practice in the UK’ (2011) identifies a
range of different factors that should be considered when evaluating the significance of
effect, including:


knowledge and experience of significance from previous assessments;



details of the development proposal, such as its appearance, construction and
operational activities, and the nature of the effect associated with such activity;



details about the environmental sensitivity of the area that will be affected;



feedback from scoping and consultation; and



the wider legal and policy context which offers protection to the environment and
community.

These factors were taken into account by the Landscape Architects responsible for
undertaking their assessment. Although the viewpoint information supplemented the
desk based assessment and on-site surveys, they were not a prerequisite for the
assessment process.

EN020014

8.11

There are concerns that the planting scheme within the Order Limits would
be maintained by SP Manweb for 5 years following planting and then
handed over to the landowner. This is unsatisfactory because the
commitment to provide mitigation is a duty on SP Manweb, not on the
landowner. It would not be equitable to pass over the responsibility to the
landowner unless a substantial payment were made. However, even if the
landowner receives money there is no guarantee that the 5 year old trees
won’t be lopped, felled, ploughed, driven over or eaten by stock. Once dead
who would then ensure replacement and maintenance? Experience
suggests many schemes or mitigation planting are abandoned soon alter
contractual works are completed. This landscape is too sensitive to allow
this to occur.

SP Manweb has responded to these points in SP Manweb's response to DCC's LiR
and Written Representations (see in particular SP Manweb's comments regarding
paragraph 8.4 of Section B of the LiR and paragraphs 3.2.46 to 3.2.47 of DCC's WR).

8.13

No. SP Manweb will need to ensure survival, maintenance and growth to the
required performance of full mitigation by Year 15. Otherwise they will be
able to walk away from any responsibility. They need to be responsible for
aftercare for 15 years and then to be responsible for the cost of monitoring
and further maintenance as required until the scheme is dismantled. The
Welsh Government commits themselves to long term maintenance all

SP Manweb has responded to these points in SP Manweb's response to DCC's LiR
and Written Representations (see in particular SP Manweb's comments regarding
paragraph 8.4 of Section B of the LiR and paragraphs 3.2.46 to 3.2.47 of DCC's WR).
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roadside planting in fulfilment of their ES commitments. SP Manweb should
be similarly responsible.

SP Manweb Response

8.14

The method of assessment is in accordance with the Guidelines for
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3). However , there are
questions over some of the assumptions that have been made regarding
significance of impacts, the manner in which the EN5 statement about
'serious concerns' is used to raise the threshold for significant impacts
justifying undergrounding above any impacts that the applicant considers will
be caused on this scheme. There appears to have been same vary careful
'calibration' to avoid more severe impacts and so avoid undergrounding.

SP Manweb does not agree with DCC’s conclusions. National Policy Statement EN-1
acknowledges that virtually all nationally significant energy infrastructure projects will
have effects on the landscape (paragraph 5.9.8) and visual effects for many receptors
around proposed sites (paragraph 5.9.18). National Policy Statement EN-5 also
recognises that above ground electricity lines can give rise to adverse landscape and
visual impacts (paragraph 2.8.2). Where there are "serious concerns" about these
potential adverse landscape and visual effects, then a balance has to be struck
between these effects and the need, availability and cost of alternatives and methods
of installation including undergrounding. Therefore, it follows that "serious concerns"
should be interpreted as meaning something over and above effects that projects of
this nature may cause. SP Manweb considers that a major adverse effect equates to
"serious concerns".
SP Manweb has set out a full response to its assessment methodology in SP
Manweb’s responses to:
- Questions 1.4, 1.13, 1.16, , 8.1, 11.11 and 11.12 in the Response to the Examining
Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1)..
- DCC's Local Impact Report paragraphs 8.2.1-8.2.3 and 17.1.3.
- DCC's Written Representation paragraphs 3.2.6-3.29.

9.1

a) The Council have no comments on the results of the heritage
assessment.

SP Manweb welcomes DCC's confirmation that it does not contest the findings of the
heritage assessment.

b) The Council do not contest the findings of the heritage assessment.

11.14

Yes

The Funding Statement (DCO document reference 4.2) sets out the background to the
funding for the North Wales Wind Farm Connection.
SP Manweb explains in full why a mechanism in the DCO to ensure that funds are
available to meet CA liabilities is unnecessary in its response to FWQ 11.14.

12.17

EN020014

DCC staffing resources are limited. There is no in house landscape officer
and routine monitoring is not a priority. It Is not considered reasonable for

Requirement 6 does not place the obligation on the Council. To make this clear, SP
Manweb has deleted reference to "in the opinion of the Council" and inserted "by the
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this work to be carried out for the developer. 5 years of monitoring with say 2
visits a year and reporting would require 10 days minimum. During Aftercare
the developer should be fully responsible for this.

SP Manweb Response
undertaker" to make it clearer that the replacement planting is to be carried out by SP
Manweb.
SP Manweb is seeking the necessary land rights in the application so as to enable it to
carry out the maintenance plan.

12.20

The watching brief condition is designed to preserve by record any
archaeology which comes to light during the construction process. In any
development, should unexpected remains or significant archaeological
importance come to light, their retention In situ is always a matter for
discussion between the developer and the local curatorial archaeologist

No response required.

12.21

Please refer to Table A in Section 18.3 of the Local Impact Report.

SP Manweb refers the Examining Authority to its response to FWQ 12.21. In summary
(a)

No, the words "substantially in accordance with" are correct. It is common
practice for an outline plan to be agreed at the stage which development
consent is made, but for a more detailed plan to be agreed at the stage
that the development is commenced. It is also good practice, as the final
form of the CEMP must adapt to any change in circumstances as at the
point of construction. This can only happen if there is flexibility in the final
form CEMP, and the "substantially in accordance with" wording provides
this necessary flexibility whilst ensuring the final form CCEMP adheres to
the principles contained in the outline CEMP. SP Manweb would note
that DCC does not object to this wording, and CCBC has confirmed that it
does not dispute the use of the words.

(b)

No, it is considered that the term "substantially" is sufficiently precise and
SP Manweb would not that similar wording has been used in other made
orders and has therefore been accepted as precise by the Secretary of
State (see requirement 15 of the North Killingholme (Generating Station)
Order 2014. SP Manweb would note that DCC does not object to this
wording, and CCBC has confirmed that it does not dispute the use of the
words.

(c)

SP Manweb agrees with the Examining Authority and the draft DCO
submitted with Deadline 2 refers to a method statement for sensitive
habitats and species rather than an outline method statement.

(d)

SP Manweb agrees with the Examining Authority and the draft DCO
submitted with Deadline 2 refers to a method statement for sensitive
habitats and species rather than an outline method statement.

(e)

No, such an addition is not necessary based on the results of the EIA
and, in any event, would not be possible as construction vehicles will be
located immediately adjacent to the Order limits. SP Manweb notes that
CCBC agrees with this assessment.

The Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm Order 2014 includes a requirement securing a
EN020014
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construction traffic management plan which includes a requirement to assess the
existing condition of the highway and for making good of any incidental damage.
However, the amount of construction traffic generated by the Clocaenog Forest Wind
Farm is well in excess of the traffic that will be generated by the Proposed
Development. The ES for the wind farm sets out the anticipated traffic generated by the
wind farm. It indicates that excluding delivery of stone aggregates (which cannot be
added as a monthly movement figure is not provided) that the average number of
vehicle movements per month over the 24 month construction period is 1532. This
means that average movements for a 10 day period would be approximately 766
vehicles. Compared to the Proposed Development which provides an average
movement of 166 vehicles (see table 12.6) over a 10 day period, it is shown that the
trip generation for the Proposed Development is significantly less than in the case of
Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm, particularly in the context that the above figures
excludes stone aggregate movements. SP Manweb therefore submits that it may have
been justified for the developer of the Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm to undertake a
highway condition survey and agree to remediate any damage to the highway on the
basis of the number of vehicle movements created during construction. However, given
the small amount of vehicle movements generated by the Proposed Development it is
not considered that a similar requirement is justified.
In terms of consulting on the CEMP, Requirement 13 has been updated to require the
undertaker to consult with NRW, highways authority and County Ecologist prior to
submitting the final CEMP for approval, in line with the Council's comments. There are
no trunk roads affected by the Proposed Development and as such it is not necessary
to consult with the Welsh Government.
In terms of the comment regarding an overarching CEMP, SP Manweb's approach is
ordinarily to construct a project like the Proposed Development in a single stage, and it
is therefore unlikely that there will be more than one CEMP to be approved. In the
event that the Proposed Development is not undertaken in a single stage, there would
only be very few stages and as such the local authority should not be subject to a
burden in terms of approving CEMPs for different stages.
In relation to Requirement 14, a piling method statement is already provided for.
In relation to Requirement 16, please see our response to FWQ 12.22. Please also see
CCBC's response to FWQ 12.22, in which it states that it does not consider that the
Requirement would enable it to grant approval for any amendments that fall outside the
ES as assessed.

12.22

(b) The Council has drawn attention to this in its Local Impact Report. It is
suggested the wording be reconsidered or the requirement is dropped.

Please see SP Manweb's response to FWQ 12.22. Please also see SP Manweb's
response to DCC'S Local Impact Report and Written Representations.
Please also see CCBC's response to FWQ 12.22, in which it states that it does not
consider that the Requirement would enable it to grant approval for any amendments
that fall outside the ES as assessed.
SP Manweb refers the Examining Authority to its Deadline 1 response to this question.
SP Manweb considers that DCC's
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12.23

Decommissioning impacts on ecology are likely to be significant and
therefore if the development has a limited lifespan, this should be
considered. It is up to the applicant to propose mitigation in relation to EPS
and important habitats.

12.23(a) and (b)
SP Manweb refers the Examining Authority to its response to this question submitted
for Deadline 1. In summary, SP Manweb does not consider it appropriate for the
Proposed Development to be linked to any particular generating asset given it will be
part of the wider network. However, SP Manweb would agree to a requirement which
requires the Proposed Development to be decommissioned if it has not been used for a
period of 12 months and there is no realistic prospect of it being utilised. It is proposed
that the requirement would:


require the submission to the relevant planning authority for approval of a
decommissioning and restoration plan no later than 3 months following the end of
the period of 12 months during which the 132kV Overhead Line has continuously
ceased to be used;



require the decommissioning and restoration plan to be implemented as approved;
and



require the decommissioning of the 132kV Overhead Line and the restoration
works to be completed by 24 months following the approval of the
decommissioning and restoration plan.

This requirement will be included in the next version of the draft Development Consent
Order to be submitted by Deadline 2.
12.23(c)
SP Manweb does not consider that any additional requirements are necessary in
relation to European Protected Species and important habitats. SP Manweb agrees
with NRW (see NRW's response to FWQ 12.23) that the CEMP, which is secured via
Requirement 13, provides the necessary mechanism.

Natural
Resources
Wales

1.11

European Protected Species Licences (issued under the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010):Based on existing information it is NRW's view is that licences are likely to
be required for dormice and great crested newts. The requirement for
licences for other European Protected Species will not be known until pre
construction surveys have been completed. Based on the information
provided to date we consider that the developer would be able to avoid the
project being detrimental to the maintenance of the populations of the
species concerned at favourable conservation status in their natural ranges,
provided that suitable avoidance and mitigation measures are implemented.

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation on these points.
SP Manweb refers to its response to FWQ 1.11, where it is explained the current status
of each of the European Protected Species Licences that are referred to in NRW's
response and also why it is not expected that there will be any impediment to the
issuing of the necessary licences at the appropriate time.

Licence to authorise work affecting badgers (issued under Protection of
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The requirement for such a licence will not be known until completion of preconstruction surveys. Protected Species Licence (Wildlife and Countryside
Act 1981):The ecological and methods information provided in the application indicate
that such a licence is unlikely to be required.
Discharge consent under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales)
Regulations 2010
Without detailed information about the nature or volume of any discharge
NRW cannot assess the likelihood of a licence being granted. However, the
applicant states in their Planning Statement (Document 7.4 in para 5.2.99)
that “There are no discharges or abstractions and no changes to the
physical characteristics of watercourses proposed”, and that consequently
these have not been considered further in the ES. It therefore seems
unlikely that any discharge consent will be required.
Hazardous Waste registrations (under the Environmental Permitting
(England and Wales) Regulations 2010)
Without detailed information about the nature or volume of any hazardous
waste NRW cannot pre-empt its registration decision. However the applicant
states in their Planning Statement (Document 7.4 in para 5.2.94) that “The
Proposed Development would not generate any hazardous waste”.
Therefore, it seems unlikely that any such registration will be required. If
during construction/ excavation works any contaminated material is
revealed, then the movement of such material either on or off site should
only be made after consultation with NRW.

EN020014

1.13

NRW would defer to Welsh Government as the appropriate body to
comment on Policy matters in Wales.

No response required

1.14

NRW would defer to Welsh Government as the appropriate body to
comment on Policy matters in Wales.

No response required
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1.15

NRW understands that there are proposals to change flood defence
consenting legislation including certain powers under the Water Resources
Act 1991. This is a matter for Welsh Government to comment further upon.

No response required

1.16

Natural Resources Wales’ purpose is set out in the Functions Order and
Establishment Order. The purpose is not a threshold that a specific
development must meet in law or policy, rather it is an overarching objective
which NRW is required to pursue in relation to the natural resources of
Wales as a whole.

No response required

3.29

The proposed overhead line will not be a facility regulated by The
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010. Therefore
noise associated with its construction and operation is matter for the
planning authorities and the Health and Safety Executive.

No response required

3.30

The proposed overhead line will not be a facility regulated by The
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2010. Therefore
noise associated with its construction and operation is a matter for the
planning authorities and the Health and Safety Executive

No response required

3.35

The term professional opinion is used twice in Chapter 13 in paragraphs
13.1.5 and 13.3.5. In both instances it is in relation to the assessment of
operational noise. As stated in our answer to Question 3.30, noise
associated with the scheme’s construction and operation is a matter for the
planning authorities and the Health and Safety Executive.

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation on this point.

The term ‘professional judgement’ is used is in paragraph 13.4.50 in
reference to an assessment In paragraph 13.7.21. The paragraph says
“With the embedded mitigation measures include within the Construction
Environmental Management Plan the effects are likely to be negligible”. We
are satisfied with the use of the term ‘professional judgement’ in this context.

EN020014

3.37

NRW is satisfied with the proposed assessment methods

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation on this point.

3.39

We have no outstanding concerns regarding the approach to the
assessment of emissions contained within chapter 13.

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation on this point.
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4.7

NRW is not involved in the classification of agricultural land.

SP Manweb notes NRW's response.

6.3

NRW is satisfied that the features for the relevant European sites have been
correctly identified in the NSER

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation of this point.

6.11

Natural Resources Wales considered potential effects in respect of
nationally and internationally protected species. We agreed with the
applicant's conclusion that there is potential for significant effects on
protected species, but we consider that these would be mitigated by the
measures described in the Outline Construction Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP) and through any necessary licencing processes (See question
1.11 above and our written representations). No such effects are envisaged
for nationally or internally protected sites.

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation of this point.

6.15

We note that there are discrepancies between the listed schemes to be
included in cumulative assessments in Chapters 4 and 6. However, in our
view, the scope of the cumulative assessment in Chapter 6 is adequate for
the assessment of impacts on nationally and internationally protected sites
and species, and the list of developments included for cumulative
assessment provided in Chapter 4 is adequate for other topic areas that we
have evaluated.

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation of its opinion on the scope of the
cumulative assessment in Chapter 6 of the ES.

6.20

(a) We refer the Examining Authority to our answer to question 1.11
concerning such species in which we said “Based on existing information it
is NRW's view is that licences are likely to be required for dormice and great
crested newts. The requirement for licences for other European Protected
Species (EPSs) will not be known until pre-construction surveys have been
completed”.

SP Manweb sets out its position with regards to the species that would be the subject
of European Protected Species Licence applications in its response to Question 6.20.
Please refer to this response for further detail. SP Manweb also notes NRW's
response to FWQ 1.11 and that it does not consider that there would be any reason
why such licences would not be granted.

6.20

(c) Table 6.4 in Chapter 6 – Summarises discussions between NRW and the SP Manweb refers the Examining Authority to its response to NRW's written
applicant up to the date of submission. We have raised a concern in our
representations.
written representations with regard to a lack of clarity in the CEMP and its
Appendix D as to the point in the applicant’s process when a licence would
be sought. We have discussed this and licencing generally with the applicant
since submission and they have sent us a draft EPS licence and method
statement for comment.

6.21

(c) We believe this to be a standard ratio that has been used by electricity
supply companies for power line clearance work. We accept this as a
general principal but this is without prejudice to any licencing conditions we

In relation to the discrepancies noted by NRW, (being the discrepancies between Table
4.23 in Chapter 4 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.4) and Table 6.19 of Chapter
6 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.6)), SP Manweb has clarified this point in its
response to FWQ 6.14.

SP Manweb welcomes NRW confirmation on this point.
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6.21

(d) We accept this as a general principal but this is without prejudice to any
licencing conditions we might attach to a protected species licence.

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation of this point.

6.22

(b) NRW considers the applicant’s approach to the ecological assessment of
nationally and internationally protected sites and species to be acceptable,
and that the methods used and levels of effort applied are satisfactory for
the purposes of informing the decision making process. Consequently we
accept the results as a reasonable assessment.

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation of the acceptability of the ecological
assessment of nationally and internationally protected sites and species.

7.11

Our views concerning flooding are expressed in Section 3.4 of our written
representations. In summary we state that:-

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation that the Flood Consequences Assessment
is commensurate to the scale and nature of the Proposed Development.

The contents of the Flood Consequences Assessment are, in our opinion,
generally commensurate to the scale and nature of the development
proposals but we would welcome further consultation regarding the design
measures for a pole assembly within a flood zone. We say that we require
clarity as to the detailed design and method of installation at main river
crossings before these can be consented.

SP Manweb can confirm that NRW will be consulted on the detailed design and
method of installation at main river crossings. One wood pole structure would have to
be sited within the Afon Elwy floodplain. The detailed design that has been undertaken
for the Proposed Development has not identified the need for additional bracing or
foundation design for this pole. Notwithstanding its position on a floodplain, SP
Manweb considers the current design is suitable for the location and that no further
design is required.

9.1

We accept the findings of ES Chapter 8, Historic Environment in regard to
sites in the register of historic landscapes.

SP Manweb welcomes NRW's confirmation of its acceptance of the findings of the
Historic Environment assessment.

11.1

(b),(i) and (ii) No.

11.1(b)(i)
SP Manweb confirms that it agrees with NRW's response to this question. That is, it is
SP Manweb's understanding that the letter sent from NRW to Pinsent Masons on 2
July 2015 is not intended to provide consent pursuant to section 135(1) of the Planning
Act 2008. This is because SP Manweb is not seeking to compulsorily acquire an
interest in land under the ownership of the Welsh Ministers and is therefore not seeking
consent pursuant to section 135(1) of the Planning Act 2008.
As set out in SP Manweb's response to Q11.1(b)(i) submitted for Deadline 1, the land
under the ownership of the Welsh Ministers is specifically excluded from the application
for powers of compulsory acquisition. Article 19 of the draft DCO (Document Reference
3.1) provides that the undertaker may create and acquire compulsorily the rights over
the Order land and impose the restrictions affecting the Order land described in the
Book of Reference (DCO Document Reference 4.3V1) and shown on the Land Plans
(DCO Document Reference 2.2.1 – 2.2.13). The description of the land for plots 1, 1A,
1B, 3 and 3A in the Book of Reference specifically excludes the land in which the

EN020014

39

September 2015
Respondent

FWQ

Representation

SP Manweb Response
Welsh Ministers are the owner.
Rather, SP Manweb considers that this letter provides consent pursuant to section
135(2) of the Planning Act 2008 for the reasons outlined below.
11.1(b)(ii)
SP Manweb notes NRW's position with respect to NRW's letter of 2 July 2015. In SP
Manweb's opinion, this position contradicts the terms of the letter and indeed NRW's
response to 11.1(c).
The letter relevantly provides as follows:
"The application for development consent includes provisions which apply in
relation to Crown Land and in which the Welsh Ministers are the appropriate
Crown Authority (see section 227(5)(b) of the Planning Act 2008).
By virtue of this letter, the Welsh Ministers, acting via Natural Resources Wales,
provide confirmation of consent to the terms of the Development Consent Order
for the Proposed Development pursuant to s135 of the Planning Act 2008.
For the avoidance of doubt, this letter should not be taken as Secretary of State
Consent to the Development Consent Order, nor does it relate to any
commercial negotiation between SP Manweb PLC and Natural Resources
Wales."
Section 135(2) of the Planning Act 2008 provides that:
"(2)

An order granting development consent may include any other provision
applying in relation to Crown land, or rights benefiting the Crown, only if
the appropriate Crown authority consents to the inclusion of the
provisions."

The reference to 'any other provision' in section 135(2) ought be understood, in SP
Manweb's opinion, in the context of section 135(1). Section 135(1) controls the
circumstances in which provisions authorising the compulsory acquisition of Crown
land may be included in an order granting development consent. As noted above, the
proposed DCO does not include such provisions. Therefore, the statement in NRW's
letter that it 'provides confirmation of consent' under section 135 can only be
understood as confirmation of its consent pursuant to section 135(2). SP Manweb
notes that the relevant plots in respect of which it sought NRW's consent (as Crown
authority) under section 135(2) are plots 1, 1A, 1B, 3 and 3A.
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For these reasons, SP Manweb disagrees with NRW’s response to this question.
However, NRW’s response to 11.1(c) seems to clarify the position.

(c) The intention of the 2nd July 2015 letter was to provide SP Manweb Plc
with the authority to apply for development consent on Crown land i.e. land
managed by NRW on behalf of Welsh Ministers, it was not intended to
authorise the compulsory acquisition of an in interest in Crown land. This
function is distinct and independent to that of NRW’s role in the DCO
process and that NRW has not formed a view or otherwise on the merits of
the application in its role as agent in the management consent. It is the view
of NRW that in this case the absence of CPO powers will not hinder
completion of the project. The Welsh Minister, have agreed to grant the
developer (SP Manweb Plc) sufficient and relevant interest in the land (lease
of rights) to enable the construction of a 132kV circuit.

11.1(c)

(d) Plots 19,19A, 19B, 19C, 21A and 21B do not form part of the Welsh
Minister’s estate managed by NRW.

11.1(d)

11.2

Yes – the area managed by NRW on behalf of Welsh Minister’s is
considered to be Crown Land, however, Mineral & mine interests are owned
by the Crown Estate.

SP Manweb agrees with the NRW's response and refers the Examining Authority to SP
Manweb's comments to the Welsh Government's response to this question. SP
Manweb agrees with NRW that in relation to the mines and minerals in these plots,
they do not form part of the Welsh Minister's estate managed by NRW. The Crown
interests in these plots are interests where the relevant Crown authority is the Crown
Estates, rather than the Welsh Ministers.

12.22

NRW has concerns in relation to the inclusion of this requirement. The
authorised development must remain within the scope of what has been
assessed and must establish clearly defined parameters on future decision
makers. NRW reserves the right to make further submissions on this issue
during the course of the examination.

12.22(b)

SP Manweb agrees with NRW's statement that "the intention of the 2nd July letter was
to provide SP Manweb Plc with the authority to apply for development consent on
Crown land" and that it was not intended to authorise the compulsory acquisition of
interests in Crown land. As outlined above, the land under the ownership of the Welsh
Ministers is specifically excluded from the application for powers of compulsory
acquisition. As noted in NRW's response, there is no impediment to the 'development
proceeding' because the Welsh Ministers "have agreed to grant the developer (SP
Manweb Plc) sufficient and relevant interest in the land (lease of rights) to enable the
construction of a 132kV circuit."

SP Manweb agrees with NRW that plots 19, 19A, 19B, 21A and 21B do not form part of
the Welsh Minister's estate managed by NRW. As noted in SP Manweb's response to
this question submitted for Deadline 1, the Crown interests in the above plots are
interests where the relevant Crown authority is the Crown Estate, rather than the Welsh
Ministers.

SP Manweb refers the Examining Authority to its Deadline 1 response to this question.
SP Manweb considers that NRW's concerns are not warranted in these circumstances.
Requirement 16 of the draft DCO allows the relevant planning authority to approve
amendments to "Approved Plans, Parameters, Details or Schemes" subject always to
the control in requirement 16(2) that no amendment may be approved if it is likely to
give rise to any materially new or materially different environmental effects, compared
to the authorised development. Due to this restriction, the process in requirement 16
would not result in any changes that would fall outside the scope of what has been
assessed in the ES and thus sidestep the statutory process. For this reason, SP
Manweb considers those matters that could be varied pursuant to this requirement
concern matters of detail and not fundamental aspects of the authorised development
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that would allow development to take place which had not been permitted by the Order.
Further, it is noted that similar requirements have been accepted in other development
consent orders, which have been made since the publication of Advice Note 15 in
October 2014. We refer the Examining Authority to requirement 22 in the Progress
Power (Gas Fired Power Station) Order 2015.

12.23

Welsh
Government

1.2(a)

1.2(b)

EN020014

(c) Operations that might affect European Protected Species are likely to
require a licence. Such licences may themselves include conditions
stipulating measures for mitigation which would not need to be replicated as
DCO requirements. However, decisions concerning licencing requirements
will be formulated by the CEMP and its Appendix D – the Ecological
Management Plan (EcMP). Both these documents are provided in outline
within Chapter 2 of the ES. We have therefore requested in our written
representations that that the CEMP should be subject to NRW approval and
suggest that DCO Requirement 13 is amended to take account of this.

12.23(c)

The proposed development described in the application document makes
reference to existing services. It is understood that these are electricity lines
under 132 kV and therefore would not compromises part of the NSIP
development. Therefore the WG query is why these are not being consented
under TCPA 1990?

1.2(a)

WG note in paragraph 2.1.10 of the planning statement the reference is
made to potentially utilising permitted development rights to install the
underground cable element of the “wider project”. If the application has not
already done so, WG would recommend that the applicant takes legal
advice on the ability to exercise permitted development rights where it would
form part of a wider development subject to an Environmental Impact
Assessment.

1.2(b)

SP Manweb notes and agrees with NRW's response. As outlined in SP Manweb's
response to question 12.23, the ES does not identify that there would be any significant
impacts on European Protected Species or habitats. Therefore, it is not reasonable or
necessary for additional requirements to be added to Schedule 2 of the draft DCO in
this regard (and which NRW agrees with). Requirement 13, which secures the
ecological management plan and the hedgerow management plan, is considered
sufficient based on the findings of the ES. With regards to the specific amendments to
the drafting of requirement 13 proposed by NRW in its Written Representations, please
refer to SP Manweb's response to NRW's Written Representations at paragraph 3.8.

The Examining Authority is referred to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 1.1(b), which is
summarised below.
SP Manweb considers the lower voltage diversion works referred to in the WG's
response to be ‘permitted development’ pursuant to the Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) Order 1995 ("GPDO"). As a statutory undertaker,
SP Manweb has rights under the GPDO to carry out the lower voltage diversion works
and does so as part of its undertaking. Accordingly, no express planning permission
under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 is required or necessary.

Those elements known as the "Wider Scheme", whilst necessary for the 132kV
Overhead Line, do not form part of the 132kV Overhead Line. As such, the "Wider
Scheme" components cannot be consented under the Planning Act 2008 (given the
Planning Act 2008 does not permit works that are "associated" to the nationally
significant infrastructure project, being consented via development consent order).
Accordingly, the Planning Act 2008 has "split" the works necessary for the 132kV
Overhead Line, into those components that are or form part of the nationally significant
infrastructure project (the "Proposed Development") and those that do not and which
are the "Wider Scheme." must pursue alternative consenting routes for each
component of the Wider Scheme; the appropriate consenting route to be determined
based on each individual component. For this reason, a Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 application was submitted for the Collector Substation. Regarding the
underground cable from the Terminal Point to St Asaph Substation, it has been
assessed that as this underground cable does not require an environmental statement,
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SP Manweb can utilise its permitted development rights.
Despite SP Manweb being required to consent the Proposed Development and the
Wider Scheme through different consenting routes, SP Manweb has environmentally
assessed the Proposed Development and the Wider Scheme in the environmental
statement submitted in March 2015 in support of the Proposed Development. The
environmental statement assesses the Proposed Development, then the Proposed
Development with the Wider Scheme and Wind Farms, and then the Proposed
Development with the Wider Scheme and Wind Farms and cumulative developments.

1.3

Both matters are for the decision maker to satisfy themselves.

No response required.

1.6

It is not anticipated that there will be a formal changes to the policy
framework in Wales, as a result of the Planning (Wales) Act 201

SP Manweb welcomes the confirmation from WG on this point.

1.9

It is for the EX A to be satisfied that PPW is satisfied and the development is
needed. An integrated approach should be taken to grid infrastructure and
the development will connect a number of windfarms

SP Manweb welcomes the acknowledgement from the WG that the Proposed
Development would connect a number of windfarms located in SSA set out in TAN 8.

1.12

No road is affected where Welsh Government is trunk road authority.
Therefore WG would issue a no direction

SP Manweb welcomes the confirmation from WG on this point.

1.13

The proposed development helps towards delivering a number of priorities
set out in the above documents

SP Manweb welcomes the confirmation from WG on this point.

1.14

TAN 5 and TAN6 may also be relevant

Although the Planning Statement only refers to four Technical Advice Notes in
particular, the other TANs were considered. The outcome of those considerations is
summarised below:
TAN 5: Nature Conservation and Planning - not applicable to the Proposed
Development as it provides advice about how the land use planning system, rather
than individual developments, should contribute to protecting and enhancing
biodiversity and geological conservation.
TAN 6: Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities - not applicable to the Proposed
Development as it provides guidance on how the planning system, rather than
individual developments, can support sustainable rural communities.
Please also refer to SP Manweb’s Response to CCBC Local Impact Report Paragraph
3.2.1 and SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 1.14.
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1.15

It is for the Ex A to identify all material considerations have been identified
and that all matters can lawfully included in respect of the NSIP in Wales
taking into account both the restriction on associated development and
legislative matters which have been devolved

No response required.

3.20

In consideration of these comments they are general comments regarding
SP Manweb welcomes the confirmation on this point by WG.
the general requirements for wind farms relating to the delivery of
components. Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AIL) would only be associated with
either the wind farm components (turbine/blades) or the substation (new
transformer). As the application only appears to be the overhead cables,
WG don’t foresee any AIL issues and therefore the comments remain for
information only.

4.7

It is not appropriate to downgrade all grade 3 land to non BMV for the
purposes of any study

Natural Resources Wales replied to the original request for ALC data and confirmed
that Welsh Government held all ALC data. A subsequent request was made to Welsh
Government Rural Affairs team who were able to provide an outline ALC map based on
1977 data, but this contains no detail on sub-division of land grade 3.
Based on the information provided by Welsh Government, the only way to distinguish
between sub-classes 3a and 3b along the 17.3KM route would be to commission a new
survey of the land along the Proposed Development route. From the date of
commissioning a private consultant to complete this work, it is likely to take several
months to have a detailed map of land grades. As such, if land grade 3a is considered
as Best and Most Versatile, then a conservative assumption would be to treat all land
within grade 3 along the Proposed Development as BMV. Appendix 4.7 of Document
Reference SPM NWWFC ExA1 illustrates the grade 3 land in the vicinity of the
Proposed Development. If all land within grade 3 was classed as BMV, then the
impacts on agricultural land following completion of the construction phase would
remain as minor because these would be limited to impacts arising from the loss of
agricultural land within the footprints of the electrical poles and stays
In SP Manweb's response to FWQ 4.7, SP Manweb stated: “The area within the order
limits of the Proposed Development is mainly comprised of a mix of pasture for grazing
and arable land. In terms of the impacts on agricultural operations following completion
of the construction phase; it is considered that these will 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. The Proposed Development has been designed to minimise
the number of poles required, whilst ensuring compliance with SP Manweb's
specification for 132kV Overhead Line of the kind proposed. One of the reasons this
approach is taken is to minimise the effect on agriculture.”
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6.1

See 6.15

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to the Welsh Government's comments on FWQ
6.15.

6.15

It is noted that NRW have a significant number of points and possible
discrepancies on cumulative effects. Once NRW content, then WG would
have no further comments, except in relation to Greenland Whitefronted
Geese. The text refers to errors in NSER. General precautions would
minimise risk

SP Manweb notes that NRW, in its response to this question, has stated that "the
scope of the cumulative assessment in Chapter 6 is adequate for the assessment of
impacts on nationally and internationally protected sites and species, and the list of
developments included for cumulative assessment provided in Chapter 4 is adequate
for other topic areas that we have evaluation."
On this basis, we assume that WG has no further concerns.
Regarding the GWfG, SP Manweb considered the potential ecological impacts of the
Proposed Development on GWfG in paragraphs 6.7.5 to 6.7.7 of Chapter 6 of the ES.
In summary, SP Manweb's conclusion on these potential impacts was that the distance
from the SPA to the Proposed Development and the Wider Scheme is such that
chances of collision are minimal.
SP Manweb considers that the further information provided by WG on the GWfG does
not change its assessment of the likely impacts of the Proposed Development on the
GWfG.
Notwithstanding Professor Penycuick's observations, the WG notes that there has
been no monitoring of GWfG movements over inland North Wales. In addition, SP
Manweb refers to NRW's Written Representation, which states:
“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 [of its written representation] in relation to all European
sites, we consider significant effects on this feature resulting from the proposed
development to be unlikely.”
The WG refers to the need to implement "general precautions" in respect of large birds
in general to mitigate potential impacts. Given SP Manweb's conclusion that there is
unlikely to be any significant effects on GWfG, SP Manweb does not agree with the
WG's statement.

8.1

The impact of underground cabling on unscheduled archaeology is an issue
for the Archaeological Trust to respond to via the Local Authority. The
Planning Inspectorate may also wish to consider the requirements of
paragraph 17 of Circular 60/90, Planning and the Historic Environment:
Archaeology in respect of this issue.

The Clwyd Powys Archaeological Trust (CPAT) responded to consultation on the
Proposed Development and provided detailed comments on the scope of the cultural
heritage assessment, baseline data and the preliminary environmental information.
Table 8.3 in chapter 8 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.8) sets out the comments
received from CPAT and where in the assessment those comments have been
addressed.
Chapter 8 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.8) considers a number of national
planning policy and guidance relevant to the assessment of the historic environment.
Circular 60/90: Planning and the Historic Environment – Archaeology is listed along
with a number of other circulars and guidance documents in paragraph 8.2.5. The
Circular has been used to inform the approach to and the conclusions of the
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SP Manweb Response
assessment carried out by SP Manweb.

9.1

Cadw has agreed the results and findings of the heritage assessment and
have no particular concerns

SP Manweb welcomes WG's confirmation that the 132kV Overhead Line is unlikely to
raise any significant issues in historic assessment terms. SP Manweb also welcomes
the comment that the route has minimised impacts on the setting of Scheduled
Monuments / historic landscapes.

11.1

NRW is authorised to give consent

SP Manweb thanks WG for this clarification, which supports SP Manweb's response to
this question.

11.2

WG confirms that the application includes land which is Crown land and the
Welsh Ministers are the appropriate Crown authority

SP Manweb agrees with the Welsh Government's response. As set out in SP
Manweb's response to this question submitted for Deadline 1, it is SP Manweb's
opinion that section 85(2) of the Government of Wales Act 2006 ("GWA 2006")
expressly deems an interest vested in or held for the purposes of Welsh Ministers, the
First Minster or the Counsel General to be regarded as property vested in or held for
the purposes of a government department in any enactment including a future one.
Therefore, land or an interest in land held by the Welsh Ministers is to be regarded as
Crown land for the purposes of section 227 of the Planning Act 2008 which is a
relevant enactment having regard to section 85(3) of the GWA 2006.

12.23

(a) and (b) We have no comment to make on 12:23 as it is a matter for the
decision maker to ensure that the inclusion of any condition meets the
necessary tests.

(a) and (b) No response required.
(c) See SP Manweb's response to NRW's response to FWQ 6.15.

(c) See comments made in 6.15 above.

Response
from D E
Tyrer, Cefn
Maen Isaf,
Saron,
Denbigh
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1.17

SP Manweb’s starting point is that overhead cabling is normal. Anything else
has to be justified. This is simply not the standard in the industry in this
country or in Europe. France, for example, is heavily involved in a project to
bury most new and many existing cables underground. Most new wind farms
in Scotland are undergrounded. In 2013 NRG Expert published ‘Electricity
T&D White Paper’. This provided an overview of the political and
technological events that that influenced electricity transmission and an
insight into the future of the industry. In it they reported ‘Underground
cabling is becoming increasingly attractive for use, mainly for environmental
and aesthetic reasons. …. it is often cost neutral to cable underground for

SP Manweb's starting point is its duties under the Electricity Act 1989, being:
Section 9 – to develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and economical system
of electricity distribution; and
Schedule 9 – (a) to have regard to the desirability of preserving natural beauty,
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 (b) to do what he reasonably can to mitigate any effect which proposals
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cables up to 150kV.’

SP Manweb Response
would have on the natural beauty of the countryside or on any such flora, fauna,
features, sites, buildings or objects.

SP Manweb mentions a total figure of up to £71.3m for undergrounding. This
gives 71.3/24 = £2.97m per km. SP Manweb states that undergrounding
Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or undergrounding,
would be 4 times more expensive than overhead. Working this back, gives a undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an economic and cost
figure for overhead cabling of 2.97/4 = £742,500 per km.
effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989). Given that
National Policy Statement EN-5 sets a high threshold for refusing overhead lines in
favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be
A report by Balfour Beatty, commissioned by Western Power for the Brechfa justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully
Forest project concluded that undergrounding 132kv cable would result in an underground option would not be an appropriate means of providing the connection.
approximate cost of £986,000 per km. Using SP Manweb’s figures for
overhead cable, undergrounding is only £986,000 - £742,500 = £243,500
more than overhead cable.
SP Manweb's approach to determining whether it is appropriate to underground a grid
connection is fully explained in the technical appendices to the Planning Statement
(DCO Document Reference 7.4) . In this case, SP Manweb considers that the line
A case study by the French company RTE (Reseau de transport
should not be routed underground for the reasons set out in that document.
d’electricite) ‘Experience in France’ reported that the underground/overhead
cost ratio is
SP Manweb has produced information in relation to the costs of undergrounding the
overhead electric line in its responses to first written questions (1.17 and 1.18).
90kv = 0.85
225kv = 1.2 to 2
This bears no relationship to the 4 times figure quoted by SP Manweb.
Apportioning the highest French figures for 225kv to get a figure for 132kv
cable gives an estimated ratio of 2/225X132 = 1.17. Applying this figure to
SP Manweb’s overhead cost gives £742,500 x 1.17 = £868,725. This is
passably close to the Balfour Beatty figure of £986,000. It’s nowhere near
SP Manweb’s figure of £2.97m.
It is clear that the figures SP Manweb has produced must be considered
questionable and unreliable. They are nowhere near other sources. They
must receive an appropriate degree of disbelief when considering the cost/
advantages of overhead compared with underground.

The total cost of undergrounding the circuits is estimated at between £59.8M and
£71.2M. This is a total life time cost of the project and are a combination of lifetime
costs and the installation cost, it is not appropriate to simply divide this figure by the
route length to obtain a cost per km. The total cost figure includes the significant costs
of the substation equipment at each end, life time operational and maintenance costs
and life time cost of losses. The analysis quoted does not, therefore, take any of these
costs into consideration.
The SP Manweb 2015 capital construction cost of undergrounding the 132kV cables is
estimated to be between £1,150,000 and £1,640,000 per km depending on the difficulty
of the ground conditions. Western Power Distribution, in its life time costs estimate for
its Brechfa Forest project, estimated the underground cable costs for that project
ranged per km from £950,000 to £1,003,000. This is a difference between the two
projects of £200,000 – £637,000 per km. The figures are therefore comparable. The
SP Manweb 2015 capital construction cost of 132kV overhead double wood pole is
estimated to be £345,000 per km. Therefore, the capital construction costs of
undergrounding cables for the Proposed Development is between 3.3 and 4.7 times
that of an overhead line.
In the context of the requirements under the Electricity Act 1989 for SP Manweb to run
an efficient, coordinated and economical system for the distribution of electricity, this is
a significant ratio.
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SP Manweb Response

8.1

SP Manweb has stated that undergrounding would increase the length of
line from 17km to 24km. In the absence of information to the contrary, it is
reasonable to assume that an underground route would favour roads and
verges rather than farmland. If so, there is unlikely to be an effect on
habitats, etc.

The cable wholly undergrounding option uses a route that represents the most effective
route option for a cable (in the same way that the Proposed Development represents
the most economic and efficient route for an overhead line, taking into account other
factors such as environmental effects). For example, SP Manweb's practice is to avoid
crossing third party land with extra high voltage cables due to the requirements for
permanent access for maintenance along the whole length of the route. The chosen
route for the whole route undergrounding therefore utilises as much public highway as
possible.
It should be noted that is not as simple as stating "an underground route would favour
roads and verges rather than farmland. If so, there is unlikely to be an effect on
habitats, etc."
Some verges are designed as important habitats and some highways are ancient
highways and are therefore rich in archaeology. In addition, placing underground
cables in the highway also have a significant effect on traffic and socio-economic
impacts.

Mr Dewi
Parry and
Mrs Helen M
Parry

0.1

We propose two additional site inspections; the reasons are given in
relevant sections:

No response required.

1. College Farm, Peniel to assess visual impact (see our separate WR on
visual impact)
2. The public footpath from Peniel to Tan-y-Garth farm (see our response to
8.2 below) we suggest visiting the initial section of the path at Peniel with
views overlooking the valley).

1.4

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

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 1.18(b) for a detailed response
regarding the need for a double wood pole design for the Proposed Development.
Section 8 of SP Manweb’s Response to Relevant Representations Document (SPM
NWWFC RR Document 1 submitted as part of SP Manweb’s Deadline 1 submission)
also provides rationale for choosing a double wood pole design.
SPM recognises the need for an earth wire to lower the earth potential rise (EPR) at
the Collector Substation. This is due to the ground conditions at the Collector
Substation. The majority of the return current travels via the earth wire rather than
entering the ground which results in a significant lower EPR.
The SPM standard arrangement, on overhead lines, for providing such an earth wire is
via an overhead conductor. This provides the most economic solution when compared
to a stand-alone buried conductor solution. The cost and associated environmental
impact and construction disruption of excavating and laying a separate earth cable
(counterpoise) along the whole of this overhead line route is prohibitive and has been
discounted.
Further , the double wood pole design is not only required to carry the earth conductor,
but it is also required, as explained in the Design and Construction Report (paragraph
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SP Manweb Response
2.2.21) to support the 300sqmm UPAS conductors – a single wooden pole could not do
this. The double wood pole design is therefore required to support the 300sqmm
conductor and carry the earth wire. In particular, in relation to the forces associated
with the weight and tension of the 300sqmm UPAS conductor arrangement.
A single wood pole design could in theory be used but 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 locations, which would
have a consequential detrimental effect on landowners and public.
For these reasons the single wood pole design has not been used.

EN020014

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to 1.4 above.

1.18

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

4.14

A natural stream that passes through all but one field at College Farm is now SP Manweb refers Mr Dewi Parry and Mrs Helen M Parry to its response to FWQ 4.14
the only source of water for all animals on land at College Farm. The
in the Response to the Examining Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document
proposed development crosses the stream at its furthest upstream point and reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).
a double-pole structure with stays is planned to be installed within approx.
2m of the stream (2.2.4 Land Plans Sheet 4. box 25). The disruption and
likely contamination of water associated with the construction will therefore
be a very significant concern regarding the health and safety of all the
animals. The proximity of the pole structure to the stream is a concern for
long term water quality.

5.3

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

SP Manweb refers Mr Dewi Parry and Mrs Helen M Parry to its response to FWQs
2.11, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 and 12.23 in the Response to the Examining Authority's First Written
Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).

5.4

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

SP Manweb refers Mr Dewi Parry and Mrs Helen M Parry to its response to FWQs
2.11, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 and 12.23 in the Response to the Examining Authority's First Written
Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).
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SP Manweb Response

8.1

We strongly disagree with the Applicant. We consider that the benefits of
underground cabling outweigh the effects of overground cables and
structures. Farming units in Wales are relatively small and each piece of
farmland is a precious resource. Putting cables underground is the only way
to optimise the use of agricultural land and to preserve its integrity for the
longer term.

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to FWQ 8.1 in the Response to the Examining
Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).

Regarding habitats, ecology and archaeology, an underground cable
scheme is likely to take a different route to the currently proposed
overground route. For example, underground grid cables often go alongside
or underneath made roads. This minimises damage to natural habitats. It is
difficult not to conclude that the primary reason for the Applicant
disregarding the underground option is one of cost rather than ecological
considerations. We consider that the overall benefits to our countryside,
farming, tourism, health and ecology are far better realised by an
underground scheme.

8.2

We do not agree that the viewpoints selected by the Applicant are adequate.
We propose an additional viewpoint at the beginning of a public footpath in
Peniel for the following reason:
The severity of visual impact on a popular public footpath and on residents
in Peniel has not been adequately addressed by the Applicant in their visual
impact assessment.
For location please refer to: 2.4.4 Access and Rights of Way Plan Sheet 4.
Footpath 21.
Describing the proposed development route (6.7 ES Chapter 7 – Landscape
and Visual) the Applicant states “..it would be visible to the north and north
east, particularly where it would appear in foreground views and from the
edge of settlement at Peniel, from the B4501 and the local footpath network.
The Proposed Development becomes less visible in the wider landscape as
it passes through grazing land adjacent to wooded copses, then through a
low and localised stream valley, before rising up again as it crosses the
B4501..”

Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or undergrounding,
undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an economic and cost
effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989). Given that
National Policy Statement EN-5 sets a high threshold for refusing overhead lines in
favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be
justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully
underground option would not be an appropriate means of providing the connection.
Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and does not
produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus substantial
harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.
SP Manweb notes the Mr Dewi Parry's and Mrs Helen M Parry Parry's request to
include an additional viewpoint to cover the public footpath that runs from Peniel to Tan
y Garth Farm.
SP Manweb considers that it has adequately addressed the potential visual impacts on
this foot path in the LVIA and that an additional viewpoint as suggested is not
necessary. The Viewpoint Assessment included within the ES contains assessments
of Viewpoint 50 (which lies approximately 480 m from the public footpath) and
Viewpoint 5 (which lies approximately 300m the public footpath).
Both viewpoints capture the public footpath that runs from Peniel in the direction of
Tan-y-Garth Farm and as such the public footpath is well represented within the
assessment. Both assessments indicate that users of the footpath are likely to
experience moderate, transient and localised visual effects when in close proximity to
the point at which the Proposed Development oversails the footpath

As noted in Chapter 7 of the ES: Landscape and Visual (DCO Document Reference
6.7), public footpaths in proximity to the Proposed Development are likely to experience
visual effects, and as noted in the Appendix 7.3: Viewpoints Assessment (DCO
The applicant does not adequately describe the effect of the development on Document Ref 6.20.3D) at Viewpoints 50 and 5, the overall significance of these effects
the visual amenity value of 1km of footpath from Peniel to Tan y Garth farm. in this location is likely to be moderate. The full assessment takes note of both the
enclosed valley location, the presence of the footpaths, the existing 11kV overhead line
and the telegraph poles. The relevant extract from Viewpoint 5 states that:
The visual impact is significantly worsened because the proposed route
“Magnitude of Visual Effect (Scale of Change and Geographic Extent)
descends into and crosses a valley, before then rising the other side. The
EN020014
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footpath traverses the centre of the valley and would pass directly
underneath the overhead lines. The proposed development would be a very
dominant visual feature to footpath users at all points on the footpath over
the 1 km distance. Currently there are no existing electric or telephone
cables or artificial structures to mar the experience of this unspoilt region. It
is a uniquely beautiful and peaceful route that passes ancient woodland and
through fields, a wholly natural environment that is enjoyed by tourists, local
residents, ramblers and youth groups.

SP Manweb Response
….The Proposed 132kV Overhead Line introduces a manmade feature in a rural
landscape. From this viewpoint the Proposed 132kV Overhead Line would be visible
across approximately two thirds of the view and with the exception of one pole which
will skyline adjacent to the B4501, and two poles which will skyline on the ridge would
be mostly backclothed, Wood poles would be in scale with the surrounding landscape
features (mature trees) near Peniel. The entirety of the poles would be visible as the
Proposed Development runs over the ridge but the structures would become less
perceptible due to distance.

We would like the panel to make a site inspection and consider an additional
viewpoint at the beginning of the footpath at Peniel overlooking the valley
and the proposed route.

The Proposed 132kV Overhead Line will add to the effect of an existing 11kV
Overhead Line but due to the screening effect of backclothing and their alignment
along the lower slopes of the localised valley, these combined effects are considered
not significant.
The screening effect afforded by backgrounding, existing vegetation and topography
would reduce the overall magnitude of the visual effect from this viewpoint which is
predicted to be medium.”
The relevant extract from Viewpoint 50 states that:
“Magnitude of Visual Effect (Scale of Change and Geographic Extent)
… The pole nearest to the viewpoint (less than 10m away) is likely to be seen in its
entirety and at full scale. This location (immediately adjacent to the Proposed 132kV
Overhead Line and the footpath) is representative of a very localised view, likely to be
experienced over a short period of time, and as part of a sequence of views. The 1km
section in the foreground will be clearly perceptible but contained within the localised
topography around College Farm, and reducing in scale with increased distance from
the viewpoint. Wood poles will be in scale with the surrounding landscape features
(mature trees) and will recede in the wider pastureland. More distant sections are likely
to be largely imperceptible due to intervening distance (up to 8km away), the presence
of mature trees of similar scale throughout the landscape, backclothing and intervening
screening. The Proposed Development would follow the pattern of the landscape. The
Proposed 132kV Overhead Line would add to the effect of a small number of existing
scattered 11kV Overhead Lines, but due to intervening distance and backgrounding,
these combined effects are considered not significant. As such, the overall magnitude
of the visual effect, will be reduced from what may be otherwise large, to medium. “

10.1

In our view the Applicant has not demonstrated that the development would
have a ‘negligible/low adverse effect on the area’s tourism economy’ for the
following reasons:

The methodology used in the socio-economic chapter has been used to assess
numerous energy related developed including a number of Nationally Significant
Projects. The methodology has also been rigorously tested at public inquiries.

Paragraph 11.6.5 of the Socio-Economic and Tourism chapter of the ES
quotes the text used to communicate with the respondents for the survey.
We note that it conveniently avoids any reference to ‘pylons’ or even the size
of the double-pole structures or how they may appear in the landscape. It
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simply refers to a 132kv line.

SP Manweb Response

There is no record of any further information given to the respondents to
enable them to give an informed opinion on visual impact and we don’t know
how many, if any, of the respondents were already familiar with the
proposed scheme as that question was not asked. Furthermore, paragraph
11.6.4 states “Some felt they did not have time to provide a full response”.
The final sample size of only 15 respondents in total (paragraph 11.6.7)
combined with factors already mentioned is not a sufficiently sound basis for
the Applicant’s claim of ‘negligible/low adverse effect on the area’s tourism
economy’.

Dr Jannine
Poletti
Hughes

12.23

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

SP Manweb does not agree that the development consent should be time limited to a
specific period and has responded to FWQ 12.23 in full. Please refer to SP Manweb’s
response to FWQs 5.2 and 12.23.

0.1

I invite the inspection panel to Llys Hedydd, LL16 5DE. Below is a brief
summary regarding why this is a particularly sensitive location for an
accompanied site inspection.

SP Manweb has addressed the issue of placing the Proposed Development
underground in the following documents:

I am writing these statements on behalf of my family and my home. I would
like to highlight the effort that it takes for a busy household to keep up with
the demands of providing continuous feedback, comments and information
to defend what seems to be an almost futile fight against a giant corporation.
I trust that the planning inspectorate will fully and fairly assess this
submission on behalf of the community as opposed to a foreign company
with foreign shareholders exploiting our country.
Below I will discuss several points that seem relevant considering that the
sources of information are so vast that it is difficult to digest all the details.
These support my case
that I disagree with SP Manweb's conclusion that the benefits of
undergrounding are outweighed by their cost and other impact (Question
8.1)
First, the application by SP Manweb analyses the visual impact that the
pylons would have on the properties of the affected area. It seems that
according to SP Manweb the negative effect of the pylons is either
insignificant or moderate. There are no clear cut explanations for the
EN020014






The Planning Statement (DCO document reference 7.4) and supporting
Technical Appendix (DCO document reference 7.5) look at the need for
undergrounding in detail.
SP Manweb’s response to Relevant Representations (SPM NWWFC RR
Document 1 submitted as part of SP Manweb’s Deadline 1 Submission) Section
19 also provides further information regarding SP Manweb’s decision to route
the Proposed Development overhead and the costs associated with placing the
development underground.
SP Manweb's responses to FWQ 1.17, 1.18, and 8.1

In response to the IPs first point:
Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.7) assesses the landscape and visual
impact of the Proposed Development. A residential amenity assessment (DCO
Document Reference 6.20.1) was also conducted for those properties within 200m of
the Proposed Development. SP Manweb considers that a property, such as Llys
Hedydd, more than 200m from the Proposed Development is unlikely to experience an
overbearing effect on visual amenity. The reasons for that view is explained at
paragraph 1.4 of the Residential Amenity Assessment. The Residential Amenity
Assessment has been undertaken by professional consultants and is based on their
professional opinion. It is therefore refuted that the assessment is biased..
SP Manweb has also considered the effect of the 132kV Overhead Line on the
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reasons that lead to make such judgements. Instead, SP Manweb has made
(not surprisingly) a biased judgement to almost convince the planning
authority that all the damage is inconsequential. I invite the planning
authority to come to my property (Llys Hedydd, LL16 5DE) to make a
thorough assessment of the impact of the visual effect and price of the
property that the pylons would have. Similarly, I propose the following
properties for which to my own rational judgement, the effect of pylons has
been understated by SP Manweb: Berain (grade2* historical building), Pen
Parc Llwyd (Centre for Personal Development; a retreat which has been
attended by over 12000 people) and Hafod (with a planning application for a
new property in close proximity to the pylons). The ‘Hafod’ route (from
Tywysog Bach to Berain), which was outside SP Manweb’s preferred
corridor, is a particularly sensitive stretch of the route, and should be
undergrounded. Pylons will be visible for long distances, cut through ancient
woodland, will skyline next to the Hafod wood, and will have a devastating
effect on our visual amenity.
Second, I believe that the value of my property will decrease if there are
pylons in close proximity. There is no mention on the planning application of
the risks of this happening.

SP Manweb Response
following:




Berain in Chapter 8 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.8).
Pen Parc Llwyd is specifically addressed in SP Manweb’s Response to
Relevant Representations Document (SPM NWWFC RR Document 1)
submitted as part of its Deadline 1 submission in Section 16.
Hafod is assessed in the residential amenity assessment as part of Chapter 7 of
the ES as referenced above. The Proposed Development was re-aligned at
Hafod following statutory consultation to minimise the overall magnitude of
effects. A viewpoint is located near Hafod Farm and Pen Parc Llwyd (viewpoint
15). The viewpoint is approximately 490m to the centreline of the Proposed
Development. It is acknowledged that the sensitivity of the viewpoint is high but
the overall magnitude of effects is small and the effect on visual amenity minor
which leads to the conclusion that the significance of visual effects in this
location is not significant.

The Environmental Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give
rise to any major adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and
does not produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus
substantial harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.

I present two examples that show that property values are affected by the
presence of pylons. One, Tywysog Bach (which is visible from our house)
has been reduced from
£750,000 to about half a million since the announcement of pylons in the
area. Two, there is no doubt that pylons damage the desirability of a
property. As a personal experience, we were looking at buying a house in
Tremeirchion (Summer Hill Court), however, we thought that it was totally
overpriced considering that there are pylons around. Therefore, we bought
our current house, whereas the house in Summer Hill Court was on the
market for several years and forewent several price reductions over that
time. SP Manweb has ignored to comment on the value of properties in its
application. I propose to the planning
authorities to look at the empirical evidence presented in academic journals
to judge whether pylons are a significant factor on property prices; and
subsequently analyse
whether the economic loss on property values (together with loss on
tourism, impact on historic sites, health impact (including mental health),
agriculture, among others) would be less than the cost of underground
cabling.
Third, we have recently invested our savings on an extension where we
spend long hours facing the window on a desk, as we frequently work from
home. This will now directly face the route of the pylons, as will our living
room, two bedrooms, and main garden which mean that we will be
EN020014
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overlooking pylons for most of the day, even during our

SP Manweb Response
In response to the IPs second points:

leisure time. I find difficult to believe that as developed as this country can
be, there is still allowance for powerful companies to impose negative
externalities, when there is the option of avoiding them. The planning
application does mention that trees will be planted in specific locations.
However, to build the pylons in the first instance, mature trees in close
proximity will have to be cut down, and new trees will cover the pylons only
after several years, during which time the lifespan of the wind farms would
have ended (25 years according to SP Manweb’s application). I propose that
the planning authority considers the real necessity for the use of pylons
considering that the long term impact of

SP Manweb has responded to comments regarding impact on property values in
Section 3 of its Response to Relevant Representations Document (SPM NWWFC RR
Document 1) submitted as part of its Deadline 1 submission. The same document also
addresses points raised through relevant representations on potential tourism historic,
health and agriculture impacts.

damaging the unspoiled countryside might be even irrelevant, considering
that:
i)

there will no longer be government subsidy to wind farms. Therefore
there is no assurance that one new wind farm will substitute another
that has reached the end of its lifespan; and

ii)

one out of the four planned wind farms will not be built anymore.

Fourth, SP Manweb has stated that the cost of the undergrounding
surpasses the benefit. However, there are doubts on the validity of their
costing, as their planning application has already presented several
mistakes in the calculations which have already been highlighted by Pylon
the Pressure group. I trust that the planning authority will assess the real
cost of the undergrounding by undertaking a thorough cost-benefit analysis
from an independent source. Transparency at this stage is of utmost
importance given that there are dubious parts on the planning application.
Finally, I find it incredulous how a high voltage pylon line would even be
considered to pass close to buildings of historic significance. This is a clear
case of contempt of Welsh heritage and culture of national importance.
Three properties along the ‘Hafod’ route are:
i. Pen Parc Llwyd, thought to be the birthplace of Twm o'r Nant, often
referred to as the “Welsh Shakespeare”[1]. It is inconceivable that such a
development would be permitted next to Shakespeare’s birthplace at
Stratford-upon-Avon.

In response to the IPs third point:
As stated above, the property in question is more than 200m away from the Proposed
Development. Therefore it is not anticipated that there would be a significant effect on
the residential amenity of the property.
Further, it is a principle of the English & Welsh planning system that no person is
entitled to a 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 development consent 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 judgement on the visual component of residential amenity
is often needed from a landscape architect to inform the planning judgement. The
Residential Amenity assessment provides this judgement.
As stated, some trees will need to be removed to construct the Proposed Development.
The outline Landscape Management Plan, secured through the DCO, provides details
on the species that will be replanted as part of the Proposed Development.
SP Manweb has addressed the fact that Vattenfall has decided to terminate its
connection agreement with SP Manweb in its response to First Written Questions at
Deadline 1. In summary, SP Manweb remains under a contractual and statutory
obligation to connect the three remaining wind farms, and a single 132kV Overhead
Line remains the solution. Please refer to section 2 of Response to the Examining
Authority's First Written Questions (SPM NWWFC ExA1).
In response to the IPs fourth point:
SP Manweb has provided further clarification with regards to costs of overhead and
underground lines in response to FWQs. Please see SP Manweb’s responses to
FWQs 1.17 and 1.18. SP Manweb has also responded to relevant representations on
the costs of undergrounding the Proposed Development. Please see document SPM
NWWFC RR Document 1 section 19.
In response to the IPs final point:

ii. Berain, a Grade II* listed building, having recently been featured on TV for
its historic importance, as the home of Catrin o Ferain, descendent of Henry
VII and friend of Shakespeare[2].
iii. Llechryd, traditionally taken to be the birthplace of Iolo Goch (c1320EN020014

Please see above for comments regarding Pen Parc Llywd and Berain. The property
known as Llechryd has been considered as part of the historic environment
assessment detailed in Chapter 8 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.8). The Grade
II listed house, stables and barn are approximately 300m from the edge of the
Proposed Development and although identified as sensitive to the Proposed
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SP Manweb Response
Development the immediate setting and views to/from the buildings are compromised
by a modern steel barn locally, by a turbine to the north and also by telegraph poles to
the south, east and west. The effect of the Proposed Development is, therefore,
considered minor and not significant.

Sheila
Harman

5.4

I am concerned about the lack of clarity on decommissioning in some of the
most staggeringly natural and beautiful areas of rural Wales.

SP Manweb refers Sheila Harman to its response to FWQs 2.11, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 and
12.23 in the Response to the Examining Authority's First Written Questions (DCO
document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).

6.11

In relation to biodiversity interests, in combination effects of the grid
connection and Wind Farm development (particularly at Clocaenog Forest)
are of serious concern and serve to illustrate why grid connection and Wind
Farm applications should be determined together.

SP Manweb refers Sheila Harman to its response to FWQs 2.11, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 and
12.23 in the Response to the Examining Authority's First Written Questions (DCO
document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).

8.1

I do not agree with the statement. On balance, undergrounding would be the
least worst option for this development, because of its effect on visual
tranquillity.

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to FWQ 8.1 in the Response to the Examining
Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).
Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or undergrounding,
undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an economic and cost
effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989). Given that
National Policy Statement EN-5 sets a high threshold for refusing overhead lines in
favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be
justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully
underground option would not be an appropriate means of providing the connection.
Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and does not
produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus substantial
harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.

10.1

Those visiting the area for peace and tranquillity are unlikely to return to
what would be a more industrialised landscape with factory-sized Wind
Farms. Therefore, in my opinion, there would be a negative effect on tourism
in the area.

SP Manweb has considered in detail the potential impact of the Proposed Development
on the landscape. This is provided in Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document reference
6.7). The ES also considers the cumulative impact of the Proposed Development in
combination with the wind farms it is connecting to the distribution electricity network.
SP Manweb would like the ExA to note that the Proposed Development is for the
construction of a 132kV Overhead Line, not for a wind farm as stated in the response.
Perception of tranquillity is one of the criteria considered when making judgements on
the susceptibility and value of the different landscapes along the Proposed
Development. These criteria are presented in Tables 7.3 and 7.4 of the Chapter 7
‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7). Areas which are tranquil are more
likely to be influenced by the presence of overt man-made structures, or visual or
audible intrusion and therefore are more likely to be of higher value and more
susceptible to the Proposed Development (although tranquillity is one of a number of
other criteria which have to be balanced in order to arrive at judgements on value and
sensitivity). The judgement on value and susceptibility was then considered alongside
the predicted magnate of change to give an overall evaluation on significance of effect.
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Any effect judged to be moderate or major is considered significant. Consideration of
tranquillity was therefore built into the assessment process presented in Chapter 7
‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7).Chapter 11 of the ES ‘Socio
Economics and Tourism’ has provided an assessment on the likely effects on tourism
of the Proposed Development. No significant effects have been identified.

Durand
Hotham

0.1

I would be grateful for an accompanied visit to Plas Newydd, Cefn
Meiriadog. The reason for this request is that Plas Newydd sits high above
the affected Elwy Valley commanding a ringside seat of the proposed 132kV
overhead line. Despite being shown as only 180 metres from the proposed
line and designated as a Visual Receptor no evaluation has been made by
the applicant from the site of Plas Newydd itself which has caused their
assessment of the impact upon the Grade II Star property and it’s setting to
be erroneous.

SP Manweb considered the potential effects of the Proposed Development on Plas
Newydd whilst developing its Residential Amenity Assessment. The Technical
Assessment in Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.20.1) sets out the
assessment of Plas Newydd and concludes that the combination of distance,
intervening vegetation and outbuildings, and presence of other wood pole structures
means the predicted magnitude of change would be small. Therefore, no significant
effect was predicted. SP Manweb considers the Proposed Development boundary to
be 255m from the boundary of the property.
As such it is not considered that it is necessary for the site visit to include this property
in the itinerary, but SP Manweb would have no objection if the ExA considered it would
be appropriate.
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1.4

I am of the opinion that the applicant has not considered “good design”.
particularly with regard to Plas Newydd, Cefn Meiriadog. The setting of an
historic asset is a vital attribute of its environment and this has not been
taken into account. The close view of modern industrial, steel gantried,
double wooden pylons with their associated metal and glass furniture,
magnified by their disproportionate size is the antithesis of aesthetic in the
foreground of the beautiful pastoral setting of the Elwy Valley.

SP Manweb has considered the issue of good design in the Design and Construction
Report (DCO document reference 7.1). SP Manweb has also provided further
information regarding this point in its response to FWQ 1.4.

3.19

With regard to traffic I would like to raise the matter of the proposed use of
the ancient track between Plas Newydd and Plas Hafod for construction
access. Running just behind Plas Hafod this ancient way was for centuries
the route used from the port of Rhuddlan, on the River Clwyd, to Llaneffydd
and this section is only now occasionally used by horses. It now has no firm
base, it is narrow, steeply sunk and its banks wooded with venerable cover.
It is stated in the regulations that a minimum access width of 5 metres is
required and on that criteria alone it is disqualified for use. This ancient
section needs preservation as opposed to inevitable permanent destruction
by heavy machinery.

SP Manweb can confirm that, as shown on the relevant Land Plans, Works Plans and
Access Rights of Way Plans (all Sheet 13) (DCO Document References 2.2.13, 2,3,13
and 2.4.13), the referenced track is not within the Order Limits of the Proposed
Development. SP Manweb is not proposing to utilise the track for construction works.

8.1

There is no restriction from habitats, ground cover, land management or
unknown archaeology which would limit undergrounding the 132kV cable up
from the River Elwy to the ridge at Groesfford Marli. The land is used
principally for grazing sheep, cattle and dairy cows with some arable and the
soil is deep and easily workable. Once away from the valley floor and
escarpment it is of high quality where the considerable agricultural
constraints of the proposed 14 sets of pylons (negating an area nearly the
equivalent of a full sized football pitch) would be obviated. However the
greatest benefit would be to the landscape where there would be virtually no
sign of the cables and the applicant’s requirement under Section 38 and

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to FWQ 8.1 in the Response to the Examining
Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).
Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or undergrounding,
undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an economic and cost
effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989). Given that
National Policy Statement EN-5 sets a high threshold for refusing overhead lines in
favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be
justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully
underground option would not be an appropriate means of providing the connection.
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schedule 9 of the 1989 Act, would be fulfilled:
“ 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, building and objects of architectural, historic
or archaeological interest.” and “Do what it reasonably can to mitigate any
effect which the proposals would have on the natural beauty of the
countryside or on any such flora, fauna, features, sites, buildings or objects”.

8.2

Cefn
0.1
Meiriadog
and Glascoed
Road
Residents
and Users
Group

SP Manweb Response
Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and does not
produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus substantial
harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.

Please see 0.1 above. Plas Newydd, Cefn Meiradog should have been a
Viewpoint on account of its elevated position above the proposed pylon
route. I ask that an accompanied visit be made to the field to the north of
Coed yr Accar (Grid reference 012718) as from the distance of 2 km the
prominent perspective of Plas Newydd dominating this part of the upper
Elwy valley is illustrated.

Please refer to SP Manweb's comments above in relation to Durand Hotham's
response to FWQ 0.1.

Sites have been nominated in a separate document.

Effect on the old lane/bridle path
With regards to the request for a site visit to the "old land" and the B5381 and in
response to requests a viewpoint should be taken on the Groesffordd Marli to Cefn
Meiriadog Road, and on the "old land" running over the Cefn Meiriadog limestone
ridge, the submitted Viewpoint Assessment, as presented in Section 7.7 of Chapter 7
‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7) and Appendix 7.3: Viewpoint
Assessment (DCO Document Ref 6.20.3D), includes a viewpoint taken from the B5381
Glascoed Road looking in the direction of the Cefn Meiriadog Ridge. Please refer to
Viewpoint 40. A viewpoint on the Groesffordd Marli to Cefn Meiriadog Road has been
prepared in response and is presented as an additional photomontage in (DCO
Document Ref SPM NWWFC Additional Photomontages).
The effects on the ‘ancient lane’ have been considered as part of Viewpoint 39 which is
taken from a nearby public footpath and considers the effects on local lanes
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0.2

The 132 kV double-pole line from Moelfre to St George presents an
SP Manweb welcomes the Group's confirmation of this point.
excellent comparison as it uses exactly the same double wood poles with
steel superstructures over broadly similar terrain, with use of stays. The
Group suggests that the optimum location for viewing the line is on the
unclassified road which branches left from the B5381 at the property Lletty
(aka Llety Bugeiliad) approx. 5.5km west of St Asaph Business Park.
Proceeding approx. 1km along this unclassified road as it skirts Moelfre Isaf
mountain to the point where the line oversails the road, there is the view
north is of the line as it crosses a landscape similar to those of the NWWFC,
while looking south the line is seen to ‘skyline’ in a manner similar to its likely
effecy effect on the Cefn Meiriadog limestone ridge.

1.4

The proposed design is particularly unprepossessing and unsympathetic to
the landscapes it will cross. The Group is informed that simply
undergrounding the earth would allow the line to be made a single-pole one
(as has been done elsewhere), while the withdrawal of the 11 Nant Bach
Wind Farm from consideration should call for a rethink over the design.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 1.18(b) and section 8.4 of SP
Manweb’s response to Relevant Representation Document (SPM NWWFC RR
Document 1) which explains why a double wood pole design is required.
Further, SP Manweb has considered whether the termination of the connection
agreement for Nant Bach means that an alternative design solution would be more
appropriate. This is set out in an addendum to the Strategic Options Report (DCO
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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.

1.17

In its WR the Group has discussed in detail Western Electric’s 'Lifetime
Costs Report' for the 40km Brechfa Forest Connection which was proposed
for Carmarthenshire, and which offered a clear and comprehensive
comparison of lifetime costs for a 132kV line through similar terrain, based
on a 40-year lifetime.

SP Manweb's approach to determining whether it is appropriate to underground a grid
connection is fully explained in the technical appendices to the Planning Statement
(DCO Document Reference 7.4) In this case, SP Manweb considers that the line
should not be routed underground for the reasons set out in that document.

In the Brechfa Report the ratio of costs of transmission losses for overhead
and underground lines is 3.87:1, with detailed calculations given. (The actual
costs calculated are £3.446m (overhead) vs. £890,000 (underground).) The
equivalent ratio given by the Applicant is 1.05:1, suggesting a need to reexamine the calculations in detail.

SP Manweb has produced information in relation to the costs of undergrounding the
overhead electric line in its responses to first written questions (1.17 and 1.18).
The total cost of undergrounding the circuits for this project is estimated at between
£59.8M and £71.2 M. This is a total life time cost of the project and these numbers are
a combination of lifetime costs and the installation cost, it is not appropriate to simply
divide this figure by the route length to obtain a cost per km. The total cost figure
includes the significant costs of the substation equipment at each end, life time
operational and maintenance costs and life time cost of losses.
The SP Manweb 2015 capital construction cost of undergrounding the 132kV cables is
estimated to be between £1,150,000 and £1,640,000 per km depending on the difficulty
of the ground conditions. Western Power Distribution, in its life time costs estimate for
its Brechfa Forest project, estimated the underground cable costs for that project
ranged per km from £950,000 to £1,003,000. This is a difference between the two
projects of £200,000 – £637,000 per km. The figures are therefore comparable.
The SP Manweb 2015 capital construction cost of 132kV overhead double wood pole is
estimated to be £345,000per km.
The capital construction costs of undergrounding cables for this project between 3.3
and 4.7 times that of the overhead solution which is in broad agreement with the figure
quoted for the Brechfa Forest project. In the context of the requirements under the
Electricity Act 1989 for SP Manweb to run an efficient, coordinated and economical
system for the distribution of electricity, this is a significant ratio.

3.2

The Group has commented in detail in its WR on the risks associated with
works traffic using the Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road, both in terms of
Cefn Meiriadog C P School, where there is already a problem caused by
there being no off-road parking, and residents living along the road as it
narrows after passing Cefn Meiriadog chapel.

Please see SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.2 regarding the potential impact of
construction traffic on the local community.
Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.12) sets out in detail the traffic and
transport impact assessment carried out for the Proposed Development. The
assessment concludes that, with embedded and specific mitigation measures as
outlined in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (DCO
Document Reference 6.18) and supported by the outline Traffic Management Plan
(TMP) (DCO Document Reference 6.18E) there will be no significant effects associated
with the Proposed Development.
Additional mitigation measures identified in the outline TMP include restrictions,
signing, temporary traffic management measures and communications.
Although primarily designed to minimise the effects of construction traffic on the
highway network, these measures will also have a benefit on the local community by
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reducing HGV movements, using the appropriate size vehicle and reducing flows in the
peak periods.
The level of construction traffic associated with the Proposed Development is
considered to be minor in nature. The Construction Compound, as shown in DCO
Document Reference 2.7.4, includes construction parking. During construction of the
Proposed Development, vehicles associated with construction will be located in
proximity to the Proposed Development and therefore off the local road network.
The outline TMP, which forms part of the outline CEMP, is secured via Requirement 13
of the draft DCO (DCO Document Reference 3.1). Requirement 13 of the DCO will
ensure that the final TMP, which will form part of the final CEMP, is prepared and
submitted for approval to the relevant planning authority prior to any stage of the
authorised development commencing.

3.21

The Group has commented in detail in its WR on the unacceptable level of
the disturbance which will be caused to residents.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.23 (a) and (b). In summary;
The proposed construction hours are set out in the outline CEMP (DCO Document
Reference 6.18) and secured through Requirement 10 of the draft DCO (DCO
Document Reference 3.1). SP Manweb has not identified any likely significant
environmental effects associated with the construction activities taking into account
embedded mitigation through measures proposed in the outline CEMP and supporting
management plans. Construction works (except piling operations) will be carried out
during a 12 hour period, commencing at 07.00 and ending at 19:00, seven days a
week, or as daylight allows in the months November to February.
As identified at paragraph 2.1.4 of the outline CEMP (DCO Document Reference 6.18),
some works may be required outside of these core hours. Any work being undertaken
outside core hours will, however, be limited to highway and watercourse crossings only
(aside from start up and close down activities and testing or commissioning of the
authorised development). It is appropriate for such works to be undertaken outside the
core hours as installing protective netting across highways and watercourses is best
carried out when it will cause least interference to any traffic on the highway and
watercourse and is thus safer when the crossings are quieter. SP Manweb considers
the working hours proposed to be suitable for the type of construction activities in this
case to be undertaken and the SP Manweb response to FWQ 3.22 explains why this is
the case. Where the potential for disturbance has been identified as a result of working
outside of core hours, specific mitigation measures have been proposed and are
secured through the outline CEMP and Requirement 13 of the DCO (DCO Document
Reference 3.1).
Piling is to be limited to 09.00 to 17.00 Mondays to Fridays. The revised DCO for
Deadline 2 will restrict piling from taking place at the weekends or on public holidays.
SP Manweb can confirm that artificial lighting and lighting towers will not be used as
part of the construction of the 132kV Overhead Line. The construction compound will
be the only location where such lighting will be used.
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3.22

As above

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to in relation to FWQ 3.21 above.

4.7

The Group has commented in detail in its WR on the need to quantify the
loss of agricultural land, especially BMV land, taking into account the use of

Natural Resources Wales replied to the original request for ALC data and confirmed
that Welsh Government held all ALC data. A subsequent request was made to Welsh
59

September 2015
Respondent

FWQ

Representation
stays.

SP Manweb Response
Government Rural Affairs team who were able to provide an outline ALC map based on
1977 data, but this contains no detail on sub-division of land grade 3.
Based on the information provided by Welsh Government, the only way to distinguish
between sub-classes 3a and 3b along the 17.3KM route would be to commission a new
survey of the land along the Proposed Development route. From the date of
commissioning a private consultant to complete this work, it is likely to take several
months to have a detailed map of land grades. As such, if land grade 3a is considered
as Best and Most Versatile, then the conservative assumption would be to treat all land
within grade 3 along the Proposed Development as BMV.
Appendix 4.7 of Document Reference SPM NWWFC ExA1 illustrates the grade 3 land
in the vicinity of the Proposed Development. If all land within grade 3 was classed as
BMV then the impacts on agricultural land following completion of the construction
phase would remain as minor because the impacts would be limited to impacts arising
from the loss of agricultural land within the footprints of the electrical poles and stays.
In SP Manweb's response to FWQ 4.7, SP Manweb stated: “The area within the order
limits of the Proposed Development is mainly comprised of a mix of pasture for grazing
and arable land. In terms of the impacts on agricultural operations following completion
of the construction phase; it is considered that these will 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. The Proposed Development has been designed to minimise
the number of poles required, whilst ensuring compliance with SP Manweb's
specification for 132kV Overhead Line of the kind proposed. One of the reasons this
approach is taken is to minimise the effect on agriculture.”
Please also refer to SP Manweb's response to the Group's Written Representations in
relation to potential agricultural land use impacts associated with the Proposed
Development.
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4.12

The Group refers to its discussion on this point in its written representations.
This discussion provides (3.63): "In relation to mitigation, the Group notes in
passing the Applicant’s frequent reference to its so-called ‘2 for 1
replacement strategy’ for felled trees (e.g. 7.8.10, 7.4.106, 7.4.110).
However it is aware of reports in the community of concern on the part of
landowners regarding the cost of maintaining the additional trees which
would be the result, in the context of costs of up to £1300 per tree being
reported for the lopping of mature trees."

The responsibility to maintain replacement trees and landscaping mitigation, will rest
with SP Manweb for the period that is specified in the DCO, should it be granted. SP
Manweb is seeking the necessary land rights that will enable SP Manweb to access the
land in order to carry out such maintenance. Therefore, the cost would not fall on to
the landowners.

5.4

Yes – there is a vagueness about this aspect of the proposal which gives
cause for concern that the next generation will blame this one for being sold
a ‘pig in a poke’

SP Manweb refers to its response to FWQs 2.11, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 and 12.23 in the
Response to the Examining Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document
reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).

8.1

Within Cefn Meiriadog the Applicant is proposing to underground a
significant stretch of 33kV line and a shorter stretch of 11kV line which
conflict with his proposed 132kV line. He is further proposing to underground
1.8km of line from the terminal pole to the substation, again almost all within
Cefn Meiriadog. As discussed in more detail in the Group’s WR, the
Applicant’s statement cannot therefore be held to apply to the Cefn

Please see SP Manweb's response to the Group's comments the Group's WR.
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8.2

The Group has commented in its WR on the unsuitability of some viewpoints
and has suggested alternatives on the B5381, the Groesffordd Marli to Cefn
Meiriadog Road, and on the ancient way running over the Cefn Meiriadog
limestone ridge.

SP Manweb refers to its response to the Group's WR in relation the Group's comments
on viewpoints and suggested viewpoints.

8.17

The Group has described in its WR how in producing photographs for (c) the
Applicant’s contractors were photographing from completely unsuitable
positions in which the views were blocked by hedges and banks, unlike the
views from the properties themselves.

Please see SP Manweb's response to the Group's comments to paragraph 3.39 of the
Group's WR.

The effects on landscape and on attractions like the North Wales Pilgrim’s
Way and the Clwydian Way are such that it is simply not possible to dismiss
the socioeconomic effects in this way, especially as far as the longer-term is
concerned.

The Cefn Meiriadog and Glascoed Road Residents and Users Group (Group) have
responded that the impacts of the Proposed Development on the North Wales Pilgrim’s
Way and Clwydian Way and the landscape in general “are such that it is simply not
possible to dismiss the socio-economic effects in this way, especially as far as the
longer term is concerned.”

10.1

SP Manweb understands that the Group is referring to photomontages produced by SP
Manweb in accordance with the Examining Authority's request in Question 8.17(c).
However, it is noted that SP Manweb submitted these additional photomontages as
part of its Deadline 1 submission.
SP Manweb does not agree that these
photomontages were taken from unsuitable positions as suggested by the Group. SP
Manweb's reasons are set out in detail in its response to the Group's WR.

Paragraph 11.8.13 of Chapter 11 of the ES ‘Socio-economics and Tourism’ chapter of
the ES (Chapter 11) (DCO Document Reference 6.11) states that the Proposed
Development is likely to have a negligible/ low adverse effect on the overall tourism
economy during the construction, operation and decommissioning phase.
Tourism impacts are not dismissed within the ES, but have been assessed in three
stages:
a.

A tourism businesses survey;

b.

Through the LVIA chapter; and

c.

Through comparative analysis of relevant case studies.

That assessment concludes that the effect on users of the North Wales Pilgrim's way
will be of minor significance.
It is also noted that Conwy CBC in their response commented they did not consider the
proposals were likely to have a significant effects on the area’s tourism economy,
therefore concurring with the assessment undertaken by SP Manweb. In addition, DCC
in its Local Impact Report considers that the Proposed Development would have a
"Neutral impact on the highway and footway network" (paragraph 13.5).
David
Roberts
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8.1

SP Manweb’s proposed 132kV overhead line will have an adverse impact on Please refer to SP Manweb's response to FWQ 8.1 in the Response to the Examining
the landscape not least in terms of visual disamenity, which can be mitigated Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).
by burying transmission lines underground (or “undergrounding”).
Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or undergrounding,
undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an economic and cost
effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989). Given that
As a farmer who has to maximize the use of land throughout the year in
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order to sustain numbers of livestock and feed for the winter months, any
obstacle that may disturb this flow could have a detrimental effect on the
business. The proximity of the double poled pylons will affect the flexibility of
land management, whether it is arable, forage or grazing land. Their
presence will undoubtedly have an impact whilst making key decisions on
land use from season to season.
SP Manweb lack evidence to back their statement when highlighting the
effects of underground cabling on habitats. In terms of socio-economic
value, reducing the visual effects of overhead cabling should prioritise over
the effects listed by SP Manweb in which they fail to demonstrate their
significance and their extent.

SP Manweb Response
National Policy Statement EN-5 sets a high threshold for refusing overhead lines in
favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be
justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully
underground option would not be an appropriate means of providing the connection.
Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and does not
produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus substantial
harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.

In relation to the potential impact of the Proposed Development on agriculture and land
use, SP Manweb has assessed this in Chapter 10 of the ES. This assessment
On my land, the proposed route crosses over a deep descending
valley/dingle which is also characterized by ancient woodland. As part of the provides that there is likely to be some short terms loss of grazing during the
operation a mass felling of trees would have to occur affecting the landscape construction phase of the Proposed Development but concludes that there will be no
significant effect.
but more importantly the wildlife that habitat in the woodland e.g. deer,
foxes, badgers, rabbits, door mice, barn owls, buzzards, squirrels,
SP Manweb has also responded in detail regarding concerns on impacts on agricultural
woodpeckers etc.
practices in its Response to Relevant Representations Document (SPM NWWFC RR
Document 1 submitted as part of SP Manweb’s Deadline 1 Submission). Section 2
I strongly believe that the impact of a tree cull of this magnitude on habitat
considers matters including loss of farmland, impacts on farming practices and the loss
outweighs the effects that underground cabling may have on the same
of land for future developments.
issue.

Dafydd Jones 0.1

Tree felling of this magnitude should be prevented especially for the sake of
overhead cabling.

SP Manweb has assessed in detail the potential impacts of the Proposed Development
on biodiversity and ecology. Chapter 6 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.6)
acknowledges that there is the potential for disturbance to flora and fauna during the
construction phase of the Proposed Development. This assessment identifies the loss
of ancient woodland and broadleaved woodland as moderate and therefore significant
effects. Specific mitigation measures are proposed (which in this area is short rotation
coppicing) which, once implemented, would lower the significance of this impact to
negligible.

The following sites should be viewed by the Panel on 22 September 2015:

No response required

A. Tan Rallt, Peniel – to fully appreciate the proximity of the proposed
overhead line to the residential property.
B. Land part of Penygerddi, Peniel – to inspect
1. A strategic woodland shelter belt which is to be part felled to
accommodate the proposed overhead line.
2. The location of a potential wind turbine site.
C. Plas Captain, Peniel Road, Denbigh – to view the top quality arable and
cropping land impacted by the proposed overhead line.
D. Bodeiliog Ucha, Groes - to view the locally renowned cropping land
impacted by the proposed overhead line.
1.2

EN020014

The IP’s wish to reserve their position concerning the statement “that all of
the proposed development is properly described as principal development”

No response required
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until such time as the applicant has tabled its legal submission.

SP Manweb Response

1.4

In general, IP’s perceive the applicant has failed to engage with them in an
objective and impartial way. During the course of repeated exchanges with
the applicant’s agent, few, if any, concessions have been offered in
response to landowner representations concerning harmful orientation and
disadvantageous pole positions. There is a strong feeling that the views of
those who will be burdened with the overhead line have been overlooked at
the design stage.

In discussions with landowners, occupiers and their agents any comments or
suggestions made to SP Manweb in respect of the line design have been reported to
the project team. Each suggestion has then been evaluated by design engineers and
environmental consultants to assess its feasibility. These suggestions have to be
considered in the context of the whole scheme rather than in isolation, as they usually
have implications for the design of adjacent spans that may also impact upon
neighbouring property.
Where it has been possible to accommodate suggestions, either in total or in part,
these have been incorporated into the design but there are instances where SP
Manweb has not been able to accommodate the suggestions put forward.
SP Manweb sets out below the proposed amendments put forward by Mr Jones

LO/O
Name

Feedback

SPM rejected response

Iwan
Thoma
s
Jones
&
Helen
Margar
et
Jones,

1. 27/05/2015 –
Request by the
landowner to
change the
proposed route
alignment
further east.

1. Rejected - for
environmental reasons.
The poles are likely to
skyline as they traverse this
ridge. Currently the poles
have been routed slightly on
an oblique between the two
blocks of trees, in order to
minimise the potential visual
effects. If the poles were
moved to the east, there will
be nothing to obscure them
as they traverse the ridge,
and it is therefore likely they
will be more visible as they
skyline on the ridge. The
proposal does not follow the
natural grain of the
landscape (current
alignment sits well with the
existing trees).

Pen Y
Gerddi,
Peniel,
Denbig
h,
LL16
4TT

EN020014

SPM accepted
response
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2. 21/05/2015 Can pole 51 be
moved to
boundary?

2. Rejected as technically
not feasible. The length of
the span between pole 51 to
52 is already near
maximum. Moving pole 51
towards hedge line requires
a 14m increase in the span
which is not possible due to
design limitations.

3. Accepted by SPM.
This amendment has
been

3. 21/05/2015 Can pole 57 be
moved to
boundary?

Included in its
application
to amend the
Application

Nerys
Jones
(As
Execut
or for
the late
Aled
Jones),
Tan yr
Allt,
Peniel,
Denbig
h,
LL16
4TN

(T)
Neville
Hughe
s,
EN020014

Enhancement
planting only.
This has been
discussed with
Mrs Jones
however until
the
Development
Consent Order
is granted
further
negotiations are
on hold
following
instructions by
the agent.

-

1. 29/10/2014 –
Re position pole
101.

1. Rejected as technically
not feasible. Cannot move
101 due to max span length
restrictions. The maximum

-
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Bodeili
og
Uchaf,
Groes,
Denbig
h,
LL16
5RS
(As
tenant
of
Robert
Lloyd
Thoma
s
execut
or for
Humph
rey
Adams
Jones,
above)

2. 29/10/2015 –
Reposition pole
99

2. Accepted by SPM.
This amendment has
been
Included in its
application

3. 29/10/2014 –
Reposition pole
97

4. 29/10/2014 –
Reposition pole
96

5. 29/10/2014 –
Reposition pole
102 as it will
interfere with
gateway.

EN020014

span length is 75m Max
span for SH Pole (Currently
span 100-101 = 74m).
Longer spans are required
but they would necessitate
stays which would affect the
hedge in this location.

3. Rejected as technically
to amend the
not feasible. Indicative pole Application
location 97 cannot move
north to hedgerow because
it is an angle pole, and stays
are fixed as close as
possible to the hedge.

4. Pole 96 to be
moved within LoD

5. In the event of an
impact on the
gateway SPM has
agreed on the
gateway, SP Manweb
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Will undertake
mitigation
works.

1.5

IP’s would welcome clarification concerning the current status of Nant Bach
windfarm and the funding implications for the NWWF Connection scheme
associated with Vatenfall’s recent announcement to withdraw from its
element of the project.

Please refer to SP Manweb’s comments in the introduction (page 1-3) to SP Manweb’s
Response to FWQs Document (Document reference SPM NWWFC Ex A1). Since the
submission of that document for Deadline 1, Vattenfall has formally terminated its
connection agreement with SP Manweb.
In summary, the decision by Vattenfall not to progress the Nant Bach wind farm has no
effect on the need for, or the design of, the Proposed Development.

3.9

IP’s share NFU Cymru’s view that the local road network does not have the
necessary capacity to reasonably assimilate the daily functions of long
standing indigenous users and “foreign” movements in the form of windfarm
and connection traffic.

Please see SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.2 regarding the potential impact of
construction traffic associated with the Proposed Development on the local community.
Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12) sets out in detail the traffic and
transport impact assessment carried out for the Proposed Development. The
assessment concludes that, with embedded and specific mitigation measures as
outlined in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (DCO
Document Reference 6.18) and supported by the outline Traffic Management Plan
(TMP) (DCO Document Reference 6.18E) there will be no significant effects associated
with the Proposed Development.
Additional mitigation measures identified in the outline TMP include restrictions,
signing, temporary traffic management measures and communications.
Although primarily designed to minimise the effects of construction traffic on the
highway network, these measures will also have a benefit on the local community by
reducing HGV movements, using the appropriate size vehicle and reducing flows in the
peak periods.
The level of construction traffic associated with the Proposed Development is
considered to be minor in nature.
The outline TMP, which forms part of the outline CEMP, is secured via Requirement 13
of the draft DCO (DCO Document Reference 3.1). Requirement 13 of the DCO will
ensure that the final TMP, which will form part of the final CEMP, is prepared and
submitted for approval to the relevant planning authority prior to any stage of the
authorised development commencing.
During the operational phase of the Proposed Development, operational inspections
would be for routine maintenance on an ad hoc basis and to resolve any unforeseen
issues. Maintenance would be highly unlikely to require pole replacement. The vehicles
used would be of a standard size and scale that could be expected on the local
network and be so irregular that they would be considered negligible in terms of
impacts on the network.

3.19

EN020014

IP’s consider that the applicant has a poor understanding of the current
value of the road network to the local farming community. Consequently, the

As set out above in response to FWQ 3.9 and in its response to FWQ 3.2, SP Manweb
has carried out a detailed and thorough assessment on the potential effects of the
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mitigation measures offered in the ES do not sufficiently protect the business
interests of landowners and farmers. Any delays experienced by farmers as
a result of works traffic could potentially cost money e.g arriving late to
market and having to suffer the fate of an inferior pen/sale lot.

SP Manweb Response
construction traffic associated with the Proposed Development and this is reported in
Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12). SP Manweb considers that the
mitigation measures proposed are proportionate and adequate to control the limited
potential effects associated with the low levels of construction traffic predicted.

4.7

IP’s consider that the applicant has a basic understanding only of the
productive capacity of the land intended to be used for the Connection
project. Very limited dialogue has taken place concerning farming systems
and it is inevitable that the dynamic of affected farms will be materially
disturbed during the proposed scheme. There is no formal agreement in
place regarding the applicant’s likely working practices.

SP Manweb has and will continue to liaise with landowners and tenants to ensure that
the extent of the agricultural land that will be used for construction purposes will be
minimised.
SP Manweb recognises that different farms will have different mating periods and
different lambing periods (and acknowledges that sheep are sensitive to any
disturbances especially in the first and third trimesters of pregnancy, as well as during
and immediately after the lambing period).
In accordance with the outline Construction and Environmental Management Plan
("CEMP") (DCO document reference 6.18), 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.
SP Manweb will liaise with farmers or their agents throughout the construction phase.
In this regard, the programme of works in particular locations will be mutually agreed
where possible with landowners and tenants so that livestock, and in particular sheep
in the mating season and sheep in the lambing season can be relocated away from the
actual work areas.
The outline CEMP also requires at paragraph 2.7.1 that all working areas will be
appropriately fenced off from animals, including any grazing sheep and lambs, to
prevent them from straying onto a working area and ensure they are kept at a safe
distance.

4.14

IP’s require water supplies to be safeguarded by the Development Consent
Order. Clauses must be soundly drafted to ensure there is no argument
whatsoever concerning the way to restore supplies if a dispute arises
between IP and applicant.

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to Question 4.14 in the Response to the
Examining Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document reference: SPM
NWWFC ExA1).

5.4

IP’s request formal clarification at the outset concerning what happens with
the overhead line connection if the windfarms are de-commissioned in 25 to
30 years.

SP Manweb refers to its response to FWQs 2.11, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 and 12.23 in the
Response to the Examining Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document
reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).

8.1

IP’s consider that “undergrounding” is the only suitable option for the
applicant’s proposal. The visual impact is totally unacceptable in this
sensitive area of countryside and outweighs the effect on habitats, ground
cover, land management and archaeology.

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to FWQ 8.1 in the Response to the Examining
Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).
Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or undergrounding,
undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an economic and cost
effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989). Given that
National Policy Statement EN-5 sets a high threshold for refusing overhead lines in
favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be
justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully
underground option would not be an appropriate means of providing the connection.
Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
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SP Manweb Response
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and does not
produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus substantial
harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.

10.0

IP’s do not agree that “the development is unlikely to have any significant
adverse effects on the overall tourism economy……” because in their view
the applicant has under estimated the cumulative impact of the “wider”
project. What was once a peaceful countryside setting will become an urban
jungle of turbines and overhead lines.

Paragraph 11.8.13 of Chapter 11 of the ES ‘Socio-economics and Tourism’ chapter of
the ES (Chapter 11)(DCO Document Ref 6.11) states that the proposed development
is likely to have a negligible/ low adverse effect on the overall tourism economy during
the construction, operation and decommissioning phase.
Mr Dafydd I Jones has responded that IPs do not agree with the statement that “the
development is unlikely to have any significant adverse effects on the overall tourism
economy … because in their view the applicant has under estimated the cumulative
impact of the “wider” project. What was once a peaceful countryside setting will
become an urban jungle of turbines and overhead lines.”
Section 7.9 of the ES (DCO document reference number 6.7) provides an assessment
of the likely operational cumulative landscape and visual effects (including residential
visual amenity) of the Proposed Development.
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 Ref 6.4) sets out those
developments that were considered in the cumulative assessment.
A 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 judgement of the sensitivity of the landscape or visual receptor and the
magnitude of change likely to arise.
CLVIAs were prepared for two scenarios:



Stage 1 - where the Proposed Development would be seen in conjunction with
another component of the North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project; and
Stage 2 - where the Proposed Development would be seen in conjunction with
other proposed developments, particularly if they appear prominently on the
same skyline, or result in converging routes or wirescape.

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. Cumulative effects were assessed in accordance with guidance in GLVIA3.
The results of the cumulative assessment are summarised in Paragraphs 7.10.17 –
7.10.19 in Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO document reference number 6.7).
“7.10.17 Whilst the cumulative landscape and visual assessments indicate that at the
southern end of the Proposed Development, there may be moderate cumulative
landscape effects, moderate to major cumulative visual effects, moderate sequential
cumulative visual effects and a moderate effect on residential visual amenity, the
contribution of the Proposed Development to the total cumulative effects is considered
EN020014
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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.
7.10.18 Potential significant (moderate) cumulative landscape effects are identified
within the Llannefydd Lowlands; primarily due to the Proposed Development.
Proposed mitigation measures are not likely to fully mitigate the cumulative effects
therefore any residual effects are likely to remain the same.
7.10.19 Moderate (significant) cumulative visual effects have been identified from
receptors in elevated positions located towards the north of the study area; these are
primarily due to close up views of the Proposed Development viewed in combination
with distant wind farms. Proposed mitigation measures would help in some cases
however these are not likely to fully mitigate all the cumulative effects therefore most
residual effects are likely to remain the same.”
SP Manweb remains of the view that the cumulative assessment presents an accurate
representation of the likely significant effects. It should be noted that the effects at the
southern end of the scheme would arise with or without the Proposed Development.
The presence of the Proposed Development, although contributing to the overall effect,
is not a determining factor.

11.12

IP’s are not satisfied that the purposes stated for the acquisition of rights
over land is sufficient to justify the inevitable interference with their human
rights under Article 1 of the First Protocol to the Human Rights Act

11.12(g)
SPM has considered the potential infringements of the European Convention on
Human Rights ("the Convention") that may be caused by the Proposed Development
in:




Section 9 of the Statement of Reasons (DCO document reference 4.1);
Section 13 of the Response to Relevant Representations (DCO document
reference SPM NWWFC RR Document 1); and
SP Manweb's response to this question set out in the Deadline 1 Submission
Document (DCO document reference SPM NWWFC ExA1).

In summary, SP Manweb considers that that the inclusion in the DCO of powers of
compulsory acquisition is proportionate and legitimate and is in accordance with
national and European law.
Article 1 of Convention protects the right of everyone to a peaceful enjoyment of
possessions and provides that no one can be deprived of their possessions except in
the public interest and subject to the relevant national and international laws and
principles.
It is acknowledged that the DCO has the potential to infringe the rights of persons who
hold interests in land within the Order Land under Article 1. However, such an
EN020014
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infringement is authorised by law so long as:
1. the statutory procedures for making the DCO are followed and there is a
compelling case in the public interest for the inclusion of powers of compulsory
acquisition in the DCO; and
2. the interference with the Convention right is proportionate.
SP Manweb considers that:
1. The statutory procedures for making the DCO are being followed.
2. There is a compelling case in the public interest to include compulsory acquisition
powers in the draft DCO (see paragraph 1.9.2 and section 9 of the Statement of
Reasons). In particular, the public benefit would be served by the Proposed
Development's, and that part of the underground cable from the Terminal Point to
the highway at Groesffordd Marli, delivery of a critically important electrical
connection from renewable electricity generated at Derwydd Bach, Clocaenog
Forest and Brenig wind farms to the distribution network.
The Proposed
Development would therefore play a significant role in satisfying the urgent need for
new renewable electricity as recognised by the Overarching National Policy
Statement for Energy, EN-1 (NPS EN-1), section 3.4. Furthermore, paragraph 3.7.3
of NPS EN-1 states that "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"
(our emphasis). Without the proposed powers of compulsory acquisition in the
DCO, the Proposed Development would be impeded and the overriding public
interest would not be served.
3. On balance, the significant public benefits outweigh the effects upon persons who
own property within the Order Land. 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.

11.15

EN020014

The sum of £1.7 million set aside for rights acquisition, (including option and
easement payments), disturbance, injurious affection and related
professional fees is uncorroborated.

SP Manweb has set out its approach to funding the Proposed Development, including
the costs for acquisition of the relevant rights it requires in land, in its funding statement
(Document Reference 4.2).

Until the relevant corroboration is made available for professional scrutiny by
independent professional advisers, including representatives of the affected
parties, there should not be a presumption that the estimated sum is
sufficient to meet all liabilities.

It does not consider that there is any doubt that the necessary funds will be available.
Further there is no justification for the DCO to include a mechanism in it to ensure that
sufficient funds are available when they become due. The reasons for this are fully
explained in SP Manweb's response to FWQ 11,14.
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Llanrhaedr
yng
Nghinmeirch
Community
Council
Response

0.1

We would like the Panel to view the proposed pole locations from the
residential properties of; Tan yr Allt( Peniel), Fron

Effect on Residential Property Tan yr Allt

Heulog,(Peniel), Bwlch (Peniel), Bryn Golau (Saron), Plas Cefn Maen,Cefn
Maen Uchaf,Cefn y Marial and Cefn Maen Isa properties, (Saron). The effect
on the land and the view from these properties will be significant, and the
current ‘Viewpoints’ used by SP Manweb do not reflect the impact at these
locations. As these sites are located near the beginning of the proposed
overhead pylon route, the cumulative impacts upon the residential
properties, and the businesses operating from them, are significant,
particularly when considering their proximity to the existing windfarm, the
consented North Wales WindFarm development, proposed substation, and
proposed overhead line.
Tourists often stay in the area for walks along footpaths in Saron and Peniel
and as a stopover while visiting Llyn Brenig, Llyn Alwen and the Hiraethog
area. We ask that the Panel to consider views from the popular tourist trails
mainly the B4501 approaching Peniel from Denbigh and on to Saron, and
along the minor road past Tan yr Allt, which is popular with walkers. The
minor road south of Saron village (which runs along the ridge of Moel Ytta),
a 2.5 mile circuit popular with tourists from the Bryn Glas and Caer Mynydd
caravan parks as well as residents in Saron. This road travels west on the
B5435 from Saron village and turns left on the crossroads by Bryn Glas.
Passing residential and business properties, Bryn Golau, turning left again
onto Bryn Tirion and Plas Meifod properties before re-joining the B5435 left
back into the village of Saron. Travelling along the Moel Ytta ridge, this route
takes in a panoramic view of the Clwydian Range and Vale of Clwyd AONB.
The proposed overhead line would cut a swathe across this view, and
current Viewpoints selected by SPManweb do not reflect this.

Having considered Llanrhaedr yng Nghinmeirch Community Council’s comments, SP
Manweb considers that the significance of effects on Residential Visual Amenity as
experienced by occupiers of the property Tan Yr Allt would remain as assessed and
presented in Section 7.7 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7)
and Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual Amenity (DCO Document Ref 6.20.1). This
property lies some 90m from the Proposed Development. At this distance the wood
pole structures would appear approximately 10cm high when viewed at arm’s length
from the viewer. Due to topography and intervening vegetation the Proposed
Development would not prohibit or materially affect the panoramic views from the
house or garden.
Table 3.1 (Ref 7) in Appendix 7.1 states:
“Open and expansive primary views in the direction of the Proposed Development,
from both the house and garden. The Proposed Development is likely to sit low in
views and be mostly backclothed (particularly from the house) and as such the
predicted magnitude of change is medium. Moderate (significant)”
With respect to cumulative effects, Table 7.30 (Ref 7) in Chapter 7 (DECO Document
Ref 6.7) states:
“Proposed Development could be seen in combination with the top of the Meifod single
turbine in primary views. The turbine lies to the southeast and less than 1.4km away.
Magnitude of cumulative effects would be small resulting in a minor significance of
cumulative effect. Minor Cumulative”
Effect on Residential Property Fron Heulog and Bwylch
The Residential Amenity Assessment (paragraph 1.4 of Appendix 7.1) notes that the
study area is based on the nature and scale of the structures used in the Proposed
Development (approximately 15m high double wood poles) and as such the Study Area
for the residential visual amenity assessment extends approximately 200m from the
centreline of the limits of deviation. A property located 200m from the Proposed
Development is unlikely to experience an overbearing effect on visual amenity given
that the apparent height of the poles would be less than 7.5cm at arm’s length from the
viewer.
Bwlch and Fron Heulog lie more than 200m from the Proposed Development. Whilst it
was noted that these properties have views in the direction of the Proposed
Development, it is considered unlikely that the Proposed Development would have an
‘overbearing’ effect on the visual amenity of the properties. As such they were not
included as part of the assessment. In response, however, to the Community Council’s
comments, despite being beyond the Study Area, we have considered these properties
and assessed the likely visual effects as follows.
Bwlch will experience primary views in the direction of the Proposed Development,
which lies to the west of the property over 370m from the edge of the Limits of
Deviation. The residential visual receptor is considered to be highly sensitive to the
development. The closest 4-5 poles will appear approximately 3cm high in the view.
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Existing vegetation will screen some views from the garden and ground floor of the
property. The magnitude of change is therefore considered to be small and as such,
the overall significance of the effect on residential visual amenity is considered to be
minor and not significant. In terms of visual amenity it is therefore highly unlikely that
the Proposed Development would prohibit or materially affect the panoramic views
from the house or garden.
Fron Heulog will experience primary views in the direction of the Proposed
Development, which lies to the east of the property over 390m from the edge of the
Limits of Deviation. Intervening topography and vegetation means that the closest
views are likely to be experienced to the south east of the receptor, over 500m from
Fron Heulog, with poles continuing to be visible as they run across the landscape along
the shoulder of Tir Mostyn towards Clocaenog Forest. The residential visual receptor is
considered to be highly sensitive to the development. At its closest, the nearest pole
will appear approximately 2cm high in the view. Although a number of poles will
potentially be visible, they will be backclothed by landform and will not be prominent.
The magnitude of change is therefore considered to be small and as such, the overall
significance of the effect on residential visual amenity is considered to be minor and not
significant. In terms of visual amenity it is therefore highly unlikely that the Proposed
Development would prohibit or materially affect the panoramic views from the house or
garden.
Effect on Residential Property Bryn Golau
Having considered Llanrhaedr yng Nghinmeirch Community Council’s response, SP
Manweb considers that the significance of effects on Residential Visual Amenity as
experienced by occupiers of the properties Bryn Golau (assumed to be the house as
the response refers to the “second floor”) would remain as assessed and presented in
Section 7.7 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7) and
Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual Amenity (DCO Document Ref 6.20.1). This property
lies some 130m from the Proposed Development. At this distance the wood pole
structures would appear approximately 7cm high when viewed at arm’s length from the
viewer and would not prohibit or materially affect the panoramic views from the house
or garden.
Table 3.1 (Ref 17) in Appendix 7.1 of the ES states:
“Intervening vegetation would screen some of the views. The immediate setting of
these properties includes an adjacent poultry farm, a lower voltage overhead line and
telegraph poles and reduces the magnitude of change from what would otherwise be
medium, to small. Minor (not significant).”
With respect to cumulative effects, Table 7.30 (Ref 17) in Chapter 7 (DCO Document
Ref 6.7) states:
“Proposed Development is unlikely to be seen alongside any other developments.
Magnitude of cumulative effects would be negligible, resulting in a negligible
significance of cumulative effect. Negligible (not significant).”
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Effect on Residential Properties Cefn Maen Uchaf, Plas Cefn Maen and Cefn y Marial
Having considered Llanrhaedr yng Nghinmeirch Community Council’s response, SP
Manweb considers that the significance of effects on Residential Visual Amenity as
experienced by occupiers of the properties Cefn Maen Uchaf, Cefn Maen and Cefn y
Marial would remain as assessed and presented in Section 7.7 of Chapter 7
‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7) and Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual
Amenity (DCO Document Ref 6.20.1). These properties lie some 170m from the
Proposed Development. At this distance the wood pole structures would appear
approximately 5.5cm high when viewed at arm’s length from the viewer and would not
prohibit or materially affect the panoramic views from the house or garden.
Table 3.1 (Ref 15) in Appendix 7.1 states:
“Much of the Proposed Development would sit low in the landscape (and in views) and
would be backclothed. Views would be filtered by vegetation and buildings. Because
of this the magnitude of change would be small. Minor (not significant).”
With respect to cumulative effects, Table 7.30 (Ref 15) in Chapter 7 (DECO Document
Ref 6.7) states:
“Proposed Development could be seen in combination with the top of the Meifod single
turbine in primary views. The turbine lies to the southeast and less than 1.4km
away. Magnitude of cumulative effects would be small resulting in a minor significance
of cumulative effect. Minor cumulative effects predicted.”
Effect on Residential Properties Cefn Maen Isa
Having considered Llanrhaedr yng Nghinmeirch Community Council’s response, SP
Manweb considers that the significance of effects on Residential Visual Amenity as
experienced by occupiers of the properties Cefn Maen Isa would remain as assessed
and presented in Section 7.7 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref
6.7) and Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual Amenity (DCO Document Ref
6.20.1). These properties lie some 170m from the Proposed Development. At this
distance the wood pole structures would appear approximately 5.5cm high and would
not prohibit or materially affect the panoramic views from the house or garden.
Table 3.1 (Ref 15a) in Appendix 7.1 states:
“The Proposed Development would sit low in the landscape and would be
backclothed. Views would be filtered by the intervening vegetation. Because of this
the predicted magnitude of change would be small. Minor (not significant).”
With respect to cumulative effects, Table 7.30 (Ref 15a) in Chapter 7 (DECO
Document Ref 6.7) states:
“The top of the Meifod single turbine could be seen in addition to the Proposed
Development, in primary views. The turbine lies to the southeast and less than 1.4km
away. Magnitude of cumulative effects would be small resulting in a minor significance
of cumulative effect. Minor (not significant).”
Effect on B4501, Minor Road Past Tan Yr Allt and Minor Road South of Saron Village
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(including a section of the B5435)
B4501
Within the Study Area, the B4501 runs broadly north east to south west between
Denbigh and Llyn Brenig. The road passes through the settlement at Peniel close to
where the Proposed Development oversails the road, and then to the west of the
settlement at Saron, where the Proposed Development runs parallel and east of the
B4501 (generally more than 370m from the road) as the Proposed Development
heads towards the shoulder of Tir Mostyn and Clocaenog Forest. The road then
continues to Llyn Brenig before leaving the Study Area.
The ES considers the sensitivity of users of this road to be medium. Visibility of the
Proposed Development from this road varies depending on distance, direction of view,
topography and the screening effect of any roadside vegetation, including hedgerows
and trees. The greatest visual effects are likely to arise where the Proposed
Development oversails the road north of Peniel. The Proposed Development is also
likely to be visible in views to the south and the north east as it approaches and runs
over the ridge east of Foel Gasyth (over 1km from the road), and as it crosses fields on
the approach to the shoulder of Tir Mostyn (over 500m from the road), resulting in a
medium magnitude of change, and a moderate and therefore significant localised and
transient effect from the road. This conclusion in reflected in the assessments of
Viewpoints 2, 3 and 5 which identify a moderate effect in this area.
Minor Road Past Tan Yr Allt
The minor road runs broadly east to west north of Saron along the shoulder of the ridge
which runs east of Foel Gasyth. At its closest point, the road is oversailed by the
Proposed Development near Tan Yr Allt, as it runs north over the ridge. The Proposed
Development then continues in a northerly direction whilst the road runs east-west.
The ES considers the sensitivity of users of this road to be medium. Visibility of the
Proposed Development from this road varies depending on distance, direction of view,
topography and the screening effect of any roadside vegetation, including hedgerows
and trees. The greatest visual effects are likely to arise where the Proposed
Development oversails the road. There are no views of the Proposed Development
once it has passed north over the ridge. The Proposed Development is likely to be
visible in views to the south as it heads in the direction of the B5435 (some 1.3km
away), as it runs over fields adjacent to the poultry farm at Bryn Golau (some 1.6km
away), and as it passes south west along the shoulder of Tir Mostyn (some 2.4km
away), resulting in a medium magnitude of change, and a moderate and therefore
significant localised and transient effect from the road. This conclusion in reflected in
the assessments of Viewpoints 2 and 3 which identify a moderate effect in this area.
Minor Road South of Saron
The minor road runs broadly west to east north of Moel Ytta and south of Saron. At its
closest point, the western end of the road lies approximately 90m to south east of the
Proposed Development. The Proposed Development then continues in a north easterly
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direction whilst the road runs east.
The ES considers the sensitivity of users of this road to be medium. Visibility of the
Proposed Development from this road varies depending on distance, direction of view,
topography and the screening effect of any roadside vegetation, including hedgerows
and some scattered trees. The greatest visual effects are likely to arise at the western
end of the road. The Proposed Development will be visible as it runs north east over
fields adjacent to the poultry farm at Bryn Golau, before oversailing the B5435 and
becoming obscured in views form the road as it heads into lower lying areas and
becomes screened by topography and vegetation. The Proposed Development will be
briefly visible as it crosses the ridge east of Foel Gasyth some 1.8 km away. It will also
be visible in views from the western end road as it runs south west along the shoulder
of Tir Mostyn, resulting in a medium magnitude of change, and a moderate and
therefore significant localised and transient effect to the western end of the road. This
conclusion in reflected in the assessments of Viewpoints 2 and 3 which identify a
moderate effect in this area.

1.4

We do not consider the proposed wooden poles a good design. The
supporting stays in agricultural fields are hazardous to farmers and take a
large area of land. As the poles are placed through the middle of several
fields, there will be significant, negative long term disruption which will affect
local agricultural businesses. For example, growing crops, treating the land
and the use of farm machinery.

SP Manweb has considered the issue of good design in the Design and Construction
Report (DCO document reference 7.1). SP Manweb has also provided further
information regarding this point in its response to FWQ 1.4.
SP Manweb has provided further information regarding impacts on agricultural
practices in its response to Relevant representations (SPM NWWFC RR Document 1).
Section 2 of that document provides comments regarding potential loss of farmland,
impacts on farming practices and the loss of land for future development proposals.
SP Manweb has also been in discussions with affected parties regarding changes to
the Proposed Development to accommodate suggestions made. Section 15 of the
same document explains discussions undertaken with landowners. Following a review
of these suggestions, SP Manweb has submitted a request to the Examining Authority
to amend the DCO application to take into account various of those suggestions made
by landowners.
Therefore, SP Manweb has sought to minimise the effect the Proposed Development
will have on agricultural practices. Where it has been able to make amendments to its
application, following suggestions from landowner, it has done so and this has been
presented in its application dated submitted in September 2015.

3.19

The network of roads used in the Llanrhaeadr yng Nghinmeirch section are
predominantly B roads and unclassified roads.
We have safety concerns for other road users both residents, tourists and
businesses as well as residential properties and buildings that are close to
the roadside where heavy vehicles and machinery will be passing. If the
proposed overhead line goes ahead, it is imperative that the development
makes good any damage or wear of the local road network and properties.

Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12) sets out in detail the traffic and
transport impact assessment carried out for the Proposed Development. The
assessment concludes that, with embedded and specific mitigation measures as
outlined in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (DCO
Document Reference 6.18) and supported by the outline Traffic Management Plan
(TMP) (DCO Document Reference 6.18E) there will be no significant effects associated
with the Proposed Development.
Additional mitigation measures identified in the outline TMP include restrictions,
signing, temporary traffic management measures and communications.
Across the wider network, delivery routes to the main construction compound at
Broadleys Farm and the storage areas at St Asaph Substation and the Collector
Substation at Clocaenog Forest, will pass by and through urban areas with shops,
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schools, residential areas and commerce. This is not unusual, and routing
arrangements for vehicles accessing the main construction compound and storage
areas are secured in the outline Traffic Management Plan (TMP) (Appendix 5 to the
CEMP (DCO Document Reference 6.18) to minimise effects on sensitive receptors.
The outline TMP requires a programme to be agreed in the detailed CEMP, which will
ensure that the movements are reduced/restricted at the key drop off and pick up times
for schools.
Although primarily designed to minimise the effects of construction traffic on the
highway network, these measures will also have a benefit on the local community by
reducing HGV movements, using the appropriate size vehicle and reducing flows in the
peak periods.
The level of construction traffic associated with the Proposed Development is
considered to be minor in nature. The vehicle numbers and size are such that it would
not be justified, or indeed necessary, to require SP Manweb to repair any damage to
the road network.
The Design and Construction Report (DCO Document Reference 7.1) details the
construction activities associated with the Proposed Development and section 5.8
identifies what vehicles are going to be used during construction. The road network has
been assessed by SP Manweb in terms of its capacity to accommodate the
construction vehicles identified in the Design and Construction Report (DCO Document
Reference 7.1). During the assessment for the road capacity, SP Manweb did not
identify any roads in a poor condition. The Environmental Statement traffic and
transport assessment (DCO document reference 6.12) demonstrates that the road
network is capable of accommodating the level and type of traffic which will be
generated during the construction and operation of the Proposed Development. The
vehicle numbers and size are such that it would not be justified, or indeed necessary,
to require SP Manweb to repair any damage to the road network. SP Manweb’s
response to FWQ 3.3 provides further information regarding the local road network.
Potential effects from traffic would be mitigated by the use of good construction
management practice:
the indicative construction programme has minimised the overlap between activities
that generate higher flows on the network;
the areas where work is to commence would be signed to show the programme for
construction traffic and any routes that may be affected;
narrow roads would be accessed using escort vehicles to highlight the approach of the
larger pole carrying or material vehicles to ensure conflicts are removed or reduced;
safe access points for the construction of the overhead line have been identified; and
the Construction Environmental Management Plan includes an Outline Traffic
Management Plan
The outline TMP, which forms part of the outline CEMP, is secured via requirement 13
of the draft DCO. Requirement 13 of the DCO will ensure that the final TMP, which will
form part of the final CEMP, is prepared and submitted for approval to the relevant
planning authority prior to any stage of the authorised development commencing.
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4.17

We do not agree with the applicant’s summary conclusion. Despite the EMF
effects being classed as ‘minimal’, the community council still has grave
concerns of the effects of such exposure over a long period of time,
particularly for those residential properties within close proximity to the line.
For example, Hafod Olygfa, Bryn Golau, properties at Cefn Maen, properties
at Saron village, Tyn y Ffrith, Tan yr Allt, Bwlch, on to properties at Peniel
village, Foel, Garnedd Ucha, College and other local properties.

Chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (DCO document reference 6.14)
assesses the potential effects of electric and magnetic fields (EMFs) associated with
the construction, operation and decommissioning of the Proposed Development.
Chapter 14 includes the Electro Magnetic Field study and calculations on EMFs for the
Proposed Development. Whilst the design of the Proposed Development complies with
Government exposure limits, because of concerns raised during the consultation
process, SP Manweb assessed the predicted EMF levels.
The full EMF study is included as Technical Appendix 14.1 (DCO document reference
6.26). This technical appendix includes all of the calculated values used to produce the
Figures included in Chapter 14 of the ES. The full study is included as Appendix 4.17
for ease of reference.
Public Health England has confirmed in its Relevant Representation (numbered 62)
that it is satisfied with the conclusions of this assessment.
The assessment confirms that the maximum EMFs produced by the Proposed
Development would be less than the relevant Government exposure limits. As per
Table 14.4 in SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 4.17, the public exposure limit for
electric fields is 9.00kV/m and the maximum electric field for the Proposed
Development is 1.589kV/m. The public exposure limit for magnetic fields is 360.0 μT
and the maximum magnetic field for the Proposed Development is 15.36 μT.
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).
No mitigation is required as the Proposed Development complies with the current
public exposure guidelines as detailed in NPS EN-5. Where these requirements are
met NPS (EN-5) states that ‘no further mitigation should be necessary’ (paragraph
2.10.15).

5.3

EN020014

The overhead line passes directly through fields in Saron and Peniel in the
parish of Llanrhaeadr yng Nghinmeirch. In order to preserve the value and
future use of the land, and to allow local businesses to adequately forward
plan, it is imperative that there be an end date to the proposed scheme and
a requirement that the land be restored to its current quality and use.

SP Manweb refers to its response to FWQs 2.11, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 and 12.23 in the
Response to the Examining Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document
reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).
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8.1

We believe that the long term (25 year life span) negative impact - both
visually and economically - upon business and residential properties in
Saron and Peniel area of the proposed line, will far outweigh the relatively
short-term impact of undergrounding the connection. Considering the views
of local people is vital. At a public consultation meeting chaired by Rt Hon
David Jones, in Prion, (during the extended period of consultation in June
2014) over 90 residents and business owners from the local area
unanimously voted in favour of placing the cable underground. We believe
that SPManweb have insufficiently explored this option, despite the strong
views of residents to place any proposed line underground.

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to FWQ 8.1 in the Response to the Examining
Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).

As the proposed overhead line route would be passing over predominantly
open agricultural land (in Llanrhaeadr yng Nghinmeirch section of the route)
the potential impact on habitats of any undergrounding will be fairly minor.
Crossing predominantly fields, the impact on ground cover will also be
minimal, as grassed areas will naturally recover within a relatively short
period of time.
From the perspective of land use and management, the over-head line will
affect the management and use of the land by local agricultural businesses
over a 25 year period. While placing the line underground will cause some
short-term disruption, we feel that the economic and visual impact for local
residents and businesses will be significantly less, by placing the line
underground.

8.2

8.11
EN020014

Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or undergrounding,
undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an economic and cost
effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989). Given that
National Policy Statement EN-5 sets a high threshold for refusing overhead lines in
favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be
justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully
underground option would not be an appropriate means of providing the connection.
Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and does not
produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus substantial
harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.

We deem the viewpoints in our section of the proposed route alignment to
be inadequate. They do not show the true visual impact of the route, when
viewed from the area surrounding Saron/Peniel towards the Clwydian Range
and Vale of Clwyd. Furthermore, the Viewpoints do not reflect the true
expanse of the proposed route alignment across the relatively open
landscape in this section. In order to take account of the above, we suggest
the Panel considers viewpoints from the minor road running parallel to the
ridge of Moel Ytta, just south of Saron Village. Also, a viewpoint from the
minor road at the ridge near Tan yr Allt residential property, which shows the
proposed route travelling through the focal points of several local residential
properties in the area. It also shows it extremely close proximity to the
property at Tan yr Allt. The current Viewpoints make no allowance for the
potential cumulative visual impact of the proposed overhead line in
combination with existing and approved Windfarm developments. For
example, viewing the proposed overhead line from the minor road running
from Bron Haul, Fron Heulog, Tan yr Allt and Bwlch towards its origin (on the
outskirts of Saron village), would also take in the existing Windfarms and the
location of the approved Clocaenog and Brenig Windfarms. In addition to the
cumulative visual impact, the cumulative noise impact also requires serious
consideration.

The value of viewpoints is to illustrate the effects of the Proposed Development to the
Examining Authority and Interested Parties.

See Document 6.20.1 ES Chapter 7

SP Manweb responds to each point raised by the Community Council separately.

The ‘State of Environmental Impact Assessment Practice in the UK’ (2011) identifies a
range of different factors that should be considered when evaluating the significance of
effect, including:






knowledge and experience of significance from previous assessments;
details of the development proposal, such as its appearance, construction and
operational activities, and the nature of the effect associated with such activity;
details about the environmental sensitivity of the area that will be affected;
feedback from scoping and consultation; and
the wider legal and policy context which offers protection to the environment and
community.

These factors were taken into account by the Landscape Architects responsible for
undertaking their assessment. Although the viewpoint information supplemented the
desk based assessment and on-site surveys, they were not a prerequisite for the
assessment process.
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Landscape and visual technical appendix 7.1 Page 4&5 ref.15: The
description in the referenced document is misleading. It downplays the
impact of the proposed line on these properties. There is no reference to the
views these properties have towards the Clwydian Range and Vale of Clwyd
and the fact that the proposed line would cut across this with no other visual
obstruction. This is particular the case for Cefn MaenUchaf, Cefn Maen and
Cefn y Marial residential properties. The negative visual effects would be
significant.
See Document 6.20.1 ES Chapter 7 Landscape and visual technical
appendix 7.1 Ref 15.a
Page 5, Cefn Maen Isa property. The document again downplays the impact
of the proposed development on views that this residential property has on
the Clwydian
Range AONB. It makes no reference to this impact. This is misleading. The
impact on this property’s views would be significant.
See Document 6.20.1 ES Chapter 7 Landscape and visual technical
appendix 7.1. Ref. 17.
Page 4. Bryn Golau property. We disagree that the effects of the proposed
overhead line would be ‘minor’. The overhead line would be highly visible
especially from the second floor of this property. Only some of the
hedgerows and mature trees in the direction of the overhead line are
coniferous, therefore the overhead line would be highly visible, particularly
during autumn and winter months. We consider the effects to be significant.
See Document 6.20.1 ES Chapter 7 Landscape and visual technical
appendix 7.1. Ref. 7;
Page 6, Tan yr Allt property. We would like the Panel to investigate SP
Manweb’s assertion that Tan yr Allt would be 90m from the proposed
overhead line and poles.
This document fails to recognise that the views from Tan yr Allt’s upstairs
window and garden are panoramic and includes a view south west towards
the origin of the proposed route. The view includes the existing Tir Mostyn
and Foel Goch wind farms, the consented Clocaenog and Brenig wind
farms, the location of the proposed substation and the overhead line from
Clocaenog through Saron, on to Tan yr Allt and towards Peniel. The impact
on this property would be significant.

SP Manweb Response
Landscape and Visual Technical Appendix 7.1 (DCO Document Reference 6.20.1)
Page 4&5 ref.15:
Having considered Llanrhaedr-yng-Nghinmeirch Community Council’s response, SP
Manweb considers that the significance of effects on Residential Visual Amenity as
experienced by occupiers of the properties Cefn Maen Uchaf, Cefn Maen and Cefn y
Marial would remain as assessed and presented in Section 7.7 of Chapter 7
‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7) and Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual
Amenity (DCO Document Ref 6.20.1). These properties lie some 170m from the
Proposed Development. At this distance the wood pole structures would appear
approximately 5.5cm high and would not prohibit or materially affect the panoramic
views from the house or garden.
Table 3.1 (Ref 15) in Appendix 7.1 states:
“Much of the Proposed Development would sit low in the landscape (and in views) and
would be backclothed. Views would be filtered by vegetation and buildings. Because
of this the magnitude of change would be small. Minor (not significant).”
The assessment also notes that:
“The Proposed Development would run in a north-easterly direction through an
adjacent field, and would be set lower in the landscape such that the bottom of the
poles would be obscured by landform. Intervening hedgerows, trees and farm
buildings would screen views to the Proposed Development, which would be
backclothed by an adjacent woodland block and by rising landform to the east. The
Proposed Development would become visible again as it rises over the ridge near Tan
yr Allt (east of Foel Gasyth) although this would be at a distance in excess of 1km from
the property.”
The height of the poles is approximately 16.4 m (above existing ground level) and it is
proposed that they would be located on the lower slopes of the small valley to the west.
As such the poles would be located lower in the landscape than the properties at a
distance of some 170m. At this distance they would appear approximately 5.5cm high.
Poles are likely to be backclothed by the narrow woodland strip adjacent to the
Proposed Development, and by rising landform of fields to the west. Whilst views of the
Clwydian Way and Vale of Clwyd are also available to the west of the properties, the
poles are likely to be low down in the field of view and are unlikely to cut across and
obscure them.
Effect on Residential Properties Cefn Maen Isa
Having considered Llanrhaedr-yng-Nghinmeirch Community Council’s response, SP
Manweb considers that the significance of effects on Residential Visual Amenity as
experienced by occupiers of the properties Cefn Maen Isa would remain as assessed
and presented in Section 7.7 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref
6.7) and Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual Amenity (DCO Document Ref 6.20.1).
These properties lie some 170m from the Proposed Development. At this distance the
wood pole structures would appear approximately 5.5cm high and would not prohibit or
materially affect the panoramic views from the house or garden.
Table 3.1 (Ref 15a) in Appendix 7.1 states:
“The Proposed Development would sit low in the landscape and would be backclothed.
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Views would be filtered by the intervening vegetation. Because of this the predicted
magnitude of change would be small. Minor (not significant).”
The assessment also notes that:
“The Proposed Development would approach the property across higher ground form
the south east. Intervening vegetation and hedgerows would limit this view. The
Proposed Development would then pass in a north easterly direction through an
adjacent field where it would sit lower in the landscape. The bottom of the poles would
be obscured by landform and intervening vegetation (hedgerows and some trees). The
Proposed Development would be backclothed by an adjacent woodland block and by
rising landform to the east. It would become visible again (from the garden and from
oblique views to the rear of the property) as it rose over the ridge near Tan yr Allt (east
of Foel Gasyth). This would be at a distance in excess of 1km from the property.”
As outlined above, the height of the poles is approximately 16.4 m (above existing
ground level) and it is proposed that they would be located on the lower slopes of the
small valley to the west. As such the poles would be located lower in the landscape
than the properties at a distance of some 170m. At this distance they would appear
approximately 5.5cm high. Poles are likely to be backclothed by the narrow woodland
strip adjacent to the Proposed Development, and by rising landform of fields to the
west. Whilst views of the Clwydian Way and Vale of Clwyd are also available to the
west of the properties, the poles are likely to be low down in the field of view and are
unlikely to cut across and obscure them.
Effect on Residential Property Bryn Golau
Having considered Llanrhaedr-yng-Nghinmeirch Community Council’s response, SP
Manweb considers that the significance of effects on Residential Visual Amenity as
experienced by occupiers of the properties Bryn Golau (assumed to be the house as
the response refers to the “second floor”) would remain as assessed and presented in
Section 7.7 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7) and
Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual Amenity (DCO Document Ref 6.20.1). This property
lies some 130m from the Proposed Development. At this distance the wood pole
structures would appear approximately 7cm high and would not prohibit or materially
affect the panoramic views from the house or garden.
Table 3.1 (Ref 17) in Appendix 7.1 states:
“Intervening vegetation would screen some of the views. The immediate setting of
these properties includes an adjacent poultry farm, a lower voltage overhead line and
telegraph poles and reduces the magnitude of change from what would otherwise be
medium, to small. Minor (not significant).”
The assessment also notes that:
“Primary views from these properties would include views of the Proposed
Development which would run in a north easterly direction through anta adjacent field
where it would be seen against a backcloth of rising landform to the east. The minor
road and intervening vegetation (hedgerows and mature trees, some of which are
coniferous) which lie between the properties and the Proposed Development would
help to screen and filter views. The landform rises gently towards the Proposed
Development.”
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The Council disagrees that the effects of the proposed overhead line would be ‘minor’.
It considers that “The overhead line would be highly visible especially from the second
floor of this property. Only some of the hedgerows and mature trees in the direction of
the overhead line are coniferous, therefore the overhead line would be highly visible,
particularly during autumn and winter months. We consider the effects to be
significant.”
Whilst SP Manweb accepts that because only some of the hedgerows and mature
trees in the direction of the overhead line are coniferous, therefore the overhead line
would be more visible during autumn and winter months, it remains of the view that the
effects would be minor. This is because of the distances involved (at 130m the
apparent height of the poles would be approximately 7cm and the presence of similar
features (lower voltage overhead line and telegraph poles) and other built development
(poultry sheds) in the locality's landscape. The view from this property is already
affected by other similar developments and therefore the Proposed Development would
be less prominent which means the magnitude of change (and overall judgement on
significance) is lower than may otherwise be the case.
GLVIA3 (paragraph 6.3.6) notes that when undertaking residential visual amenity
assessments, it is occupiers of rooms normally occupied during waking or daylight
hours (assumed to be downstairs) that are likely to be more susceptible to changes in
their visual amenity as views from these rooms are likely to be experienced for longer
than those experienced by someone briefly passing through an area. This guidance
with its emphasis on primary views formed the basis for the assessment. Irrespective
of this guidance assessments are always undertaken from publicly accessible locations
and not normally from the inside of residential properties.
Effect on Residential Property Tan yr Allt
Having considered Llanrhaedr-yng-Nghinmeirch Community Council’s and the
response from Nerys Jones, SP Manweb considers that the significance of effects on
Residential Visual Amenity as experienced by occupiers of the property Tan Yr Allt
would remain as assessed and presented in Section 7.7 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and
Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7) and Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual Amenity (DCO
Document Ref 6.20.1). SP Manweb has checked and can confirm that this property
lies some 90m from the Proposed Development. At this distance the wood pole
structures would appear approximately 10cm high and would not prohibit or materially
affect the panoramic views from the house or garden.
Table 3.1 (Ref 7) in Appendix 7.1 states:
“Open and expansive primary views in the direction of the Proposed Development,
from both the house and garden. The Proposed Development is likely to sit low in
views and be mostly backclothed (particularly from the house) and as such the
predicted magnitude of change is medium. Moderate (significant)”
The assessment also notes that:
“It is likely that this property would see circa 5 poles depending on the variations in
landform and the location and retention of existing vegetation. The Proposed
Development would be relatively low in the field of view, and, whilst there is the
potential for some skylining (particularly the wires) it is likely to be largely backclothed
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by more distant landform.”
The cumulative visual assessment presented in Table 7.30 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape
and Visual (DCO Document Ref 6.7) notes that:
"Stage 1 Developments
Views of the developments are unlikely in primary views from this receptor, due to the
orientation and intervening topography (small localised ridge adjacent to the garden
area). Any in-combination views would be over 3km from the receptor. Magnitude of
cumulative effects would be small, resulting in a minor significance of cumulative
effect.”
Stage 2 Developments
Proposed Development could be seen in combination with the top of the Meifod single
turbine in primary views. The turbine lies to the southeast and less than 1.4km away.
Magnitude of cumulative effects would be small resulting in a minor significance of
cumulative effect.”
The Council considers that “the assessment fails to recognise that the views from Tan
yr Allt’s upstairs window and garden are panoramic and includes a view south west
towards the origin of the proposed route. The view includes the existing Tir Mostyn
and Foel Goch wind farms, the consented Clocaenog and Brenig wind farms, the
location of the proposed substation and the overhead line from Clocaenog through
Saron, on to Tan yr Allt and towards Peniel.”
GLVIA3 (paragraph 6.3.6) notes that when undertaking residential visual amenity
assessments, it is occupiers of rooms normally occupied during waking or daylight
hours (assumed to be downstairs) that are likely to be more susceptible to changes in
their visual amenity as views from these rooms are likely to be experienced for longer
than those experienced by someone briefly passing through an area. This guidance
with its emphasis on primary views formed the basis of this assessment. It is standard
industry practice to undertake assessments from publicly accessible locations and not
from the inside of residential properties.

10.1

Several tourism businesses in Llanrhaeadr yng Nghinmeirch parish are
within a close proximity to the proposed overhead line. Bryn Glas caravan
park, Caer Mynydd caravan park, self-catering accommodation and camp
site, and Bwlch self- catering accommodation, are all within close proximity
to the overhead line. Tourists who stay at these locations often enjoy
walking along footpaths and minor roads to enjoy the beauty and tranquillity
of this area. The negative long term impact on these local businesses will be
significant.

Tourism impacts were in part assessed in the ES by reference to a tourism businesses
survey. Caer Mynydd caravan park was contacted on three separate occasions to take
part in the business survey, but failed to do so. It may reasonably be implied that its
owners did not consider the Proposed Development would be detrimental to its tourism
business.
Byrn Glas caravan park was not picked up in the business survey due to its limited
visibility on web-searches and OS mapping. Despite this no adverse impacts are
expected on Bryn Glas caravan park. This is based on an analysis of the LVIA Chapter
which stated that there would be no views from the caravan park itself.
In terms of people using the wider footpath network as part of their stay at the caravans
parks, the comparator research evidence suggests that businesses have not been
adversely affected by the presence of overhead line developments i.e. people have not
been put off coming to the area despite changes to the landscape.
Bwlch self- catering accommodation is well outwith the study area.
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No evidence is provided by the community council to back up the statement that ‘the
negative long term impact on these local businesses will be significant.’

Nerys Jones

0.1

We would like the Panel to view the proposed pole locations from my
residential property of Tan yr Allt, near the villages of Saron and Peniel. The
proposed route passes within 50m of the property which was originally
omitted from Scottish Power’s maps. The effect on the wellbeing of our
family and the view from this property will be significant. It is also a popular
walking route for tourists and local residents who often walk along the road
and the nearby footpaths. The current ‘Viewpoints’ used by SP Manweb do
not reflect the impact at this location. The viewpoints do not point towards
the beginning of the overhead line at Clocaenog therefore do not show it’s
true impact. As this site is located near the beginning of the proposed
overhead pylon route, the cumulative impacts upon the property, are
overwhelming, particularly when considering their proximity to the existing
windfarm, the consented North Wales WindFarm development, proposed
substation, and proposed overhead line.

The location of Tan yr Allt in relation to the Proposed Development is described as
follows in Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual Amenity Assessment to the ES (DCO
Document Ref 6.20.1):
‘A detached two-storey property with associated outbuildings, which lies adjacent to a
minor road. The edge of its garden is approximately 90m from the nearest pole located
on the centreline of the Limits of Deviation.
The closest pole location (assuming the worst case scenario whereby poles lie close to
the edge of the nearest Limits of Deviation) is likely to be 80m from the property’s
garden and 105m from the property itself.’
At a distance of 90m, the wood pole structures would appear approximately 10cm high
when viewed at arm’s length from the viewer. Due to topography and intervening
vegetation the Proposed Development would not prohibit or materially affect the
panoramic views from the house or garden.
The property Tan Yr Allt has been identified on SP Manweb’s mapping using visual
receptor ID 7. The homeowner has previously expressed concern that the property is
not named, whereas the neighbouring properties (e.g., Bron Heulog and Bwlch) are
named on the OS base. SP Manweb has no control over the OS base mapping and
the properties which the Ordnance Survey choose to name on mapping, hence the use
of ID numbers to ensure all relevant receptors are identified. The property has
therefore been considered from the outset.
IP Comment: The effect on the wellbeing of our family and the view from this property
will be significant. It is also a popular walking route for tourists and local residents who
often walk along the road and the nearby footpaths.
Appendix 7.1 to the ES notes the following rationale and summary in relation to Tan yr
Allt and the likely overall significance of effects on residential visual amenity:
‘Open and expansive primary views in the direction of the Proposed Development, from
both the house and garden. The Proposed Development is likely to sit low in views and
be mostly backclothed (particularly from the house) and as such the predicted
magnitude of change would be medium. Moderate (significant)
Note that effects on views from this property would become more significant if the poles
were positioned on the edge of the Limits of Deviation, 10m closer to the receptor, and
would remain moderate.’
IP Comment: The current ‘Viewpoints’ used by SP Manweb do not reflect the impact at
this location. The viewpoints do not point towards the beginning of the overhead line at
Clocaenog therefore do not show it’s true impact.

EN020014

83

September 2015
Respondent

FWQ

Representation

SP Manweb Response
Viewpoint 03 covers the Proposed Development as it originates from Clocaenog
Forest, runs along the shoulder of the ridge at Tir Mostyn, passes west of Saron, and to
the south of the ridge, which runs east from Foel Gasyth.
As this site is located near the beginning of the proposed overhead pylon route, the
cumulative impacts upon the property, are overwhelming, particularly when considering
their proximity to the existing windfarm, the consented North Wales WindFarm
development, proposed substation, and proposed overhead line.
As noted in Chapter 7: Landscape and Visual, Table 7.30 Assessment of Cumulative
Visual Amenity Effects on Properties (Stage 1 and Stage 2 Developments), DCO
Document reference 6.7, due to the orientation of primary views from the property
(which are not in the direction of Clocaenog Forest), the adjacent small localised ridge,
screening from vegetation and the distance from the developments, the cumulative
effects are judged to be minor.

3.19

The roads in Saron and Peniel are very narrow B roads and unclassified
roads. We are worried that these roads are unsuitable for a large amount of
heavy vehicles and machinery. They are narrow and winding roads which
are already hazardous. We also have concerns for our children. Our
property, Tan yr Allt in close proximity to the proposed development is also
on the daily school transport route. The school taxi collects the children
outside our house as well as other residents houses.

Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12) sets out in detail the traffic and
transport impact assessment carried out for the Proposed Development. The
assessment concludes that, with embedded and specific mitigation measures as
outlined in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (DCO
Document Reference 6.18) and supported by the outline Traffic Management Plan
(TMP) (DCO Document Reference 6.18E) there will be no significant effects associated
with the Proposed Development.
Across the wider network, delivery routes to the main construction compound at
Broadleys Farm and the storage areas at St Asaph Substation and the Collector
Substation at Clocaenog Forest, will pass by and through urban areas with shops,
schools, residential areas and commerce. This is not unusual, and routing
arrangements for vehicles accessing the main construction compound and storage
areas are secured in the outline Traffic Management Plan (TMP) (Appendix 5 to the
CEMP (DCO Document Reference 6.18) to minimise effects on sensitive receptors.
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The outline TMP requires a programme to be agreed in the detailed CEMP, which will
ensure that the movements are reduced/restricted at the key drop off and pick up times
for schools.
Additional mitigation measures identified in the outline TMP include restrictions,
signing, temporary traffic management measures and communications.
Although primarily designed to minimise the effects of construction traffic on the
highway network, these measures will also have a benefit on the local community by
reducing HGV movements, using the appropriate size vehicle and reducing flows in the
peak periods.
Potential effects from traffic would be mitigated by the use of good construction
management practice:






the indicative construction programme has minimised the overlap between
activities that generate higher flows on the network;
the areas where work is to commence would be signed to show the programme
for construction traffic and any routes that may be affected;
narrow roads would be accessed using escort vehicles to highlight the approach
of the larger pole carrying or material vehicles to ensure conflicts are removed or
reduced;
safe access points for the construction of the overhead line have been identified;
and
the Construction Environmental Management Plan includes an Outline Traffic
Management Plan

The outline TMP, which forms part of the outline CEMP, is secured via requirement 13
of the draft DCO. Requirement 13 of the DCO will ensure that the final TMP, which will
form part of the final CEMP, is prepared and submitted for approval to the relevant
planning authority prior to any stage of the authorised development commencing.

EN020014

4.17

Even though Scottish Power note in their documents that exposure to EMF
is ‘minimal’, I am deeply concerned as the overhead line is in very close
proximity to our property. There are three young children at Tan yr Allt and
we are concerned about the long term effects of exposure to EMF’s. Long
term exposure to EMF’s, however minimal this may be, is still a risk I do not
wish for my children to be exposed to. I believe there has been an
overwhelming response for residents to underground the pylon route and I
do not believe they have sufficiently explored this option.

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to Llanrhaedr-yng-Nghinmeirch Community
Council comments in relation to question 4.17 outlined above.

5.3

The overhead line passes directly through fields neighbouring our property.
To preserve the value of our property, and to allow local businesses to
adequately forward plan, it is imperative that there be an end date to the
proposed scheme and a requirement that the land be restored to its current
quality and use.

SP Manweb refers to its response to FWQs 2.11, 5.2, 5.3, 5.4 and 12.23 in the
Response to the Examining Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document
reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).

8.1

We believe that the long term (25 year life span) negative impact (both
visually and economically upon our business and property) of the proposed

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to FWQ 8.1 in the Response to the Examining
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line will far outweigh the relatively short-term inconvenience of
undergrounding the connection.

SP Manweb Response
Authority's First Written Questions (DCO document reference: SPM NWWFC ExA1).

As the proposed overhead line route would be passing over predominantly
open agricultural land (in our section of the route) the potential impact on
habitats of any undergrounding will be minimal. Furthermore, as the land is
predominantly grass land, the impact on ground cover will also be minimal,
as this ground cover will recover, within a relatively short period of time.
From the perspective of land use/management, the over head line will have
a long term negative impact on the use of our agricultural land, affecting our
business over a 25 year period. While placing the line underground will
cause some short-term disruption, we feel that the economic and visual
impact upon ourselves will be significantly less.

Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or undergrounding,
undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an economic and cost
effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989). Given that
National Policy Statement EN-5 sets a high threshold for refusing overhead lines in
favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be
justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully
underground option would not be an appropriate means of providing the connection.

The proposed overhead line currently contravenes the Holford Rules by
which Scottish Power should adhere to. The overhead line would cross over
the ridge near Tan yr Allt which would be seen from far around. Placing the
cables underground would ensure that Scottish Power follow the Holford
Rules and more importantly listen to local residents whose lives will be
affected for 25 years . Resident already suffer the effect of the proposed line
and this has an overwhelming effect on our wellbeing and health.

8.2

We deem the viewpoints in our section of the proposed route alignment to
be inadequate. They do not show the true visual impact of the route, when
viewed from the area surrounding Saron/Peniel towards the Clwydian
Range. The Viewpoints also do not reflect the true expanse of the proposed
route alignment across the relatively open landscape in this section. In order
to take account of the above, we suggest the Panel considers viewpoints
from the minor road running parallel to the ridge of Moel Ytta, just south of
Saron Village. Also, a viewpoint from the minor road at the ridge near our
property, Tan yr Allt which shows the proposed route travelling through the
focal points of several local residential properties in the area. It also shows it
extremely close proximity to the property at Tan yr Allt.

Please refer to SP Manweb's response to Llanrhaedr-yng-Nghinmeirch Community
Council comments in relation to question 8.2 outlined above.

8.11

See Document 6.20.1 ES Chapter 7 Landscape and visual technical
appendix 7.1. Ref. 7; Page 6, Our property, Tan yr Allt is very close to the
proposed overhead line. SP Manweb say that Tan yr Allt would be 90m from
the proposed overhead line and poles. I kindly ask the Planning Inspectors
to ensure that their measurements are correct.

Effect on Residential Property Tan yr Allt

Although detailed, this document fails to recognise that our view from the
upstairs window and garden are panoramic and include a view all along the
proposed overhead line towards the proposed substation. Our view includes
the existing Tir Mostyn and Foel Goch wind farms, the consented Clocaenog
and Brenig wind farms, the location of the proposed substation and the
overhead line from Clocaenog through Saron, on to Tan yr Allt and towards
Peniel. The impact on our property would be significant.

EN020014

Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and does not
produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus substantial
harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.

Having considered the response from Nerys Jones, SP Manweb considers that the
significance of effects on Residential Visual Amenity as experienced by occupiers of
the property Tan Yr Allt would remain as assessed and presented in Section 7.7 of
Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7) and Appendix 7.1:
Residential Visual Amenity (DCO Document Ref 6.20.1). SP Manweb has checked
and can confirm that the edge of the property’s garden lies some 90m from the nearest
pole on the centre line of the Limits of Deviation. At this distance the wood pole
structures would appear approximately 10cm high and would not prohibit or materially
affect the panoramic views from the house or garden.
Table 3.1 (ID Ref 7) in Appendix 7.1 states:
“Open and expansive primary views in the direction of the Proposed Development,
86

September 2015
Respondent

FWQ

Representation

SP Manweb Response
from both the house and garden. The Proposed Development is likely to sit low in
views and be mostly backclothed (particularly from the house) and as such the
predicted magnitude of change is medium. Moderate (significant)”
The assessment also notes that: “It is likely that this property would see circa 5 poles
depending on the variations in landform and the location and retention of existing
vegetation. The Proposed Development would be relatively low in the field of view, and,
whilst there is the potential for some skylining (particularly the wires) it is likely to be
largely backclothed by more distant landform.”
The cumulative visual assessment presented in Table 7.30 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape
and Visual (DCO Document Ref 6.7) notes that:
"Stage 1 Developments
"Views of the developments are unlikely in primary views from this receptor, due to the
orientation and intervening topography (small localised ridge adjacent to the garden
area). Any in-combination views would be over 3km from the receptor. Magnitude of
cumulative effects would be small, resulting in a minor significance of cumulative
effect.”
Stage 2 Developments
"Proposed Development could be seen in combination with the top of the Meifod single
turbine in primary views. The turbine lies to the southeast and less than 1.4km
away. Magnitude of cumulative effects would be small resulting in a minor significance
of cumulative effect.”

Pylon the
Pressure
Group

1.17 &
8.1

Our responses are specific to questions:

Legislative and Policy Position

1.17 - Comment on the cost of alternative technological approach to making
a connection.

When considering new connections, SP Manweb's starting point is its duties under the
Electricity Act 1989, being:

8.1 - Do you agree with the applicant that the benefits that would be derived
from undergrounding the cable as a means of reducing visual effects are
likely to be outweighed by the effects of underground cables on habitats,
ground cover, land management and unknown archaeology? Please provide
a brief explanation.

Section 9 – to develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and economical system
of electricity distribution; and

The Pylon the Pressure Group contends that 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 not supported by its assessment. SP Manweb’s rejection of a
wholly underground alternative for this project is based entirely on the higher
costs, however the estimated cost of undergrounding is given as a total
costs, and not as the incremental cost (i.e. the difference between
undergrounding and overhead transmission for the entire route). A
conclusion that costs exceed the benefits cannot be made without the
comparison of the incremental costs with the incremental benefits.
We further contest the accuracy of SP Manweb’s cost estimates. SP
EN020014

Schedule 9 – (a) to have regard to the desirability of preserving natural beauty,
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 (b) to do what he reasonably can to mitigate any effect which proposals
would have on the natural beauty of the countryside or on any such flora, fauna,
features, sites, buildings or objects.
After SP Manweb's statutory duty, SP Manweb must look at the National Policy
Statements for Energy. First, the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy,
NPS EN-1, sets the context for references to undergrounding in NPS EN-5, where
section 3.7 deals with the need for new electricity infrastructure and specifically
acknowledges in paragraph 3.7.1 that new networks will be needed for wind farms.
Following reference to strategic network planning, paragraph 3.7.10 of EN-1 then notes
there is an urgent need for new electricity lines at 132kV and above. It is
acknowledged in the same paragraph that there will be more than one technological
approach to connect the network such as overhead lines or underground cables and
the costs and benefits of these alternatives should be properly considered, as set out
in NPS EN-5, before any overhead line is consented. It is further noted that section 4.4
87

September 2015
Respondent

FWQ

Representation
Manweb’s calculation of lifetime costs is based on 25 years of operational
life whereas underground cables have a design life of up to 40 years, and
can last longer. There are inconsistencies in SP Manweb’s calculations,
including costs of transmission losses, costs of undergrounding (per km),
costs of operation and maintenance. Our own estimate of the incremental,
lifetime cost of undergrounding, is £19.6m (range £12.0m to £24.4m).
The Pylon the Pressure Group contends that the benefits of an underground
cable, as an alternative to an overhead line, will clearly outweigh any extra
economic, social and environmental impacts. To support this, we conducted
a contingent valuation experiment to determine the willingness to pay of
households in the region of the pylon route. We asked “What would be the
maximum amount your household would be willing to pay per month, for
cables to be placed underground instead of using pylons?” Among the 138
respondents, 72 (52%) lived within 2km of the pylon route. From our
analysis we estimate a mean willingness to pay value of £12.29 per month,
and willingness to accept a compensation of £34.79 per month. The net
present value of monthly payments over 40 years per household was £3,175
(and £8,988 compensation). Based on 7,677 households in the region, the
incremental value of undergrounding was estimated as £24.4m (£69.0m
based on compensation). The additional benefits of undergrounding exceed
the additional cost of development, and therefore the criteria set in EN-5 are
met.

SP Manweb Response
of EN-1 refers to the need for considering alternatives to the Proposed Development.
Section 5.9 of EN-1 deals with the generic landscape and visual effects of new
electricity infrastructure and explains how the effects on locally valued landscapes
should be addressed. Paragraph 5.9.14 notes that outside nationally designated
landscapes there may be some landscapes that are highly valued locally and protected
by designation, although local landscape designations should not in themselves be
used to refuse consent as this may unduly restrict acceptable development.
Paragraph 5.9.15 notes that it is the role of the IPC (now the Examining Authority and
Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change) to judge whether any adverse
landscape impact would be so damaging that it is not offset by the benefits (including
need) of the project.
In paragraph 5.9.21 of EN-1 there is reference to mitigation and it is acknowledged that
there may be “exceptional circumstances” where reducing the scale or design of a
project to mitigate landscape and visual effects may have a “very significant benefit”
which may warrant any consequent loss in function.
National Policy Statement EN-5 (Electricity Networks Infrastructure) at section 2.8
considers undergrounding in the context of the landscape and visual effects of
electricity network infrastructure. In paragraph 2.8.2, it is noted that the placing of
overhead lines is generally not incompatible with developers’ statutory duty under
section 9 of the 1989 Act.
Paragraph 2.8.2 also states that:
‘For the most part, these impacts [adverse landscape and visual impacts] can be
mitigated, however at particularly sensitive locations the potential adverse
landscape and visual impacts of an overhead line proposal may make it
unacceptable in planning terms, taking account of the specific local environment
and context.’ (our emphasis)
Paragraph 2.8.8 then states 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).” (our emphasis)
Government policy on undergrounding is continued in paragraph 2.8.9 which states:
1.

that the impacts and costs of both overhead and underground options vary
considerably between individual projects The Government expressly states that
it has not laid down any general rule about when an overhead line should be
considered unacceptable – therefore each case is different.

2.

consent for overhead lines should only be refused in favour of an
underground cable if it is satisfied that the benefits from the non-overhead line
alternative will clearly outweigh any extra economic, social and
environmental impacts and the technical difficulties are surmountable. In
this context, the guidance makes express reference to:
(a)
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importance such as National Parks, AONBs and the Broads);
(b)

additional cost of any undergrounding.

Taking all of the above, it is clear that whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead
line or undergrounding, undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide
an economic and cost effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act
1989).
This is acknowledged in the National Policy Statements as well, with EN-5 at
paragraph 2.8.2 making it clear that the Government does not consider that the placing
of overhead lines is generally not incompatible with developers’ statutory duty under
section 9 of the 1989 Act. Furthermore, EN-5 sets a high bar for refusing overhead
lines in favour of undergrounding (paragraph 2.8.9). In the context of Wales, TAN 8
itself explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be justified for only limited lengths
of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully underground option would not
be an appropriate means of providing the connection.
Given the cost of a wholly underground option would be between £59.9M and £71.3M
(25 year life time), which is between 1.7 and 2 times more than that of an overhead line
option, a wholly underground option is therefore not supported in statute or policy. As
stated below, given the rock conditions in the area of the Proposed Development, it is
likely that the underground option would be towards the higher end of this range.
In designing the 132kV Overhead Line, SP Manweb has given careful consideration to
what it can do to mitigate the effects of the 132kV Overhead Line on natural beauty
and to minimise harm to the landscape, providing reasonable mitigation where possible
and appropriate (in accordance with SP Manweb's duties in the Electricity Act 1989,
paragraph 5.9.8 of NPS EN-1 and the application of the Holford Rules). The routing
options that SP Manweb considered are set out in the Strategic Options Report (DCO
Document Reference 7.3) which outlines the alternative route options considered and
why they were discounted. The Consultation Report (DCO Document Reference 5.1)
also sets out the reasons for the selection of the Hafod Route Option following
consultation and assessment of the environmental and technical issues.
Having chosen the route, the next step is to consider whether there is a “particularly
sensitive location” along the route of the 132kV Overhead Line and whether the effects
of the 132kV Overhead Line in this locality would give rise to “serious concerns”. If it is
concluded that it would, then is this an "exceptional circumstance", where
undergrounding the line would bring “very significant benefits”, which would "clearly
outweigh any extra economic, social and environmental impacts and the technical
difficulties are surmountable"?
Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns). There is, therefore,
no justification for any undergrounding in part. Furthermore, the route of the 132kV
Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises the impacts on the environment when
compared with the alternative route options.
Response to Pylon the Pressure's representation on costs
Turning to the submissions on costings, SP Manweb has considered each of the
EN020014
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Group's points raised separately below (by reference to the relevant paragraph
numbers in the response (the "PPG Response")).
Paragraph 6.1 of the PPG Response: SP Manweb has used a 25 year life to match the
estimated life of the consented wind farms not the connection assets. This is a
standard practice for SP Manweb. The use of a longer life time would have the effect of
increasing the losses and operational and maintenance costs. It would also increase
the overall differential between the OHL and underground options.
Paragraph 6.2.1 of the PPG Response: As outlined in SP Manweb's response to the
ExA's FWQ1.17(c), cost of transmission losses should be in accordance with the table
set out below. The figure in the technical appendix to the Planning Statement (DCO
Document Reference 7.5) at paragraph 4.3.1 is incorrect and should be approximately
£1.1M. The figure quoted at paragraph 4.3.10 of the technical appendix is also
incorrect and should state that losses for underground cables are £1M less than
overhead conductors. For further details about this point of clarification please see SP
Manweb's response to the ExA's FWQ1.17(c) (DCO Document Reference SPM
NWWFC ExA1),
Paragraph 6.2.2 of the PPG Response: SP Manweb has consistently quoted estimated
underground cable costs as a range depending on the ground conditions. These will
dictate the degree of complexity and directly affect the costs. In the case of this
connection the higher range (the maximum likely cost assuming worst case ground
conditions) has been used. In the case of this route the ground conditions are now
thought to contain some areas of very difficult rock conditions. Please note that the
actual cost will vary throughout the route as the ground conditions change). Hence the
maximum cost (Higher range figure) has now been estimated to be more than
previously estimated (£1.6M). The actual costs can only be determined once ground
investigations through the route have been undertaken, and therefore a range of
estimated costs is used.
Paragraph 6.2.3 of the PPG Response: SP Manweb has based the per kM operational
costs on actual fault data for the network and its data bases of repair and maintenance
costs. This results in a sum of £17739 per km for the SP Manweb network.
Paragraph 6.3 of the PPG Response: The table below provides a breakdown of the
incremental costs for comparison purposes. It should be noted that the incremental
capital cost difference is estimated to be between £24M and £35.5M
Paragraph 10 of the PPG Response: See table below. We would point out that a
similar calculation based on a 40 year life of assets would result in a greater
differential.
It is considered that the only significant points of disagreement in relation to the Table
presented in the Group's response are the life of the assets and the cost of Operations
and Maintenance per km for underground cables. The other figures used in their table
are consistent with SP Manweb's own estimates.
SP Manweb sets out the following table below which provides a more comprehensive
breakdown of the costs of the OHL and cable solutions (low and high).
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Total costs

All Cable
Underground
option
(low cost range)

Overhead line
option

All Cable
Underground
option
(high cost range)

Capital cost of installation of OHL
Capital Cost of installation of u/g cables
Capital cost of installation of all other equipment excluding ohl or cables.
Cost of Losses (25 yrs)
Cost of O&M (25 yrs)

£
£
£
£
£

5,897,676
3,015,328
23,107,380
2,219,808
1,508,287

£
£
£
£
£

£
27,833,795 £
20,337,029
1,079,542
10,643,478

39,475,814
20,087,029
1,079,542
10,643,478

Total Life time cost

£

35,748,478 £
£

59,893,844 £
24,145,366 £

71,285,864
35,537,386

Incremental difference in cost

As outlined above, a 25 year life time period has been considered. This period is used
as it is the assumed life time of the wind farm assets to which the SP Manweb assets
specifically connect to. It is appreciated that the physical assets may have a different
life time.
The total cost of undergrounding the circuits for this project is estimated at between
£59.9M and £71.3M .This is a total life time cost of the project and it is not appropriate
to simply divide this figure by the route length to obtain a cost per km. The total cost
figure includes the significant costs of the substation equipment at each end, life time
operational and maintenance costs and life time cost of losses.
The SP Manweb 2015 capital construction cost of undergrounding 132kv cables is
estimated to be between £1,150,000 and £1,640,000 per km depending on the
difficulty of the ground conditions. Western Power Distribution, in its life time costs
estimate for its Brechfa Forest project, estimated the costs for that project ranged per
km from £950,000 to £1,003,000. This is a difference between the two projects of
£200,000 – £637,000 per km. The figures are therefore comparable.
The SP
Manweb 2015 capital construction cost of 132kV overhead double wood pole is
estimated to be £340,000 per km. Therefore, the capital construction costs of
undergrounding cables for the Proposed Development is between 3.3 and 4.7 times
that of an overhead line.
SP Manweb does not agree with the cost of operations and maintenance referred to in
the Group's response. O & M costs are based on a network's performance and in the
case of the SP Manweb network the costs are equivalent to £17,300 per cable route
km.
Overall, SP Manweb calculates the incremental difference in costs with the low range
cable cost as £24M.
It should be noted that the costs presented are estimates based on the SP Manweb
cost database. For any project that proceeds the actual costs would be obtained when
tendered returns are received during the implementation phase of the project.
Willingness to Pay
SP Manweb notes PPG's reliance on its 'Willingness to Pay' survey (set out in
paragraph 14 of its response) to support its argument that the benefits of
undergrounding outweigh any extra economic, social and environmental impacts.
SP Manweb considers that the Examining Authority should give little weight to the
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conclusions of this study because the sample size of 134 participants is not statistically
robust having regard to the total number of households within the study area (identified
as 7677 households in paragraph 27). Further, SP Manweb questions the extent to
which this study can be extrapolated to demonstrate relevant public opinion on the
issue of undergrounding which is a national issue.
SP Manweb is also aware that some in the community are concerned about the
potential impacts of the Proposed Development to increase electricity costs to the
consumer (see, for example, RR7 of John Hopkinson). SP Manweb's position is that
the costs of undergrounding exceed those of an overhead line. Therefore, it could be
argued that the Proposed Development should allay the community's concerns about
an increase in electricity costs.
Further, SP Manweb has a duty under section 9(2) of the Electricity Act 1989 to
develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and economical system of electricity
distribution. Based on SP Manweb's assessment of the specific circumstances of the
Proposed Development, it considers that the most economic solution would be an
overhead line.

Iona Edwards
Jones

0.1

We would like the Panel to view the proposed pole locations from the
residential properties of ‘Plas Cefn Maen/Cefn Maen Uchaf/Cefn y Marial’,
near the village of Saron. The proposed route passes within 100-150m of
these properties and directly through 3 fields belonging to the family farm
(Cefn Maen Uchaf). The effect on the land and the view from these
properties will be significant, and the current ‘Viewpoints’ used by SP
Manweb do not reflect the impact at this location. As this site is located near
the beginning of the proposed overhead pylon route, the cumulative impacts
upon the residential properties, and the businesses operating from them, are
overwhelming, particularly when considering their proximity to the existing
windfarm, the consented North Wales Wind Farm development, proposed
substation, and proposed overhead line.

Effect on Residential Properties Cefn Maen Uchaf, Plas Cefn Maen and Cefn y Marial
Having considered Iona Edwards Jones' response, SP Manweb considers that the
significance of effects on Residential Visual Amenity as experienced by occupiers of
the properties Cefn Maen Uchaf, Cefn Maen and Cefn y Marial would remain as
assessed and presented in Section 7.7 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO
Document Ref 6.7) and Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual Amenity (DCO Document Ref
6.20.1). These properties lie some 170m from the Proposed Development. At this
distance the wood pole structures would appear approximately 5.5cm high when
viewed at arm's length from the viewer and would not prohibit or materially affect the
panoramic views from the house or garden.
Table 3.1 (Ref 15) in Appendix 7.1 states:
“Much of the Proposed Development would sit low in the landscape (and in views) and
would be backclothed. Views would be filtered by vegetation and buildings. Because
of this the magnitude of change would be small. Minor (not significant).”
With respect to cumulative effects, Table 7.30 (Ref 15) in Chapter 7 (DECO Document
Ref 6.7) states:
“Proposed Development could be seen in combination with the top of the Meifod single
turbine in primary views. The turbine lies to the southeast and less than 1.4km
away. Magnitude of cumulative effects would be small resulting in a minor significance
of cumulative effect. Minor cumulative effects predicted.”

1.4

EN020014

We do not consider the proposed wooden poles a good design. The
supporting stays in agricultural fields are hazardous to farmers and take a
large area of land. As the poles are placed through the middle of several
fields, there will be significant, negative long term disruption which will affect

SP Manweb has considered the issue of good design in the Design and Construction
Report (DCO document reference 7.1). SP Manweb has also provided further
information regarding this point in its response to FWQ 1.4. SP Manweb also notes
that Conwy County Borough Council considers that "the project has demonstrated
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local agricultural businesses. For example, growing crops, treating the land
and the use of farm machinery.

SP Manweb Response
"good design" ,subject to its concerns expressed [being Berain and the crossing at the
A543]".
SP Manweb has provided further information regarding impacts on agricultural
practices in its response to relevant representations (SPM NWWFC RR Document 1).
Section 2 of that document provides comments regarding potential loss of farmland,
impacts on farming practices and the loss of land for future development proposals.
SP Manweb has also been in discussions with affected parties regarding changes to
the Proposed Development to accommodate suggestions made. Section 15 of the
same document explains discussions undertaken with landowners. Following a review
of these suggestions, SP Manweb has submitted a request to the Examining Authority
to amend the DCO application to take into account various suggestions made by
landowners.
Therefore, SP Manweb has sought to minimise the effect the Proposed Development
will have on agricultural practices. Where it has been able to make amendments to its
application, following suggestions from landowner, it has done so and this has been
presented in its application dated submitted in September 2015.

3.19

The network of roads used in the Llanrhaeadr yng Nghinmeirch section are
predominantly B roads and unclassified roads. We have safety concerns for
other road users both residents, tourists and businesses as well as
residential properties and buildings that are close to the roadside where
heavy vehicles and machinery will be passing. If the proposed overhead line
goes ahead, it is imperative that the development makes good any damage
or wear of the local road network and properties.

Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.12) sets out in detail the traffic and
transport impact assessment carried out for the Proposed Development. The
assessment concludes that, with embedded and specific mitigation measures as
outlined in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (DCO
Document Reference 6.18) and supported by the outline Traffic Management Plan
(TMP) (DCO Document Reference 6.18E) there will be no significant effects associated
with the Proposed Development. Additional mitigation measures identified in the
outline TMP include restrictions, signing, temporary traffic management measures and
communications.
Across the wider network, delivery routes to the main construction compound at
Broadleys Farm and the storage areas at St Asaph Substation and the Collector
Substation at Clocaenog Forest, will pass by and through urban areas with shops,
schools, residential areas and commerce. This is not unusual, and routing
arrangements for vehicles accessing the main construction compound and storage
areas are secured in the outline Traffic Management Plan (TMP) (Appendix 5 to the
CEMP (DCO Document Reference 6.18) to minimise effects on sensitive receptors.
The outline TMP requires a programme to be agreed in the detailed CEMP, which will
ensure that the movements are reduced/restricted at the key drop off and pick up times
for schools.
Although primarily designed to minimise the effects of construction traffic on the
highway network, these measures will also have a benefit on the local community by
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reducing HGV movements, using the appropriate size vehicle and reducing flows in the
peak periods.
The level of construction traffic associated with the Proposed Development is
considered to be minor in nature. The vehicle numbers and size are such that it would
not be justified, or indeed necessary, to require SP Manweb to repair any damage to
the road network.
The Design and Construction Report (DCO Document Reference 7.1) details the
construction activities associated with the Proposed Development and section 5.8
identifies what vehicles are going to be used during construction. The road network has
been assessed by SP Manweb in terms of its capacity to accommodate the
construction vehicles identified in the Design and Construction Report (DCO Document
Reference 7.1). During the assessment for the road capacity, SP Manweb did not
identify any roads in a poor condition. The Environmental Statement traffic and
transport assessment (DCO document reference 6.12) demonstrates that the road
network is capable of accommodating the level and type of traffic which will be
generated during the construction and operation of the Proposed Development. The
vehicle numbers and size are such that it would not be justified, or indeed necessary,
to require SP Manweb to repair any damage to the road network. SP Manweb’s
response to FWQ 3.3 provides further information regarding the local road network.
Potential effects from traffic would be mitigated by the use of good construction
management practice:






the indicative construction programme has minimised the overlap between
activities that generate higher flows on the network;
the areas where work is to commence would be signed to show the programme
for construction traffic and any routes that may be affected;
narrow roads would be accessed using escort vehicles to highlight the approach
of the larger pole carrying or material vehicles to ensure conflicts are removed or
reduced;
safe access points for the construction of the overhead line have been identified;
and
the Construction Environmental Management Plan includes an Outline Traffic
Management Plan

The outline TMP, which forms part of the outline CEMP, is secured via requirement 13
of the draft DCO. Requirement 13 of the DCO will ensure that the final TMP, which will
form part of the final CEMP, is prepared and submitted for approval to the relevant
planning authority prior to any stage of the authorised development commencing.

4.17
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We do not agree with the applicant’s summary conclusion. Despite the EMF
effects being classed as ‘minimal’, the community council still has grave
concerns of the effects of such exposure over a long period of time,
particularly for those residential properties within close proximity to the line.
For example, Hafod Olygfa, Bryn Golau, properties at Cefn Maen, properties
at Saron village, Tyn y Ffrith, Tan yr Allt, Bwlch, on to properties at Peniel

Chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (DCO document reference 6.14)
assesses the potential effects of electric and magnetic fields (EMFs) associated with
the construction, operation and decommissioning of the Proposed Development.
Chapter 14 includes the Electro Magnetic Field study and calculations on EMFs for the
Proposed Development. Whilst the design of the Proposed Development complies with
Government exposure limits, because of concerns raised during the consultation
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village, Foel, Garnedd Ucha, College and other local properties

SP Manweb Response
process, SP Manweb assessed the predicted EMF levels.
The full EMF study is included as Technical Appendix 14.1 (DCO document reference
6.26). This technical appendix includes all of the calculated values used to produce the
Figures included in Chapter 14 of the ES. The full study is included as Appendix 4.17
for ease of reference.
Public Health England has confirmed in its Relevant Representation (numbered 62)
that it is satisfied with the conclusions of this assessment.
The assessment confirms that the maximum EMFs produced by the Proposed
Development would be less than the relevant Government exposure limits. As per
Table 14.4 in SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 4.17 (DCO Document Reference SPM
NWWFC ExA 1), the public exposure limit for electric fields is 9.00kV/m and the
maximum electric field for the Proposed Development is 1.589kV/m. The public
exposure limit for magnetic fields is 360.0 μT and the maximum magnetic field for the
Proposed Development is 15.36 μT.
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).
No mitigation is required as the Proposed Development complies with the current
public exposure guidelines as detailed in NPS EN-5. Where these requirements are
met NPS (EN-5) states that ‘no further mitigation should be necessary’ (paragraph
2.10.15).

5.3

The overhead line passes directly through 3 fields belonging to our family
farming business (Cefn Maen). To preserve the value and future use of this
land, and to allow the family business to adequately forward plan, it is
imperative that there be an end date to the proposed scheme and a
requirement that the land be restored to its current quality and use.

With regards to the issue of decommissioning, please refer to SP Manweb’s response
to the first written questions 5.2 and 12.23 (DCO Document Ref SPM NWWFC ExA1).

8.1

We believe that the long term (25 year life span) negative impact (both
visually and economically upon our business) of the proposed line on our
land (at Cefn Maen) will far outweigh the relatively short-term inconvenience
of undergrounding the connection.

SP Manweb's starting point is its duties under the Electricity Act 1989, being:

As the proposed overhead line route would be passing over predominantly
open agricultural land (in our section of the route) the potential impact on
habitats of any undergrounding will be minimal. Furthermore, as the land is
predominantly grass land, the impact on ground cover will also be minimal,
as this ground cover will recover, within a relatively short period of time.
EN020014

Section 9 – to develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and economical
system of electricity distribution; and
Schedule 9 – (a) to have regard to the desirability of preserving natural beauty,
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 (b) to do what he reasonably can to mitigate any effect which proposals
would have on the natural beauty of the countryside or on any such flora, fauna,
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From the perspective of land use/management, the over head line will have
a long term negative impact on the use of our agricultural land, affecting our
business over a 25 year period. While placing the line underground will
cause some short-term disruption, we feel that the economic and visual
impact upon ourselves will be significantly less.

SP Manweb Response
features, sites, buildings or objects.
Whilst a connection can be achieved by overhead line or undergrounding,
undergrounding the entire length of the route would not provide an economic and cost
effective solution (thus contrary to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989). Given that
National Policy Statement EN-5 sets a high threshold for refusing overhead lines in
favour of undergrounding and TAN 8 explicitly states that undergrounding is likely to be
justified for only limited lengths of a connection and / or in special circumstances, a fully
underground option would not be an appropriate means of providing the connection.
SP Manweb, in its design of a connection, looks at the policy guidance in both National
Policy Statement EN-1 and National Policy Statement EN-5. The route of a proposed
overhead line needs to be assessed considering the following:
a. Is there a “particularly sensitive location” along the route of the 132kV Overhead
Line where the effects of the 132kV Overhead Line in that locality would give rise
to “serious concerns”.
b. If the answer is in the affirmative, then is this an "exceptional circumstance",
where undergrounding the line would bring “very significant benefits”, which
would "clearly outweigh any extra economic, social and environmental impacts
and the technical difficulties are surmountable".
Regarding undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line, the Environmental
Statement concludes that the 132kV Overhead Line does not give rise to any major
adverse landscape and visual effects (and thus serious concerns) and does not
produce major adverse effects on any cultural heritage assets (and thus substantial
harm). There is, therefore, no justification for any undergrounding in part.
Furthermore, the route of the 132kV Overhead Line has been chosen as it minimises
the impacts on the environment when compared with the alternative route options.
Section 2.0 of the Design and Construction Report (DCO document reference 7.1)
explains the design of the permanent elements of the 132kV Overhead Line and its
associated infrastructure and the construction of those elements, explaining the
operational, safety and security requirements which the design has to satisfy. It also
explains why and how particular options (including undergrounding) have been
considered and demonstrates how the design development process has responded
positively to consultation. Section 4.0 sets out the design evolution for the Proposed
Development and explains how this been an iterative and multi staged process. The
Report also explains how the design development process has responded to
consultation and where practical, incorporated consultation responses and
environmental assessment conclusions into the design. Section 5 of the Report
provides a description of the activities associated with the construction of the Proposed
Development.
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8.2

We deem the viewpoints in our section of the proposed route alignment to
be inadequate. They do not show the true visual impact of the route, when
viewed from the area surrounding Saron/Peniel towards the Clwydian
Range. The Viewpoints also do not reflect the true expanse of the proposed
route alignment across the relatively open landscape in this section. In order
to take account of the above, we suggest the Panel considers viewpoints
from the minor road running parallel to the ridge of Moel Ytta, just south of
Saron Village. Also, a viewpoint from the minor road at the ridge near Tan yr
Allt residential property, which shows the proposed route travelling through
the focal points of several local residential properties in the area. It also
shows it extremely close proximity to the property at Tan yr Allt

Viewpoints
In response to the comment that the viewpoints are inadequate:
The value of viewpoints is to illustrate the effects of the Proposed Development to the
Examining Authority and Interested Parties.
The ‘State of Environmental Impact Assessment Practice in the UK’ (2011) published
by the Institute for Environmental Management and Assessment (IEEMA) identifies a
range of different factors that should be considered when evaluating the significance of
effect, including:






knowledge and experience of significance from previous assessments;
details of the development proposal, such as its appearance, construction and
operational activities, and the nature of the effect associated with such activity;
details about the environmental sensitivity of the area that will be affected;
feedback from scoping and consultation; and
the wider legal and policy context which offers protection to the environment and
community.

These factors were taken into account by the Landscape Architects responsible for
undertaking their assessment. Although the viewpoint information supplemented the
desk based assessment and on-site surveys, they were not a prerequisite for the
assessment process. SP Manweb supports the assessment conclusions presented in
the ES.
In terms of the location of the viewpoints and as noted in the Response to the
Examining Authority’s First Written Questions (Document Reference SPM NWWFC
ExA1):
“1. The Applicant can confirm that Denbighshire County Council (DCC) was
approached to provide a response as to the selection of viewpoints for the Proposed
Development. In a meeting held on the 27th March 2014 officers from Denbighshire
County Council noted that their landscape and visual input to the viewpoints could only
be provided by an external consultancy.
2. In DCC’s response to the pre-application statutory consultation (May 2014), no
feedback was given by them relating to the locations of the viewpoints.
3. In July 2014 (01/07/14) DCC confirmed that an external landscape
consultancy resource approached to support the Council had capacity to review
pre-application material over the summer. DCC and SP Manweb agreed that a
summer site visit to discuss the viewpoints and photomontages would be beneficial.
The Council then subsequently decided to object to the Proposed Development and an
external resource was not appointed. SP Manweb was not informed as to the
reason why the resource was not appointed. Subsequently, no responses were
received from DCC or any other party appointed on their behalf.
4. SP Manweb will seek agreement in the Statement of Common Ground
(SoCG) with DCC that all relevant locations have been included as part of the
landscape and visual impact assessment.
EN020014
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5. SP Manweb considers that all relevant viewpoint locations have been
included, as described in the response to question 8.2(b) below.’
In addition it was noted that:
“7.4.70 In this respect viewpoints were selected to provide:









a balance of viewpoints either side and at varying distances from the Final
Route Alignment;
a proportion looking along the Final Route Alignment (where a number of wood
poles would be seen ‘stacking’ behind each other) as well as across to the line
(where only one wood pole may be visible);
views from communities - usually on the edge of settlements nearest the
Proposed Development. Views from within the settlements are usually further
from the Proposed Development and generally obscured by built form.
views from key recreational resources (nationally designated and regionally
promoted sites or routes) and landscapes of particularly noteworthy
visual and/ or recreational amenity including landscapes with statutory
landscape designations;
important historic or cultural sites where people are likely to appreciate the
wider landscape setting; and
locations where cumulative views may be experienced.

7.4.71 It was not the intention to identify every possible location which would have a
view of the proposed overhead line. Where possible, viewpoints were selected in
places where they represent a number of different receptor groups (e.g. the edge of a
settlement where a number of local footpaths converge or a car park on a National
Trail).”
SP Manweb maintains that the viewpoints adequately represent the scale of visual
intrusion and effects on the landscape whilst acknowledging the following points made
in Landscape Institute Advice Note 01/11 (Photography and Photomontage in
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment):
“It is essential to recognise that: — Two-dimensional photographic images and
photomontages alone cannot capture or reflect the complexity underlying the visual
experience, and should therefore be considered an approximation of the three
dimensional visual experiences that an observer would receive in the field;
As part of a technical process, impact assessment and considered judgements using
photographs and/or photomontages can only be reached by way of a visit to the
location from which the photographs were taken.”
In response to the comment that the viewpoints do not show the true visual impact of
the route, when viewed from the area surrounding Saron/Peniel towards the Clwydian
Range:
The Proposed Development will sit low in the landscape as it traverses the valley close
to Saron and is likely to therefore sit low in views from the west of Saron in the direction
of the Clwydian Range, remaining mostly backclothed and appearing as a relatively
EN020014
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small scale feature in a wide view. Viewpoint assessments (2 and 3) in this area
indicate that there are likely to be moderate effects, and this judgement is reflective of
the likely effects of the Proposed Development in views from the west of Peniel in the
direction of the Clwydian Range.
In views from Peniel in the direction of the Clwydian Range, the Proposed
Development will be backclothed as it traverses the valley and pastoral fields, and may
briefly skyline as it oversails the B4501 and crosses the fields on the localised ridge.
The Proposed Development is likely to appear as a relatively small scale feature in a
wide view. Viewpoint assessments (5, 6 and 50) in this area indicate that there are
likely to be minor and moderate effects, and this judgement is reflective of the likely
moderate effects of the Proposed Development in views to the northwest of Peniel in
the direction of the Clwydian Range.
In response to the Viewpoints failing to show the true expanse of the proposed route
alignment across the relatively open landscape in this section, viewpoints, 2,3, 5, 6, 8
and 50 capture the likely route of the Proposed Development as it traverses the
landscape around Saron and Peniel, and are orientated to capture wide sections of the
route. For example, Viewpoint 3 from the B4501 captures some 3.5km of the route as it
traverses the upland landscape to the west of Saron and through to the collector
substation at Clocaenog Forest. Viewpoint 50 from the footpath east of Peniel captures
some 9km of the route as it passes the upland landscape to the east of Peniel to the
lowland areas near Groes and Eriviat and on to Plas Hafod.
Moel Ytta open access land is suggested as a suitable location for a viewpoint which
would capture the open landscape and the scale and effect of the Proposed
Development in this location. SP Manweb agrees that this is a suitable location, but
that Viewpoint 3 also provides a wide view of the Proposed Development in this area.
Viewpoint 3 captures an upland view from the nearby open access area at Foel Gasyth
and covers some 3.5km of the Proposed Development. Viewpoint 3 also captures a
representative view for users of local roads and lanes (including the B4501), scattered
residential clusters and settlement, public footpaths, and users of the caravan parks
near Saron. SP Manweb therefore maintains that this is a suitable viewpoint which
captures appropriate representative views of a wide range of visual receptors in an
upland area, and captures a significant section of the Proposed Development.
A viewpoint from the minor road near Tan yr Allt has been suggested as a suitable
location, but the existing Viewpoint 3 captures not only the likely views from scattered
residential receptors along this localised ridge, but also the representative views of
users of the B4501, a Public Right of Way and Foel Gasyth Open Access Area. As
such, SP Manweb maintains that the selected location of Viewpoint 3 gives a wide
representation of likely views.
Please refer to Chapter 7: Landscape and Visual, DCO Document Ref 6.7 and
Appendix 7.1: Viewpoint Assessment, DCO Document Ref 6.20.1 for relevant extracts
relating to the viewpoints mentioned above.

8.11
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See Document 6.20.1 ES Chapter 7 Landscape and visual technical
appendix 7.1 Page 4&5 ref.15: The description in the referenced document

Effect on Residential Properties Cefn Maen Uchaf, Plas Cefn Maen and Cefn y Marial
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is misleading. It downplays the impact of the proposed line on our
properties. There is no reference to the views our properties have towards
the Clwydian Range and Vale of Clwyd and the fact that the proposed line
would cut across this with no other visual obstruction. The negative visual
effects would be significant.
The overhead line and poles would not be in the lower end of the field, as
requested, but on more elevated ground, running through the middle of our
fields. Therefore, their positioning would be highly visible, scarring the
uninterrupted view we currently have of the Clwydian Range and the Vale of
Clwyd. Scottish Power’s photomontages and descriptions are misleading
and do not show the extent of the negative impact the poles and overhead
lines would have on our properties and views. Not only the views from inside
our properties but also the area outside .

SP Manweb Response
Having considered Llanrhaedr yng Nghinmeirch Community Council’s response, SP
Manweb considers that the significance of effects on Residential Visual Amenity as
experienced by occupiers of the properties Cefn Maen Uchaf, Cefn Maen and Cefn y
Marial would remain as assessed and presented in Section 7.7 of Chapter 7
‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7) and Appendix 7.1: Residential Visual
Amenity (DCO Document Ref 6.20.1). These properties lie some 170m from the
Proposed Development. At this distance the wood pole structures would appear
approximately 5.5cm high and would not prohibit or materially affect the panoramic
views from the house or garden.
Table 3.1 (Ref 15) in Appendix 7.1 states:
“Much of the Proposed Development would sit low in the landscape (and in views) and
would be backclothed. Views would be filtered by vegetation and buildings. Because
of this the magnitude of change would be small. Minor (not significant).”
The assessment also notes that:
“The Proposed Development would run in a north-easterly direction through an
adjacent field, and would be set lower in the landscape such that the bottom of the
poles would be obscured by landform. Intervening hedgerows, trees and farm
buildings would screen views to the Proposed Development, which would be
backclothed by an adjacent woodland block and by rising landform to the east. The
Proposed Development would become visible again as it rises over the ridge near Tan
yr Allt (east of Foel Gasyth) although this would be at a distance in excess of 1km from
the property.”
The height of the poles is approximately 16.4 (above existing ground level) and it is
proposed that they would be located on the lower slopes of the small valley to the west.
As such the poles would be located lower in the landscape than the properties at a
distance of some 170m. At this distance they would appear approximately 5.5cm high.
Poles are likely to be backclothed by the narrow woodland strip adjacent to the
Proposed Development, and by rising landform of fields to the west. Whilst views of
the Clwydian Way and Vale of Clwyd are also available to the west of the properties,
the poles are likely to be low down in the field of view and are unlikely to cut across and
obscure them.
In response to Iona Edwards Jones comment about the accuracy of the
photomontages please refer to SP Manweb’s response to Question 8.2 above.

10.1
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There are several tourism businesses in Saron and Peniel which are within a
close proximity to the proposed overhead line. We intend to convert our
outbuilding to a self catering accommodation for tourists as there is a
demand in the local area. We currently have spectacular views of the Vale of
Clwyd and the Clwydian Range. However, the proposed development has
cast doubt on future business development as the overhead lines would run
through the panoramic view that would be a unique selling point. The

SP Manweb notes Ms Edwards Jones' comments and considers that it has undertaken
a comprehensive assessment of the potential socio-economic impacts of the Proposed
Development on tourism receptors in the ES (see Chapter 11 of the ES (DCO
document ref 6.11).
In particular, 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
100

September 2015
Respondent

FWQ

Representation
negative long term impact on local businesses as well as future businesses
and development will be significant.

SP Manweb Response
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.
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.
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