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PLANNING CONSTRAINTS
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The Environmental Statement submitted with the development
Report
consent order application contains a comprehensive list of the
planning constraints in the locale of the site, and it is not necessary
Site specific
for the Council to replicate this information. However the Council
Planning
would bring to the attention of the Examining Authority a number of
Constraints
planning constraints which may be relevant to the proposed
development (i.e. constraints applicable to the red line boundary of
Paragraphs
the final route alignment):
3.1.1 – 3.1.6
The constraints which the Council is aware of are split into the 4
sections of the route as identified in the application document i.e. Clocaenog to Bwlch (Section A)
 Bwlch to Eriviat (Section B)
 Erivat to Plas Buckley (Section C)
 Plas Buckley to Groesffordd Marli (Section D)
Paragraphs 3.1.3 to 3.1.6 of the LiR sets out the planning constraints
that DCC considers relevant.

1. SP Manweb sets out its comments on those planning constraints identified by
DCC.
2. Clocaenog to Bwlch (Section A)


Approximately the first 930m (not 750m) of the route is within the
boundary of the SSA as defined in TAN 8.



It is agreed that the route crosses public rights of way (as indicated on
the SP Manweb OS base mapping) at the following locations in
Denbigh:
o To the east of Bryn Golau (grid ref: 302 196:360648)
o 1 PRoW east of Tan Yr Allt, between Tan Yr Allt and Bryn Foel
(also noted by DCC)



The conclusions in relation to Groundwater vulnerability are agreed.



The crossing points through the Bryn Foel/Cefn-maen-uchaf local
wildlife site are confirmed as being shown in the correct area.

3. Bwlch to Eriviat (Section B)
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SP Manweb confirm that the Proposed Development crosses public
rights of way (as indicated on the SP Manweb OS base mapping) at
the following locations in Denbigh:
o 1 PRoW east of Foel Farm/west of Garth (noted by DCC)
o 1 PRoW east of Peniel (noted by DCC)
o 1 PRoW southeast of Ty Coch (noted by DCC) though the coordinates appear to be 302886, 363650, rather than 302783,
363650
o 1 PRoW at Pandy (noted by DCC)



SP Manweb agrees with DCC in respect of the Mineral Safeguarding
Areas that it has set out in its LIR.



It is agreed that the Zone B Flood Risk Zone as defined by TAN 15 to
the southeast of Pandy is identified as a watercourse as per data used
for the ES, but not a floodzone – grid ref 302873,363671.



It is agreed that the Proposed Development crosses Zone C2 flood risk
zone as defined by TAN 15 at Pandy.



It is agreed that the Proposed Development crosses an areas of
Groundwater vulnerability.

4. Eriviat to Plas Buckley (Section C)


It is agreed that the Proposed Development crosses a public right of
way (as indicated on the SP Manweb OS base mapping) at the
following location in Denbigh:
o 1 PRoW east of Coed Wern Ddu in Eriviat Park



It is agreed that the Proposed Development crosses an area of
Groundwater vulnerability east of Eriviat Park.



It is agreed that the Proposed Development crosses a Zone B and
Zone C2 Flood Risk Zone as defined by TAN 15 to the east of Eriviat
Park. The floodzone crosses the boundary between Sections B and C
(Grid reference 301851, 366022).



It is agreed that the Proposed Development crosses an area of
Groundwater vulnerability.

5. Plas Buckley to Groesffordd Marli (Section D)


The data used for the ES identifies the presence of Zone B as well as
Zone C2 Flood Risk Zone as defined by TAN 15 at the Afon Elwy. Grid
reference 299798,372254.
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It is agreed that the Proposed Development crosses an area of
Groundwater vulnerability.



It is agreed that the Proposed Development crosses the Coed y ddol /
Coed y Fadir local wildlife site (ancient broadleaf woodland greater
than 4 hectares with plant species interest) and an area of ancient
semi-natural woodland in proximity to grid ref: 299862:372412.



The terminal pole is 250m away from the 100m buffer zone for the
National Grid high voltage overhead line (not adjacent to it).



SP Manweb agrees with DCC in respect of the Mineral Safeguarding
Areas that it has set out in its LIR.
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Relevant National, Welsh Government and Local Planning Policies

DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Planning Policy Wales (Edition 7 – July 2014)
Report
The council consider Planning Policy Wales to be a material
consideration and significant weight should be apportioned to the
Welsh
planning policies contained in this document. Specifically Chapter 12
Government
sets out the Welsh Government Policy on infrastructure and service
Policies
developments.
Paragraph
TAN 8 – Planning for Renewable Energy (WG 2005) – SSA-A
4.2
Clocaenog Forest
Denbighshire, in its LDP has adopted the TAN 8 boundary as the
strategic location for large scale wind turbines.
TAN 5 – Nature Conservation and Planning (WG 2009)
TAN 6 – Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities (WG 2010)
TAN 11 – Noise (WG 1997)
TAN 13 – Tourism (WG 1997)
TAN 15 – Development and Flood Risk (WG 2004)
TAN 18 – Transport (WG 2007)

1. Please see SP Manweb's Response to the Examining Authority's First Round
of Written Questions, Question 1.14
2. The Planning Statement1 (DCO Document Ref 7.4) has considered the
Proposed Development against the advice provided in Technical Advice
Notes 8, 11, 15 and 18 as these were considered relevant to the application.
Technical Advice Note 8: Planning for Renewable Energy (2005)
3. TAN 8 relates to the land use planning considerations of renewable energy in
the context of UK and national energy policy.
4. TAN 8 states that in the short to medium term, onshore wind power offers the
greatest potential for an increase in the generation of electricity from a
renewable energy source. To try to meet the agreed targets for onshore wind
production, the Welsh Government identified that onshore wind developments
should be concentrated into particular areas defined as Strategic Search
Areas (SSAs). With respect to the Proposed Development, the Wind Farms
are located within SSA A as defined within TAN 8.
5. TAN 8 does not specify routes or locations for distribution lines, Paras 2-12 –
2.13 of Annex C to the TAN recognise that ‘responsibility for the routing of
electrical cabling onwards from the substation to the nearest suitable point of
1

Section 5.3
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the electricity distribution network is the responsibility of the District Network
Operator (DNO)’ (para 2.12) and that ‘there is currently very restricted
capacity for further wind-power developments in North and Mid Wales
(Scottish Power/Manweb network) and the re-enforcement of the network
through the construction of new high voltage distribution and transmission
lines is vital to the realisation of any significant additional generating capacity'
(para 2.13). It is therefore reasonable to conclude that in those locations
where the SSA have been identified, the policy makers at the Welsh
Government also recognised that electricity distribution infrastructure would
be required.
6. TAN 8 notes that the distribution network operator (DNO) has the
responsibility (in this case a statutory duty) to provide a connection if
requested by a developer and goes on to recognise the restricted capacity of
the existing distribution network in the North Wales area:
7. SP Manweb considers that the Proposed Development is consistent with and
supports the advice provided in TAN 8.
Technical Advice Note 11: Noise (1997)
8. TAN 11 provides advice on how the planning system can be used to minimise
any adverse impacts of noise generation without placing onerous restrictions
on development.
9. The main sources of noise arising from the Proposed Development would be
the movement of construction vehicles to the construction working areas and
along the route of the Proposed Development, areas of tree-felling associated
with the overhead line route through forest and farmland, and the use of plant
involved in the placement of the poles.
10. An assessment presented in Chapter 13 ‘Emissions’ of the ES (DCO
Document Ref 6.13) concluded that construction noise would be minor, shortterm and reversible, progressing along the line as each new pole was erected.
No significant noise impacts would be likely to arise other than potentially at
two specific locations (poles 50 and 214) where the ground conditions are
rock. The Emissions chapter also establishes that there would be no
significant noise effects from the construction traffic associated with the
Proposed Development.
11. The measures set out in the CEMP (DCO Document Ref 6.18) (secured
through a requirement in the draft DCO) would minimise, amongst other
things, noise and vibration during construction.
12. It is recognised that overhead lines can occasionally create some noise during
operation but this is typically at a low level and generally only in specific
weather conditions, i.e. it is not continuous. Noise levels at receptors during
operation would be extremely low and would lie below typical background
noise levels and consequently be inaudible.
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13. The assessment of the Proposed Development has been undertaken using
the methodologies in recognised guidance. With these mitigation measures in
place it would not generate an unacceptable level of noise during the
construction phase. Operational noise levels would be extremely low. The
Proposed Development is therefore consistent with TAN 11.
TAN 15: Development and Flood Risk (2004)
14. TAN 15 provides guidance in relation to development and flooding.
15. The overarching aim of TAN 15 is to direct new development away from those
areas which are at high risk of flooding, stating that development should only
be justified in higher risk areas if it can be demonstrated that the potential
consequences of a flooding event for the particular type of development have
been considered, and found to be acceptable.
16. An assessment of the likely effects of the Proposed Development on flood risk
was undertaken as part of the EIA and is presented in Chapter 9 ’Flood Risk
and Water Quality’ (DCO Document Ref 6.9) and the Flood Consequences
Assessment (DCO Document Ref 5.3). These assessments conclude that, as
the mitigation measures set out in the CEMP (DCO Document Ref 6.18)
(secured though requirement 13 in the draft DCO) would be implemented, no
significant effects would arise.
17. The Proposed Development is therefore considered to have been assessed in
accordance with the requirements of and developed to be consistent with TAN
15.
TAN 18: Transport (2007)
18. TAN 18 deals with all matters relating to transport and sets out how the
transport elements of a development should be assessed and mitigated.
Although TAN 18 makes no direct reference to the construction impact of
development or to wind farm or overhead line developments, the principles
set out in the TAN have been adopted in the design of the Proposed
Development.
19. A traffic and transport assessment, presented in Chapter 12 of the ES ‘Traffic
and Transport’ (DCO Document Ref 6.12) was undertaken in line with
guidance in Appendix D and E of TAN 18 and within the Department for
Transport’s publication “Guidance on Transport Assessment”, which sets out
the criteria for assessing new development.
20. The assessment identified no significant effects, either direct or indirect.
21. The Proposed Development is consistent with TAN 18.
22. 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:
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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.
TAN 13: Tourism - not applicable to the Proposed Development as it
provides advice on tourism related issues in planning. The TAN provides
advice to local authorities on hotel developments, the use of land for
holiday caravan sites, and seasonal and holiday occupancy conditions.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact WG Planning Implications of Renewable Energy and Low Carbon
Report
Energy Development 2011) – Provides guidance on planning
consideration for various RE technologies.
Welsh
Government
Policies
Paragraph
4.2.9

1. ‘Planning Implications of Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Energy
Development’ (Welsh Government, February 2011) ("Guidance Document")
sets out how local planning authority (LPA) development management officers
can identify the planning implications of applications for renewable and low
carbon energy development. It is a tool to support local planning authorities in
dealing with such applications and sets out a comprehensive evidence base
of the land use planning impacts and benefits of different forms of renewable
and low carbon energy, and provide guidance on how local planning officers
can engage in a meaningful and proactive manner with developers when
dealing with these planning applications.
2. The Guidance Document covers a range of onshore renewable and low
carbon energy technologies and considers the environmental, social,
economic and cumulative impacts of these technologies. It goes on to
consider the effects of climate changes, the financial drivers and barriers that
exist and the role of community involvement and community benefits.
3. The Guidance Document acknowledges that renewable and low carbon
energy development may require onshore grid connections where such work
isn’t considered permitted development and that LPAs will be statutory
consultees if an application for consent is required.
4. The Guidance Document identifies District Network Operators (Distribution
Network Operators, DNOs, such as SP Manweb) as responsible for
establishing a connection between a substation and the national grid. The
document goes on to state:
“This connection is routed via overhead cables on poles or by the
considerably more expensive option of underground cabling.”
5. The grid connection is identified as one of the main technical constraints to
the siting of wind power generating stations and one that can affect the
economic viability of the scheme. The Guidance Document suggests that
costs involved in routing power from a wind farm to a suitable grid connection
point can be considerable and distance is therefore a critical factor.
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6. The Guidance Document goes on to suggest that developers should provide
information on the most likely route and method for the grid connection to the
wind farm with their planning application and as part of any EIA.
7. SP Manweb considers that the Proposed Development is in compliance with
the Guidance Document for the following reasons:
a. It provides a cost effective and technical solution for the connection of
a number of Wind Farms to the distribution electricity network;
b. It would enable the supply of renewable energy to be effectively and
economically distributed by connecting the North Wales Wind Farms to
the Collector Substation;
c. Without a joint approach to the connection of a number of Wind Farms,
each connection may not be economically viable for each individual
Wind Farm; and,
d. SP Manweb has worked closely with the Wind Farms developers, and
where possible has provided information regarding the grid connection
for inclusion in the developer’s own consent applications and EIA
8. SP Manweb considers that the Proposed Development would constitute a key
component of the delivery of a stronger grid distribution electricity network and
go a significant way to addressing the lack of grid capacity in Wales. The
Proposed Development will also contribute to Wales’ ambitions to transition to
a low carbon economy.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Whilst the LDP does not contain a planning policy which specifically
Report
relates to grid connection infrastructure, the following policies are
considered of potential relevance to the consideration of the
Local
proposals:
Planning
Policies
 RD5 – The welsh language and the social and cultural
Paragraph
4.3.3










fabric of communities;
Policy BSC 3 – Securing infrastructure contributions
from development;
Policy PSE 15 – Safeguarding minerals;
Policy VOE 1 – Key areas of importance;
Policy VOE 2 – AONB and AOB;
Policy VOE 5 – Conservation of natural resources;
Policy VOE 6 – Water Management;
Policy VOE 9 – On-shore wind energy; and
Policy VOE 10 – Renewable Energy Technologies.

1. The Planning Statement (DCO Document Reference 7.4) provides a review of
the Proposed Development’s compliance with a number of the polices listed:
Policy PSE 15 – Safeguarding minerals;
Policy VOE 1 – Key areas of importance;
Policy VOE 2 – AONB and AOB;
Policy VOE 5 – Conservation of natural resources;
Policy VOE 9 – On-shore wind energy; and
Policy VOE 10 – Renewable Energy Technologies.
2. These polices are therefore not considered further in this response. The
reminder of this response deals with:
Policy RD5 – The welsh language and the social and cultural fabric of
communities;
Policy BSC 3 – Securing infrastructure contributions from development;
and
Policy VOE 6 – Water Management.
Policy RD5 – The Welsh Language and The Social And Cultural Fabric Of
Communities
3. Policy RD5 ‘The Welsh Language and The Social And Cultural Fabric Of
Communities’ states that:
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‘In determining all planning applications, the needs and interests of the
Welsh language will be taken into account. Development could be
refused if its size, scale or location would cause significant harm to the
character and language balance of a community. To be able to make
an informed decision on applications that may have an effect on the
future of the Welsh language within communities, applicants will
normally be expected to submit a:
i)

Community Linguistic Statement to accompany a planning
application for smaller developments within villages, hamlets or
the open countryside comprising proposals of the following kind:
5 residential units or more, commercial, industrial or
leisure/tourism development with a floor area of 1000m² or
more, development likely to lead to the loss of community
facilities or employment opportunities, infrastructure projects
with long term community impacts;

ii)

More detailed assessment in the form of a “Community and
Linguistic Impact Assessment” to accompany a planning
application in all settlements where developments are on a
larger scale comprising proposals of the following kind: 20
residential units or more, commercial, industrial or
leisure/tourism development with a floor area of 3000m² or
more, large scale infrastructure projects with long term
community impacts. Developers will be expected to provide
bilingual signage as a minimum means of promoting the Welsh
language. In appropriate circumstances, mitigation against any
adverse effect will be secured through requiring a financial
contribution by Section 106 or other means’.

4. The justification of for this policy recognises that:
‘The scale of development will determine the likely impact on
community life and smaller settlements have a lower threshold of
development’.
5. The nature of the Proposed Development is such that it is not considered that
it meets the thresholds requiring a Community Linguistic Statement. It is noted
that in its response to FWQ 1.6, the Council concludes that "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 works."
Policy BSC 3 – Securing Infrastructure Contributions From Development
6. This policy states that:
‘Where relevant, development will be expected to contribute to the
provision of infrastructure to meet the additional social, economic,
physical and/or environmental infrastructure requirements arising from
EN020014
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the development. The Council’s priorities, which will vary depending on
the nature and location of development, are:i)

affordable housing (in accordance with Policy BSC4);

ii)

recreation and open space (in accordance with Policy BSC11);

iii)

sustainable transport facilities (in accordance with Policy ASA2);

iv)

regeneration (in accordance with Policy PSE1);

v)

Council priorities current at the time of application in line with
other issues identified in the Local Development Plan, or by the
local community’.

7. The Environmental Statement (DCO Documents ref 6.1 – 6.28) has
demonstrated that the effects arising from the Proposed Development will
arise primarily during the construction phase and will therefore be temporary
and short term in nature. The Proposed Development will therefore not give
rise to additional social, economic, physical and/or environmental
infrastructure requirements. It is noted that in its response to FWQ 4.19, the
Council confirms that community payments have been made by the windfarm
developers in the locality to local community councils and organisations.
Policy VOE 6 – Water Management
8. Policy VOE 6 ‘Water Management’ states that:
‘All development will be required to incorporate water conservation
measures, where practicable. Major development proposals (greater
than 71 1,000 sqm floorspace or 10 dwellings) should be accompanied
by a Water Conservation Statement. All development will be required
to eliminate or reduce surface water run-off from the site, where
practicable. The run-off rates from the site should maintain or reduce
pre-development rates
9. The Environmental Statement, Chapter 9 ’Flood Risk and Water Resources’
(DCO Document Ref 6.9) has demonstrated that the Proposed Development
will not lead to any significant effects.
10. The measures proposed within the Construction Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP) (DCO Document Ref 6.17), secured through requirement 13 to
the draft DCO, will ensure that that surface water run-off from the site during
construction is reduced or eliminates as far as practicable. Once operational,
run off rates will be the same as pre-development rates as the agricultural
land will be returned to its original condition.
11. Measures included within the CEMP (Section 2.13) include:


Wherever possible, machinery and equipment will be kept a minimum
of 10m from the edge of the watercourse.
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Soil shall only be stockpiled in locations sited at least 10m away from
any watercourse.



Silt fences shall be used around stockpiled soil where considered
appropriate.



Water containing silt will not be pumped or allowed to flow into
watercourses.



Where possible, water will be prevented from entering excavations.



The amount of exposed ground will be minimised in the working area to
reduce the risk of silty surface water runoff.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Planning Policy Wales (PPW) reaffirms UK and Welsh Government
Report
energy policy and recognises that wind energy generation remains
the most commercially viable form of renewable energy in Wales.
Section C Policy The principle of wind energy development is therefore established
Context
and supports national planning policy.
Paragraph 17:
Technical Advice Note 8: Renewable Energy (TAN8) supplements
Welsh
PPW and provides technical advice and guidance on renewable
Government
energy projects. TAN 8 introduced the principle of spatial planning
Policy
for the delivery of energy policy and identifies 7 Strategic Search
paragraph 17.2 Areas (SSAs) where large scale onshore wind developments
should be concentrated.
Planning Policy Wales Chapter 12 sets out Welsh Government
Policy in relation to infrastructure and service developments. With
regards to grid connections necessary to connect windfarm
development with Strategic Search Areas to the electricity grid,
paragraph 12.8.14 states “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 connected are located within
their authorities. Within the SAAs, whilst cumulative impact can be
a material consideration, it must be balanced against the need to
meet the Welsh Government’s aspirations for energy in Wales and
the conclusions reaches fully justifies in any decisions taken.
Developers will need to be sensitive to local circumstances,
including siting in relation to local landform, proximity to dwellings
and other planning considerations.”
TAN 8 Paragraph 2.13 states “There is currently very restricted
capacity for further wind-power developments in North and Mid
Wales (Scottish Power/ Manweb network) and the re-enforcement
of the network through the construction of new high voltage
distribution and transmission lines is vital to the realisation of any
significant additional generating capacity…”
Whilst National planning policy supports the principle of new grid
connection infrastructure to connect windfarm development within
SSAs to the electricity grid, it is relevant to note that both new high
voltage distribution and transmission connections can also be
facilitated by way of underground cables and therefore new
overhead lines are not the only option available to provide the
necessary grid connection.
Additionally, national planning policy acknowledges that new high
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voltage distribution and transmission lines are vital to the
realisation of any significant additional generation capacity in North
and Mid Wales, but is also clearly states that a sensitive
assessment of local circumstances including local landform,
proximity to dwellings and other planning considerations would still
be necessary (para 12.8.14). These principles have to be applied
fairly in relation to the current proposals.
PPW also contains more general policy on factors to be taken into
account in relation to development proposals, in form of material
planning considerations. Section 3.1 relating to ‘Taking planning
decisions’ sets out the requirement to have regard to a range of
local impacts when considering acceptability of proposals. The
Council suggests impacts on landscape and visual amenity,
biodiversity, health and tourism are legitimate considerations in
respect of the overhead lines proposals.
Section 4.10 of PPW relates to ‘Conserving the best and most
versatile agricultural land’ and sets detailed tests to determine the
acceptability of proposals involving the development of land in
Grades 1, 2 and 3a of the DEFRA Land Classification system. It is
not clear from the application documents whether Grade 3a land is
affected by the overhead line.
1. TAN 8 relates to the land use planning considerations of renewable energy in
the context of UK and national energy policy.
2. TAN 8 states that in the short to medium term, onshore wind power offers the
greatest potential for an increase in the generation of electricity from a
renewable energy source. To try to meet the agreed targets for onshore wind
production, the Welsh Government identified that onshore wind developments
should be concentrated into particular areas defined as Strategic Search
Areas (SSAs). With respect to the Proposed Development, the Wind Farms
are located within SSA A as defined within TAN 8.
3. TAN 8 does not specify routes or locations for distribution lines. However, in
those locations where the SSAs have been identified, the policy makers also
recognised that electricity distribution would be required. Annex C paragraph
2.12 states:
‘Responsibility for the routing of electrical cabling onwards from the substation
to the nearest suitable point of the electricity distribution network is the
responsibility of the District Network Operator (DNO). This will be achieved
either by a standard 3-wire system on wooden poles or by underground lines.
It should be noted, however, that laying high voltage cables underground is
usually 6-20 times more expensive than a pole mounted system and would be
likely to be justified for only limited lengths and/or in special circumstances.'
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4. Annex C Para 2.12 recognises the restricted capacity of the existing
distribution network in the North Wales area:
There is currently very restricted capacity for further wind-power
developments in North and Mid Wales (Scottish Power/Manweb network) and
the re-enforcement of the network through the construction of new high
voltage distribution and transmission lines is vital to the realisation of any
significant additional generating capacity as well as providing a stronger, more
reliable network for electricity users in the western mid Wales area. The
Assembly Government strongly supports the principle of this scheme.'
5. TAN 8 notes that the distribution network operator (DNO) has the
responsibility (in this case a statutory duty) to provide a connection if
requested by a developer and goes on to recognise the restricted capacity of
the existing distribution network in the North Wales area.
6. TAN 8 acknowledges that laying high voltage cables underground is usually 620 times more expensive than a pole mounted system and would be likely to
be justified for only limited lengths and/or in special circumstances.
7. PPW recognises that the Welsh Government is required to make a
contribution to the International, EU and UK targets for greenhouse gas
reduction, and that tackling climate change is a fundamental part of delivering
sustainable development. It identifies Strategic Search Areas (SSAs) as 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 in
Wales. TAN 8 provides technical advice to supplement the policy set out in
PPW.
8. As noted above, the evolution of the Proposed Development from the
strategic options through to the detailed proposals which are the subject of the
DCO application has considered potential visual, biodiversity and human
health effects, and mitigation measures have been developed as appropriate
and residual significant effects identified. SP Manweb considers that the
Proposed Development is consistent with and supports the advice provided in
TAN 8 and PPW.
9. Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to the LIR paragraphs 11.1.2 – 11.1.5
in relation to agricultural land classification.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact There are no specific policies in the adopted Denbighshire LDP
Report
relating to grid connection infrastructure proposals. However, the
planning policies relating to onshore wind energy and renewable
Section C Policy energy technologies contain tests to be applied to localised
Context
impacts of developments which the Council Consider relevant to
applications for related infrastructure, including on landscape and
Paragraph 17:
visual, biodiversity, and health interests. The Council would
Denbighshire
request significant weight should be attributed to these
Local
considerations.
Development
Plan
paragraph
17.3.1

1. The application is a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP), being
an electric line above ground in Wales with a nominal voltage of 132Kv
(Planning Act, sections 14(1)(b) and section 16(1)). Accordingly, the principal
policy basis against which the proposal must be decided is that set out in the
relevant National Policy Statements (NPS) (Planning Act 2008, s104).
2. Whilst other policies, including those contained in the development plans for
the area, may constitute matters that the Secretary of State may regard as
important and relevant to the decision, the primacy of the NPSs is clear
(Planning Act 2008, s104(3) and NPS EN-1, paragraph 1.1.1).
3. Paragraph 4.1.5 of EN-1 states:
'Other matters that the IPC may consider both important and relevant to its
decision-making may include Development Plan Documents or other
documents in the Local Development Framework. In the event of a conflict
between these or any other documents and an NPS, the NPS prevails for
purposes of IPC decision making given the national significance of the
infrastructure. The energy NPSs have taken account of relevant Planning
Policy Statements (PPSs) and older-style Planning Policy Guidance Notes
(PPGs) in England and Technical Advice Notes (TANs) in Wales where
appropriate.'
4. In the event of a conflict between policies contained in any other documents
(including development plan documents) and those contained in an NPS,
those in the NPS prevail for the purposes of decision making on nationally
significant infrastructure (NPS EN-1, paragraph 4.1.5)
5. The application includes a Planning Statement (DCO Document Reference
7.4) which sets out the policy context for the Proposed Development.
6. SP Manweb has identified the following policies relating to onshore wind
energy and renewable energy technologies:
EN020014
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Policy VOE 9 On-shore Wind Energy.
1. This policy relates to the provision and siting of renewable energy within
Denbighshire. It recognises that the Clocaenog Strategic Search Area (SSAA) has been identified at the national level (in Technical Advice Note 8) and is
felt to offer the greatest potential in terms of the generation of energy from
large scale wind turbines.
2. In its introduction to this policy the LDP states that:
‘Denbighshire is well placed to contribute to renewable energy generation by
virtue of its natural resource. The Clocaenog Forest Strategic Search Area
(SSA) identified by Technical Advice Note 8: Planning for Renewable Energy
as a location for large scale wind turbine developments falls within
Denbighshire and Conwy Council boundaries….. The Council recognises its
responsibility to promote renewable energy through the planning system and
has sought to balance this need with other objectives, including protection of
important landscapes and conservation of the natural environment and built
heritage’.
3. The Policy states that:
‘On shore wind turbine developments will be supported subject to an
assessment of their environmental and sustainability impacts:
STRATEGIC / LARGE SCALE developments (generating capacity over
25MW) will be supported within the Clocaenog Strategic Search Area (SSAA).
LOCAL AUTHORITY WIDE SCALE developments (generating capacity
between 5MW and 25MW) will only be permitted within the Clocaenog
Strategic Search Area where they do not prejudice the development of
strategic/large scale schemes.
SUB LOCAL AUTHORITY SCALE developments (generating capacity
between 50kW and 5MW) in the form of individual turbines or clusters of
turbines will only be permitted within the Clocaenog Strategic Search Area
where they do not prejudice the development of strategic/large scale
schemes; and in all the above cases, outside the Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, Conservation Areas, World Heritage Site and Buffer Zone, and other
sites designated for ecological, historic, landscape, or other value, and where
they do not adversely affect the setting of these areas.
MICRO / SMALL SCALE turbine developments (generating capacity below
50kW) will be permitted subject to an assessment of localised impacts.
All applications will be subject to normal environmental impact tests and
include specific assessment / explanation of all the following criteria:
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i)

ii)

iii)
iv)
v)
vi)

how the proposals are consistent with the Clocaenog Statement of
Environmental Master Planning Principles (applicable to strategic/large,
local authority wide, and sub local authority scale, where in or on the
periphery of the SSA-A); and
impacts, including cumulative impact on the surrounding area and
community (e.g. landscape/visual, noise, biodiversity, transport, health
impact); and
information on wind resource and the justification for the choice of
turbine; and
iv) community engagement; and
v) mitigation proposals; and
vi) the colours to be used on the turbine tower and blades.’

4. The Proposed Development supports the delivery to the wider network of
wind generation from the Clocaenog Strategic Search Area (SSA-A) and
therefore provides support to this policy.
5. The evolution of the Proposed Development from the strategic options
through to the detailed proposals which are the subject of the DCO application
has avoided direct and indirect effects on the AONB, World Heritage Site and
Buffer Zone, and other sites with statutory designations for their ecological,
historic, landscape value.
6. The ES (DCO Documents Reference 6.1 – 6.28) has considered the potential
effects and cumulative effects of the Proposed Development. Mitigation
measures have been developed which will reduce adverse effects. Whilst
residual significant effects remain, there are no major adverse effects and
none are considered to outweigh the need for the Proposed Development as
established in the National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-5.
7. SP Manweb has undertaken several stages of consultation on the proposal
including a statutory consultation. Further information on these consultations
is provided in the Consultation Report (DCO Document Reference 5.1)
8. It is therefore considered that the Proposed Development is consistent with
the requirements of this policy.

9. Policy VOE 10 Renewable Energy Technologies
This policy states that, ‘Development proposals which promote the provision
of renewable energy technologies may be supported providing they are
located so as to minimise visual, noise and amenity impacts and demonstrate
no unacceptable impact upon the interests of nature conservation, wildlife,
natural and cultural heritage, landscape, public health and residential
amenity’.
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10. The Proposed Development is required to connect renewable energy
generation to the electricity distribution network. As noted above the evolution
of the Proposed Development from the assessment of strategic options
through to the documentation, including the Environmental Statement, which
are the subject of the DCO application has considered potential effects to
nature conservation, wildlife, natural, cultural heritage, landscape, public
health and residential visual amenity. Mitigation measures have been
developed which will reduce adverse effects, Whilst residual significant
effects remain, there are no major adverse effects and none are considered to
outweigh the need for the Proposed Development as established in the
National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-5. It is therefore considered that the
Proposed Development is consistent with the requirements of this policy.
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Relevant Planning History and any Associated Issues
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Proposed collector substation planning application
Report
A planning application for the proposed substation in the Clocaenog
Forest, south west of Saron which will act as the collector substation
Proposed
for the four consented windfarms within the SSA, as then export
Collector
electricity via the proposed overhead lines, was submitted in
Substation
December 2014 to DCC as the relevant local planning authority (DCC
Planning
planning application ref: 23/2014/1440). The application was reported
Application
to the Planning Committee in July 2015 and the resolution was to
refuse the planning permission for the following reasons:
Paragraph
5.3
“1 it is the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the scale, design
and height of the proposed substation development would have a
detrimental visual impact in this rural location. The development is
therefore considered to be contrary to Denbighshire Local
Development policy VOE9 and the advice and guidance contained in
Welsh Government Planning Policy Wales Edition 7, and in particular
paragraphs 3.1.7 and 12.8.14.
2 It is the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the submission
documents do not satisfactorily demonstrate that the proposed
development would not give rise to unacceptable cumulative noise
effects. The proposed development therefore has the potential to give
rise to an unacceptable detrimental impact on the residential amenity
of neighbouring properties and is considered to be contrary to
Denbighshire Local Development Plan policy VOe9 and the advice
and guidance contained in Welsh Government Planning Policy Wales
Edition 7, in particular paragraphs 3.1.4 and 3.1.7 and the general
advice contained in Technical Advice Note 11 (TAN11).”
A separate planning application for a switchgear building in the same
location, to connect the Nant Bach windfarm to the 132kV
transmission network, was submitted to DCC by Dulas Ltd on behalf
of Vattenfall Wind Power Ltd, in July 2015. This is being processed
under the application no. 23/2015/0704, and is undetermined at the
time of the submission of the Local Impact Report.

1. The planning application for the Collector Substation was reported to the
Council's Planning Committee of the 15 July 2015 with the Council’s planning
officer recommending that the application be approved subject to conditions.
At the meeting on 15 July 2015, some Council Members expressed concerns
relating to visual impacts and the cumulative noise impact assessment.
Council Members subsequently voted against the Council officer's
recommendation and resolved to refuse planning permission.
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2. The reasons for refusal were related to (1) visual impacts and (2) noise
impacts. A copy of the decision notice is attached at Appendix 1.
3. In response to the decision of Denbighshire County Council to refuse planning
permission for the Collector Substation, SP Manweb has reviewed the
reasons for refusal and discussed the option of resubmitting a planning
application for the Collector Substation with planning officers. Following those
discussions, SP Manweb considers that it is unlikely that a resubmitted
planning application would be granted planning permission by the Council’s
Planning Committee. Therefore, SP Manweb has decided to appeal against
the decision of the Council to refuse planning permission on the 15 July 2015
and submitted an appeal on the 10 September 2015.
4. SP Manweb’s Grounds of Appeal (GoA)are contained at Appendix 2.
5. Turning to the reasons for refusal:
6. Visual impact is not a valid or justified reason for refusing planning permission
for the Collector Substation because:


the Collector Substation is required to support large scale new wind
farm development and is located in Strategic Search Area A which
has been specifically identified as suitable for such development;



SP Manweb considered a number of different sites before settling on
the Appeal Site and thereby has considered sensitive local
circumstances and the need to minimise adverse impacts of the
proposed Collector Substation;



a landscape and visual impact assessment has been undertaken, in
accordance with recognised industry standards, to assess the impacts
of the Collector Substation and has concluded that it will have impacts
of no more than minor significance on the local landscape and visual
amenity.

7. Noise is not a valid or justified reason for refusing planning permission for the
Collector Substation because:


a Cumulative Noise Assessment concludes that noise impacts on the
nearest sensitive receptors will be insignificant;



SP Manweb is prepared to agree to conditions which limit the level of
noise at the nearest residential properties to the Collector Substation.

8. The Reasons for Refusal refer to one policy in the Denbighshire Local
Development Plan: policy VOE 9. SP Manweb considers that the Collector
Substation complies with this policy for the following reasons:
a. Visual Impact
i. SP Manweb carried out a specific assessment of visual impacts,
which demonstrate that visual impacts, including cumulative
EN020014

25

September 2015
visual impacts of the Proposed Development, is of minor
significance and would not have a detrimental visual impact in
this rural location by reason of the scale, design and height. As
such the Collector Substation is in compliance with LDP policy
VOE 9.
ii. Council officers' agreed with the LVIA analysis that the
Proposed Development would not result in unacceptable
impacts on the landscape character and visual amenity, and this
is evidenced in the Officer's Report.
iii. Furthermore, the assessment of visual impacts including
cumulative visual impacts on the surrounding area and
community demonstrate that the Proposed Development is not
contrary to the advice and guidance contained in Welsh
Government Planning Policy Wales Edition 7 and in particular
paragraph 3.1.4 by reason of the design and appearance. The
Proposed Development is also in accordance with paragraph
12.8.14, as it would not have a detrimental visual impact in the
environment and has been sited and designed so as to be
sensitive to its local circumstances, including siting in relation to
in relation to local landform, proximity to dwellings and other
planning considerations.
b. Noise Impact
i. The Cumulative Noise Assessment identifies two groups of
sensitive receptors, both of which are residential properties
which lie 550 and 730 metres respectively from the Collector
Substation. In each case the noise contributions from the
Collector Substation have been assessed to cause a maximum
0.5 dB change to the total noise from all sources which is
concluded to be insignificant. The Collector Substation is
thereby in compliance with policy VOE 09 the LDP.
ii. Furthermore, the assessment of cumulative noise impacts on
the surrounding area and community shows the Collector
Substation is not contrary to the advice and guidance contained
in Welsh Government Planning Policy Wales Edition 7 and in
particular paragraphs 3.1.4 and 3.1.7, in that it does not have
the potential to give rise to unacceptable cumulative noise
effects and unacceptable detrimental impact on the residential
amenity of neighbouring properties.
iii. For the same reasons, the Collector Substation is in accordance
with general advice contained in Technical Advice Note 11
(paragraph 8) in that it is supported by an assessment of
impacts on the surrounding area and community and this shows
that the Collector Substation would not have the potential to give
rise to unacceptable degree of disturbance.
iv. Notwithstanding the Collector Substation’s insignificant
contribution towards cumulative noise impacts, the Appellant is
prepared to accept a condition which limits the noise levels at
the nearby sensitive receptors.
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9. Neither of the reasons for refusal of the Collector Substation are sound or
justified. Criticisms raised by Council Members are entirely unsubstantiated
by evidence, running contrary to the clear advice from Council Officers. SP
Manweb, therefore, submits that the appeal should be allowed and planning
permission should be granted for the Collector Substation.
10. In relation to the timing for the planning appeal, SP Manweb has had regard
to The Planning Inspectorate Wales Planning Appeals Procedural Guidance
November 2014 Annex D ‘Timetable for the hearing procedure’. This
timetable explains that within 2 weeks of the start date being confirmed
following SP Manweb lodging the appeal, the local planning authority submits
its completed questionnaire and any supporting documents. Within 6 weeks of
the start date, hearing statements are exchanged. The hearing can be
expected to take place within 12 weeks from the start date.
11. In accordance with this timetable and having lodged the appeal on 10 th
September 2015, SP Manweb anticipates that the hearing will take place in
mid-December 2015 and would therefore expect a decision in February 2016,
depending on the Planning Inspectorate.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Brenig Windfarm
Report
The Brenig windfarm is a consented scheme located to the North
West part of the SAA (A) within the administrative boundary of DCC
Consented
(DCC planning application ref 25/2007/0565). The windfarm
windfarms
includes:within the
 16 turbines, the dimensions of which are 60 meters to the hub
SAA awaiting
and 100 meter to the tip.
a grid
 An installed capacity of 48 MW
connection
 It was granted planning permission by DCC on April 2009
 Construction has commenced.
Paragraph
5.4.1-5.4.4
Derwydd Bach windfarm
The Derwydd Bach windfarm is a consented scheme located to the
southern end of the SSA (A) within the administrative boundary of
DCC (DCC planning application ref 04/2007/0964) and includes: 10 turbines, the dimensions of which are 85 meters to the hub
and 120.5 meters to the tip
 An installed capacity of 23MW
 It was granted planning permission by DCC in July 2011
 Construction has not yet commenced.
Nant Bach (Mwthwl Eithin) windfarm
The Nant Bach windfarm is a consented scheme located to the South
West corner of the SAA (A) within the administrative boundary of
Conwy County Borough Council (CCBC) planning application ref
0/35170) includes: 11 turbines, the dimensions of which are 60 meters to the hub
and 100 m to the tip
 An installed capacity of 27.5MW
 It was granted Planning Permission by CCBC on July 2011
 Construction has not yet commenced
Clocaenog Forest Windfarm
The Clocaenog Forest windfarm is a consented scheme located in
the cater of the SAA within the administrative boundary of both DCC
and Conwy County Borough Council (Development Consent Order
issued by the Secretary of State in September 2014), and includes:
 32 turbines, with a tip of up to 145 meters
 An installed capacity of between 64 – 96MW
 It was granted development consent by the Secretary of State
for Energy and Climate Change in September 2014
 Construction has not yet commenced
 The windfarm submission is immediately adjacent to the
proposed collector substation, which would connect to the
proposed overhead lines.
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1. SP Manweb agrees with the list of consented Wind Farms provided by DCC.
2. Since the Preliminary Meeting, SP Manweb has been made aware that
Vattenfall Wind Power Limited ("Vattenfall") will not be carrying out the
development of Nant Bach wind farm. SP Manweb can confirm that it has
formally received a termination notice from Vattenfall Wind Power Limited.
3. SP Manweb has considered the effect of any termination on the examination
of the application for development consent. It considers that there are three
issues to focus on:
4. First, the proposed Nant Bach wind farm had a connection agreement for 22
MW. Vattenfall has now terminated its connection agreement with SP
Manweb. SP Manweb is not under a contractual, or statutory, obligation to
connect the wind farm. Accordingly, the total generation capacity that is to be
connected into the distribution network will reduce from 170 MW to 148 MW.
Therefore, does this reduction change the conclusion reached in the Strategic
Options Report (DCO Document Reference 7.3) that the Proposed
Development was the optimum technical solution to deliver this connection?
Put more simply, does the reduction in total generation capacity to the
distribution network mean that an alternative design solution would be
preferable?
5. Consideration of whether the termination of the connection agreement for
Nant Bach means that an alternative design solution would be more
appropriate is set out in an addendum to the Strategic Options Report (DCO
Document Reference 7.3 Addendum). This document concludes that the
reduction of the total generation capacity does not change the conclusions of
the Strategic Options Report and therefore no amendment needs to be made
to the application for development consent for the Proposed Development, to
alter the form of development.
6. Second, the costs of delivering the North Wales Wind Farms Connection are
to be met by the Wind Farm developers. This is set out in more detail in the
Funding Statement (DCO Document Reference 4.2). Consideration must be
given to whether the reduction in the number of Wind Farms changes the
funding arrangements for the North Wales Wind Farms Connection.
7. The costs of funding delivery of the North Wales Wind Farms Connection are
explained in the Funding Statement. At paragraph 2.3 of that document it is
explained that it is developer funded, including the relevant costs relating to
compulsory acquisition. The termination of the connection agreement for Nant
Bach would not change this position, other than the costs will now be shared
between the three remaining wind farm developers. There is no change in the
position that the costs of funding delivery of the North Wales Wind Farms
Connection remain the responsibility of the contracted developers. In the
unlikely event that any of the remaining wind farm developers defaulted on the
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terms of its connection agreement, then SP Manweb is confident that it could
meet the costs from its own resources, as set out in the Funding Statement
and in response to the ExA's questions. It would then seek to recover these
costs from the defaulting wind farm developer.
8. Third, the Environmental Impact Assessment considers the Wind Farms as
part of its cumulative assessment. SP Manweb considers that the termination
of the Nant Bach connection agreement does not change this position. The
planning permission to construct the Nant Bach Wind Farm remains extant
and could still be constructed. Therefore, it is correct that the cumulative
assessment continues to consider the Wind Farms (i.e. the four wind farms)
as part of the cumulative assessment.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Tir Mostyn / Foel Goch windfarm
Report
The Tir Mostyn / Foel Goch windfarm is an operational windfarm on
Other wind
the edge of the SAA within the administrative boundary of DCC (DCC
energy
planning application ref 25/1999/0710) to the west of the proposed
developments overhead line. The closet turbine is approximately 250m to the west
and
of the proposed overhead line. The windfarm includes:
infrastructure
 25 turbines, the dimensions of which are 49m to the hub and
projects in the
75m to the blade tip.
locale of the
 An installed capacity of 21MW
site
 It was granted consent by the Welsh Government in
Paragraphs
December 2002
5.5.1- 5.6.4
 The windfarm is operational
Hafodty Ddu, Saron 500kW wind turbine
Consented 500kW individual turbine on land adjacent to Tir Mostyn
windfarm, Saron, within the administrative boundary of DCC (DCC
planning application ref: 25/2014/0337). The turbine is appox.120m to
the west of the proposed overhead line (grid ref: 301113:359398),
The turbine was under construction at the time of drafting this Report.
Other electricity infrastructure projects
Gwynt y Mor offshore windfarm substation, land to the south of
Glascoed Ros, St Asaph and underground cables.
Onshore grid connection to connect the Gwynt y Mor Offshore
windfarm to the transmission network (Nation Grid) which consists of
a high voltage underground electricity cable from the North Wales
coast to a new substation building which is to the south of Glascoed
Rod , St Asaph (DCC planning application ref: 31/2008/1123). The
proposed substation building is approx. 1.15km to the north-east of
the proposed terminal pole. The Gwynt y Mor offshore windfarm is
operational.
National Grid substation, land to the south of Glascoed Road, St
Asaph
Existing National Grid Substation, which is immediately adjacent to
the Gwynt y Mor substation buildings above and approximately 1km
to the north-east of the proposed terminal pole.
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Burbo Bank Offshore windfarm substation, land to the south of
Glascoed Road, St Asaph
Onshore grid connection to connect the Burbo Bank offshore
windfarm to the transmission network (National Grid) which consists
of a high voltage underground electricity cable from Ffrith Beach,
Prestatyn to a new substation building which is on land to the south
of Glascoed Road, St Asaph (DCO planning application ref:
31/2013/0400). The substation is also immediately adjacent to the
Gwynt y Mor substation, and is approx. 1.4km to the north-east of the
proposed terminal pole. The substation site and offshore windfarm
are under construction at the time of drafting this report.
High voltage overhead lines (National Grid pylons)
The proposed terminal pole is in close proximity to the existing
National Grid pylons which converge in the St Asaph area.

1. Chapter 4 of the Environmental Statement ‘EIA Methodology (DCO Document
Ref 6.4) provides information on the approach to, and the projects that were
included within, the cumulative assessment.
2. SP Manweb considered the combined and cumulative impacts of the
Proposed Development, taking into account the consultation response of
Denbighshire County Council, using the following staged approach:

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



Stage 2 - Any other relevant developments (which includes developments
already in existence, together with committed developments and for
projects where consent is being sought).
3. Existing wind farms (such as the Tir Mostyn/Foel Goch wind farm, the existing
National Grid substation, existing National Grid Pylons and the Gwynt y Mor
substation), not connecting into the North Wales Wind Farm Connection, and
electricity infrastructure formed part of the baseline against which the
environmental impact assessment was undertaken.
4. The following developments were identified for inclusion in the Stage 2
assessment:


Hafod Ty Ddu Wind Turbine
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5.

Tyn y ffynnon Wind Turbine
Meifod Farm, Saron, Wind Turbine
Pant y Maen Wind Farm
Bryn Cocyn Wind Turbine
Burbo Bank Extension (including onshore substation)
Llys Dymper Wind Farm
Crematorium proposal on land to south of Glascoed Road
Pilkington Playing fields site on the St Asaph business park
Bodelwyddan Key Strategic Site A
Application for a residential development at former H M Stanley Hospital
site, Upper Denbigh Rd, St Asaph.
SP Manweb notes and agrees with the Council's comment that the Proposed
Development " would be viewed in the context of existing and consented
windfarms within the northern section of the SSA, and with the concentration
of electricity infrastructure in the St Asaph area..."
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Ecology and Biodiversity
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local
Report

Impact Extract from the LiR.
For the record, the Council has concerns over the potential
impact of the proposal on biodiversity interests, unless the
Section B Local
mitigation proposed is fully implemented.
Impacts
Having reviewed Chapter 6 of the Environmental Statement and
Section 7:
its appendices, the Council’s Biodiversity Office raises no
Ecology and
objections to the proposals, but draws attention to the need for
Biodiversity
licencing and strict adherence to mitigation proposals.
Written
Representations The Officer is satisfied with the scope of the surveys,
methodologies used and conclusions drawn. A number of impacts
Section 3.6:
of the proposal have been identified, but it is considered the
Impact on
mitigation description described will eliminate or reduce these to
Wildlife
acceptable levels.
It is noted that the applicant has also sought to transfer additional
powers through the DCO. Relevant to biodiversity is the felling or
lopping of trees and removal of hedgerows. This is accepted as it
is accepted the impacts have been properly considered in the ES.
It is noted that a number of protected species licences are likely
to be require and it is suggested these should be discussed with
Natural Resources Wales (NRW).
It is suggested that periodic update meetings with the developer,
NRW and species office and DCC biodiversity office would be
welcome to keep all parties informed of progress through the
planning and construction phases.
Subject to mitigation measures bring fully implemented, the
Council considers the ecological impact of the development would
be neutral.
The WR contains an equivalent summary and also sets out that
the mitigation measures that DCC consider should be
implemented.
1. SP Manweb welcomes the Council's comments, in particular confirmation
that:
a. the Council's Biodiversity Officer raises no objections;
b. the Officer is satisfied with the scope of the surveys, methodologies
use and conclusions drawn; and
c. it accepts the powers in the DCO in respect of felling or lopping of trees
and removal of hedgerows as they have been properly considered in
the ES;
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2. The mitigation measures identified in Chapter 6 of the Environmental
Statement (Document Reference 6.6) are secured through draft DCO
Requirement 13.
3. A Schedule of Mitigation has been supplied with the deadline 2 submission
(Document Reference: SPM NWWFC SoM Document 1). This confirms
where each of the proposed mitigation measures identified in the
Environmental Statement are secured within the draft DCO.
4. Requirement 13 includes provisions that will ensure that the final CEMP is
prepared and submitted for approval to the relevant planning authority prior to
any stage of the authorised development commencing. As part of this
process meetings will be held with DCC to agree the measures included
within the CEMP prior to submission for approval and to provide updates
during construction.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Written
It is noted the proposed planting scheme includes a range of
Representation locally indigenous species. Ash (Fraxinus excelsior) is one of the
main species of north east Wales landscape which spreads freely
Paragraph
by seed and so is an obvious choice. However, Welsh Government
3.2.48
advice is to avoid planting this species until such time as Ash
Dieback has ceased to be a concern. It is recommended that an
alternative native species be considered, but preferably not
Sycamore, which is not a native.
1. Please see SP Manweb’s response to Denbigh’s written representation
Paragraph 3.2.42.
2. SPM will follow the advice of the Welsh Government and will substitute the
ash included in the proposed planting mixes with an alternative native
specie(s) as explained in the response to Denbigh’s written representation
Paragraph 3.2.42.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Written
Representation The likely effect of Ash Die-back disease has not been considered.
In North East Wales Ash forms a greater proportion of the
Paragraph
woodland and hedgerow tree population than 5% estimate for
3.2.42
England – possibly 100% in some areas. Loss will have a profound
effect on the landscape and therefore the LVIA.
1. Ash is a widespread tree within the UK occurring within woodlands, parks and
gardens. Ash is more common, as assessed by a number of measures (area,
percentage of woodland total, standing volume and number of trees) in Wales
and the more southerly areas of England, than in Scotland, Northern England
and Northern Ireland. Table 2.1 of JNCC Report No. 483 ‘The Potential
Ecological Impact of Ash Dieback in the UK’ (2014) records the areas of
woodland in different National Forest Inventory (NFI) Regions. For Wales the
table records that 13.9% of tree species within broadleaved woodlands are
ash (6.8 % of all woodlands).
2. There have been some occurrences of Chalara in Wales but the disease is
not widespread. The loss of standard trees in hedgerows and individual trees
in ‘parkland type’ landscapes within the Order Limits would be a key impact.
The landscape and visual assessment assumes a "realistic worst case"
scenario when carrying out the assessment. The assessment is therefore
undertaken in winter conditions and would therefore assume that no leaves
are on deciduous trees, such as ash. This is explained in more detail within
Appendix 7.5 (DCO Document Reference 6.20.1).
3. Woodlands and groups of trees in the Order Limits are typically of mixed
species and even if the ash failed in a stand the landscape impact would be
masked by the other trees.
4. JNCC Report No. 483 ‘The Potential Ecological Impact of Ash Dieback in the
UK’ (2014) is a comprehensive study produced by the Joint Nature
Conservancy Council which looks at the ecological effects of Chalara and
assesses the suitability of a number of possible alternative tree species to
replace ash lost to the disease. The report assumes the worst case scenario
that the impact of ash dieback in the UK will be similar to that in the rest of
Europe with a high (>95%) loss of ash, although it acknowledges that this may
not happen and the actual impact will depend on the extent and severity of
ash dieback. This is difficult to predict and there is some evidence from
continental Europe which suggests that older, mature ash trees can survive
infection and continue to provide their landscape and wildlife benefits for
some time.
5. In identifying suitable replacement species the report concludes:
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No single tree species will provide a suitable alternative for all ashassociated species but oak will support 69% of the ash-associated species
identified;
Mixtures rather than a single species of tree replacing ash would support a
much greater number and variety of ash-associated species than any
single alternative tree species;
A mixture of oak and beech could support 74% of ash-associated species;
A mixture of field maple, sycamore, birch, hazel, hawthorn, beech, poplar,
bird cherry, oak, goat willow and small-leaved lime could support 84% of
the ash-associated species;
The exact mixture of tree species considered best at any particular site to
replace ash will depend on which ash-associated species are present on
the site and the site suitability for the tree species concerned; and
Tree species that create similar environmental conditions to ash (light
levels of shade, high soil pH and rapid decomposition of leaf litter) are
more likely to maintain species typical of ash woodlands (species
associated with the woodland habitat but not necessarily the tree).

6. SP Manweb therefore confirms that the company would work with the local
authority's ecologist to determine an alternative mix of appropriate native
species for a given locality. SP Manweb will follow the advice of the Welsh
Government and will substitute the ash included in the proposed planting
mixes with an alternative native specie(s) as explained in the response to
Denbigh's written representation Paragraph 3.2.42. The Ecological
Management Plan (EcMP) (DCO Document Reference 6.17) will be updated
accordingly.
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Landscape and Visual Impact
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The Landscape and visual impacts of the development have been
Report
assessed by the Council’s Landscape Consultant. The Council’s
basic position is that the proposed overhead lines would be a
Section B
detrimental impact on the quality and integrity of the local landscape.
Local Impacts There is concern that in every section of the route, there will be
lengths of overhead line and supporting poles would be a prominent
Section 8:
feature in the local or wider landscape, and in some cases would be
Landscape
clearly visible against the skyline (which would be contrary to Holford
and Visual
Rule 4).
Paragraph 8.1.2

1. Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to Relevant Representations
presented in Section 6 ‘Cumulative Impact’, Section 9.4 ‘Environmental
Impact’ and Section 16 ‘Landscape and Visual Impact (DCO Document SPM
NWWFC RR Document 1). These sections set out the approach to the LVIA
and CLVIA (including the application of the Holford Rules) and respond to
specific comments raised in relevant representations.
2. Please refer to SP Manweb's response to FWQ 1.4, which explains how ‘good
design’ has been built into the development of the project in accordance with
the requirements of NPS EN-1 (DCO Document SPM NWWFC ExA1).
3. A route for the Proposed Development has been selected which accords with
the Holford Rules and minimises effects on the landscape and on views and
visual amenity. Routeing decisions have been strongly influenced by
consideration of potential effects on landscape, views and visual amenity and
reasonable, proportionate and appropriate embedded and secondary
mitigation measures have been taken to reduce the landscape visual and
visual amenity effects of the 132kV Overhead Line.
4. All potential likely significant landscape and visual effects upon the
environment have been assessed and the Proposed Development has
complied with all national guidance and policy, including National Policy
Statements EN-1 and EN-5. In this regard, whilst SP Manweb acknowledges
that there will be some identified likely significant environmental effects, these
are not such that they should prevent the making of the Order. The potential
adverse impacts of the Proposed Development do not outweigh the potential
benefits of the Proposed Development in meeting the need for new energy
infrastructure and, in accordance with National Policy statement EN-1,
development consent should therefore not be refused.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local
Report

Impact The Environmental Statement Figure 2.3 Connection Type:
Double Wood Pole shows the configuration of various options
required to support the conductor cables. Each pair of wooden
Section B Local
poles are to be 470 mm in diameter (18.8 inches). Above that will
Impacts
be steel braces and insulators rising a further 2.3 meters giving
an overall height range of 11.1 and 16.6 meters. In addition to the
Section 8:
large poles, the steel braces and insulators are likely to be
Landscape and
significantly more visually intrusive than just the poles, particularly
Visual
Paragraphs 8.1.3 when seen against the sky.
& 8.1.4
The overhead braces, conductors and pole arrangements would,
in many locations, be close to individual dwellings and would
adversely affect residential visual amenity.
National Policy Statement EN-5 accepts overhead lines are not
Written
Representations incompatible with licence operators’ obligations to preserve the
environment and that for the most part; adverse landscape and
3.2.4 and 3.2.5
visual impacts can be mitigated. The Council accept that this can
be the case and note that SP Manweb has considered the design
so as to avoid the use of steel pylons. Instead they propose using
a pair of wooden poles which are 470 mm in diameter (18.8
inches) and 3 meters (10ft) apart. On top of the poles will be
aluminium braces and insulators raising a further 2.3 meters (7f 8
inches) to give an overall height range of 11.1 (37 ft) and 16.6
meters (55 ft 4 inches). The wooded poles are substantial and the
steel braces and insulators are likely to be significantly more
visually intrusive than the poles, particularly when seen against
the sky. At 11.1 to 16.6 meters tall, these poles will be taller than
most native tree species and will have a substantial girth,
particularly in the upland setting areas where trees are modest in
stature.
Whilst the use of wooden poles may be more appropriate in a
rural setting, the Council does not accept that the proposed
development design reduces overall visual and landscape
impacts. In some locations the overhead braces, conductors and
pole arrangements would be close to individual dwellings, and the
proposal would adversely affect residential visual amenity. The
route also traverses, or is visible from, public rights of way and
public roads. Occupiers of properties and users of paths and
roads will be dwarfed by these large timber and aluminium
structures and would be adversely affected by the proposal.

1. SP Manweb refers the ExA to its response to First Written Question 1.4,
which explains how ‘good design’ has been built into the development of the
Proposed Development in accordance with the requirements of NPS EN-1.
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2. The use of a double wood pole support structure rather than a steel tower is
considered aesthetically preferable to steel towers as wood poles blend into a
largely rural landscape, which is domestic in scale, occasionally wooded and
well-treed landscapes between Clocaenog and St Asaph and thus result in
fewer potential landscape and visual effects. The metallic parts of the
structures tend to become less visible over time as the original metallic
galvanised veneer dulls to a grey colour.
3. Other landscape and visual benefits to using wood poles (when compared to
steel towers) are as follows:


Construction – small foundation footprint removes the need for concrete
foundations and reduces construction effects on the landscape. However
measures such as concrete or screw anchor pile foundations may be utilised
for foundations if the ground conditions are very poor;



Height – lower height and therefore more likely to be screened by trees and
other vegetation;



Span – the shorter span between wood poles, gives a wood pole line more
flexibility to route around obstacles or constraints such as areas of elevated
landform (where it would potentially be more visible) and environmentally
sensitive areas;



Landform, scale and enclosure – the dimension of wood pole supports are of
a similar scale to mature trees and are therefore well suited to a more
complex medium scale landscape of the area. The flexibility of a wood pole
line means that it can be sensitively routed to take advantage of the
backclothing effects of the undulating landform; and



Landcover – the appearance of wood pole structures is more in keeping with
the domestic scale farmland landscape of much of the area.

4. The use of wooden poles is discussed in Section 3.7.4 of ES Chapter 3:
Alternatives and Design Evolution (DCO Document Ref 6.3), which concludes
that:
‘Wood poles are preferred where technically feasible as they are less visually
intrusive, less likely to be visible on the skyline and are more flexible for
detailed routeing, providing a better fit with the landscape.’
5. Section 3.7.9 of Chapter 3 ‘Alternatives and Design Evolution’ (DCO
Document Ref 6.3) describes how SP Manweb undertook studies to identify
whether a lighter single wood pole design would be suitable. This concluded
that there is a need for a double wood pole structure because of technical
reasons relating to earthing requirements. A fuller explanation of earthing
requirements is presented in Chapter 2 of the Design and Construction Report
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(DCO Document Ref 7.1). It is also discussed in SP Manweb’s Response to
Written Representations (Response 8.4).
Assessment of Effects
6. The assessment of landscape and visual effects presented in Chapter 7
‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7) took account of the whole
structure including the insulators and braces. Any reference in the ES to
‘wood poles’ or ‘wood pole structures’ should be taken to mean reference to
the whole structure.
Visual Effects
7. The assessment of the likely operational visual effects of the Proposed
Development is set out in Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO document reference
6.7).
8. The assessment has been undertaken in accordance with industry standard
guidance in GLVIA3. NRW has confirmed, in its RR response (No. 91), that
the methods used in the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment are
appropriate, compliant with current guidance and concur with the assessment
of residual effects.
9. The assessment predicted a number of moderate effects on views and visual
amenity which would be experienced by people moving about the area
generally up to 2km from the proposed 132kV Overhead Line. These
significant effects would typically only be experienced where the proposed
132kV Overhead Line would appear in the foreground of a view and in the
more open upland areas to the south of the route near Tir Mostyn and Foel
Gasyth. In many middle distance and longer views, the appreciable screening
and backdropping afforded by the coalescence of layers of vegetation,
particularly in the undulating farmland, will generally be effective in reducing
the visibility. In these instances, the Proposed Development would not be a
noticeable component in the view and would therefore be unlikely to give rise
to significant visual effects.
10. These effects can generally be expected from a development of this type and
are typically contained, with the degree of significance decreasing rapidly with
distance from the Proposed Development. None of the effects are assessed
as major. However, none of the adverse visual effects are assessed to be
major adverse effects and thus are not considered to trigger the
"serious concerns" policy test set out in NPS EN-5.
Residential Visual Amenity Effects
11. Appendix 7.1 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.20) presents the
residential visual amenity assessment undertaken for the Proposed
Development and a summary is presented in Section 7.7 of the ES (DCO
Document Reference 6.7).
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12. All potential likely significant effects upon the environment have been
assessed and the Proposed Development has complied with all national
guidance and policy, including National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-5. In
this regard, whilst SP Manweb acknowledges that there will be some
identified likely significant environmental effects, these are not such that they
should prevent the making of the Order. The potential adverse impacts of the
Proposed Development do not outweigh the potential benefits of the
Proposed Development in meeting the need for new energy infrastructure
and, in accordance with National Policy Statement EN-1, development
consent should therefore not be refused.
13. Residential visual amenity is the assessment of the effects on views from
private properties which lie close to the Proposed Development. Residential
visual amenity means the visual amenity experienced by occupiers of
residential properties, including their gardens. Residents are typical highly
susceptible to changes in their views.
14. The approach taken by Inspectors in England confirms that in planning, no
individual has a right to a particular view. However, there may be a point
when, by virtue of the proximity, size and scale of a development, a residential
property would be rendered so unattractive a place to live that planning
permission should be refused. Whilst the assessment of whether a change in
outlook materially harms residential amenity or living conditions is ultimately a
planning issue, a judgment on the visual component of residential amenity is
often needed from a landscape architect to inform the planning judgment.
15. The assessment concludes that there is the potential for four residential
properties to experience significant visual effects from the Proposed
Development near Groesfford Marli. However, none of these predicted
effects is so great that they would commonly be described as obtrusive or
overbearing in residential visual amenity terms.
Summary
16. It is recognised in Section 5.9.18 of NPS EN-1 that ‘All proposed energy
infrastructure is likely to have visual effects for many receptors around
proposed sites’. The [IPC] will have to judge whether the visual effects on
sensitive receptors, such as local residents, and other receptors, such as
visitors to the local area, outweigh the benefits of the project.’ Based on this
and after considering the representations made about visual effects, SP
Manweb concludes that the Proposed Development is acceptable and should
be granted development consent.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local
Report

Impact The route also traverses or passes close to a number of public
rights of way and roads, and therefore users of those rights of
way would be adversely affected by the proposal.
Section B Local
Impacts
Section 8:
Landscape and
Visual Paragraph
8.1.5
[The]…route also traverses, or is visible from, public rights of way
Written
Representations and public roads. Occupiers of properties and users of paths and
roads will be dwarfed by these large timber and aluminium
3.2.5
structures and would be adversely affected by the proposal.

1. The baseline context presented in Chapter 7.5 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and
Visual’ (DOC Document Reference 6.7) identifies a number of public rights of
way and roads within the study area for the Proposed Development.
Road Users (motorists and cyclists)
“7.5.52 There is a network of narrow tracks, local lanes, minor rural roads, Bclass roads and one A-class road (A543). These afford varying degrees of
enclosure and visibility, though the A543 tends to have wider views over the
landscape, and views are generally more expansive the greater the elevation
of the road. The A55 is on the boundary of the Study Area, but views to the
south west (in the direction of the Study Area) are generally contained by
roadside vegetation with views of distant upland ridges occasionally forming
the horizon.
From the south to the north the following have been identified:
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the single carriageway A543 which runs north east from Groes
towards Denbigh through the lower/ central part of the Study Area
(the 132 kV Overhead Line oversails this road to the east of Groes);



the B4501 which runs north east from Llyn Brenig to Denbigh,
following the southern section of the Proposed Development;



the B5435 which runs south east from Nantglyn to Saron across the
southern section of the Study Area;



the B5428 which runs north east from Groes to Henllan, crossing the
centre of the Study Area to the south of Henllan;



the B5382 which runs east to west from Henllan to the upland area
around Moel Fodiar, across the centre of the Study Area;



the B5381 Glascoed Road which runs east to west from St Asaph
towards Bodelwyddan Park and Kinmel Park, across the northern tip
of the Study Area; and
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a network of minor rural roads, country lanes and tracks which
provide good interconnectivity across the Study Area particularly to
the centre of the area around Peniel, Groes, Segrwyd, Groes, west
of Henllan and Cefn Berain.”

People Engaged in Outdoor Recreation
7.5.53 A network of public footpaths crosses the landscape. There are no
National trails or cycle routes within the Study Area; however, the Final Route
Alignment crosses the Clwydian Way Regional Trail, a 122 mile circular long
distance footpath, created to celebrate the Millennium and the North Wales
Pilgrim’s Way long distance footpath, both of which are regionally valued and
promoted.
7.5.61 Users of the public rights of way network, including:


Clocaenog Public Forest and the Clwydian Way Regional Trail ;



a public footpath network around Saron, leading west to Soar and
Nantglyn, and east to Moel Prion, and south to Moel Ytta;



a public footpath network around Peniel with connections to the
north, south, east and west;



a public footpath network around Segrwyd, Pandy and Bodeiliog
Uchaf, which connects into Gwaenynog to the northeast, and Foel
Gasyth to the south;



a public footpath network around Eriviat with connections to Denbigh
and Gwaenynog in the east, Henllan in the north, and Moel Tywysog
in the west;



The Clwydian Way Regional Trail through Hafod, leading to Moel
Fodiar via the Llannefydd Lowlands in the west, and Henllan,
Foxhall Newydd and Denbigh in the east;



The North Wales Pilgrim’s Way long distance footpath near Croen
Llwm Mawr, from the Elwy Valley in the north east and across the
Llannefydd Lowlands in the west;



a public footpath network around Bodysgawen Isaf which connects
the Elwy Valley in the east with Llannefydd in the west;



a public footpath along the northern slopes of the Elwy Valley near
Plas Hafod; and



a public footpath north of the Cefn Meiriadog, near Pentre Mawr.

2. A number of these roads and public rights of way are included in the summary
of the viewpoint assessment presented in Table 7.21 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape
and visual’ (DCO Document 6.7) and in the full viewpoint assessment
presented in Appendix 7.3 to the ES ‘Viewpoint Assessment (DCO Document
Ref 6.20.3D). Effects on all public rights of way in the study area were not
assessed individually, which is standard practice for linear projects of this
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nature However, the assessment does consider the effect on key public rights
of way identified in the LVIA.

3. The summary of significant visual effects presented in paragraphs 7.7.125 –
7.7.129 concludes that there would be likely significant effects on some
sections of public rights of way in the following locations:
“7.7.125 Moderate and therefore significant visual effects have been predicted
in the following locations:
 from the settlements, hamlets, clustered properties and footpaths on
the western slopes of the Lliwen valley (including Nantglyn), where
there are distant but skylined views of the alignment, as it runs
across the shoulder of the Tir Mostyn ridge (Viewpoints 42 and 47);
 from the Open Country Region (Open Access Land), the clustered
properties and public footpath network on the southern slopes of
Foel Gasyth and the adjacent B4501, where there are long views
over the surrounding landscape and of the alignment as it runs
(backclothed) along the shoulder of the Tir Mostyn ridge and close to
the network of footpaths located on the Tir Mostyn ridge (Viewpoint
3);
 from footpaths in the more exposed upland areas to the south of the
route near Foel Gasyth and Tir Mostyn that are likely to experience
more prolonged views of the Proposed Development;
 from the B5435 in Saron, the settlement at Saron, the Caer Mynydd
caravan site, the local footpath network which crosses the Proposed
Development, and the localised valley around Saron, as the
alignment runs north across the valley and heads up over the ridge
east of Foel Gasyth (Viewpoint 2);
 from the northern slopes of the ridge east of Foel Gasyth and Peniel,
and close to the alignment (part of the Denbigh and Derwen Hills) at
Viewpoint 50;
 from hamlets, clustered properties and linear routes which cross or
lie close to the Proposed Development as it heads towards the
Llannefydd Lowlands via Peniel, Segrwyd, and Eriviat. These are
represented by viewpoints at the B4501 northeast of Peniel
(Viewpoint 5), the local lane northeast of Segrwyd (Viewpoint 8) and
the A543 between Denbigh and Groes (Viewpoint 11);
 from clustered properties, local roads and footpaths close to the
route as it crosses more open areas of landscape, areas where tree
felling is required (north of Eriviat Bach Isaf and Hafod) and small
localised undulations in the Llannefydd Lowlands. These are
represented by the localised section of the B5428 near Eriviat Hall
where the Proposed Development briefly skylines (Viewpoint 12),
and at Berain (Viewpoint 26);
 from clustered properties, local lanes and footpaths close to the
route as it crosses well treed areas of landscape (where tree felling
is required) and small localised undulations on the approach to the
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Elwy Valley, including near the North Wales Pilgrim’s Way Long
Distance Trail (Viewpoints 27 and 32);
from clustered properties, local lanes and footpaths in the north of
the Lower Elwy Valley, close to the route as it crosses well treed
areas of landscape on the slopes of the Lower Elwy Valley
(Viewpoint 37) and as the Proposed Development crosses the
ridges on approach to the valley from the south (Viewpoint 34); and
from clustered properties, local lanes, and the network of public
footpaths on the northern slopes of the Cefn Meiriadog, which lie
close to the Proposed Development where it is likely to skyline (in a
small section) as it crosses the ridge.

7.7.126 These selected viewpoints are a representative selection of the more
sensitive viewpoints within the vicinity of the Final Route Alignment. As such,
other receptors (of a similar type) are likely to experience visual effects of
similar or lesser significance.
7.7.127 In general significant visual effects are most likely to be experienced
at viewpoints close to the Proposed Development. Even then, views are likely
to be partially screened by the undulating topography and intervening
vegetation.
7.7.128 The overhead line is likely to be more visible in views in the south of
the Study Area, from the upland locations near Clocaenog, Tir Mostyn and
Foel Gasyth.
Much of the Proposed Development would be largely unseen from the north
of the Study Area, due to the intervening topography of the Cefn Meiriadog
ridge.
4. SP Manweb’s approach to specific mitigation is presented in Section 7.8 of
Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Reference 6.7) with a list
of specific mitigation planting proposals presented in Table 7.23. Further
explanation of secondary mitigation is presented in SP Manweb’s response to
the Relevant Representation No. 90 in Section 16.3 of RR Document 1.
5. A summary of residual effects is presented in Section 7.10 of Chapter 7
‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7). This concludes that the
residual effects on public rights of way and roads would be as follows:
Visual Effect on Footpaths & Bridleways
“ 7.10.11 Where wood pole structures are located close to a footpath or a
regional or long distance trail (e.g., the North Wales Pilgrim’s Way and the
Clwydian Way), new tree and hedgerow planting is proposed to help offset
any effects. Whilst, in time, this would compensate for some of the adverse
visual effects, it would not be possible to screen views of all poles and the
residual effect on short sections of bridleways and footpaths is likely to remain
locally moderate. However, it is important to note that this effect would be
transient and localised. Localised effects are likely to remain moderate in
more open landscapes to the south of the Proposed Development near Tir
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Mostyn, where extensive tree or hedgerow planting is not considered
appropriate to the local landscape character.”
6. Visual Effect on Local Roads and Lanes
“7.10.12 The visual effect on local roads and lanes before mitigation is
generally likely to be locally moderate. Hedgerow improvements and
hedgerow tree planting along the roadsides could, in time, help to limit views.
However, due to the proximity of the overhead line, particularly as it
oversailed the road or lane, the residual effects, although very localised, are
likely to remain moderate. This is particularly likely in more open landscapes
to the south of the Proposed Development near Tir Mostyn, where extensive
tree or hedgerow planting is not considered appropriate to the local landscape
character.
7.10.13 Localised tree and hedgerow planting to infill gaps in field hedgerows
is proposed to help offset any effects. Whilst, in time, this would compensate
for some of the adverse visual effects, it would not be possible to screen all
views of the Proposed Development and the residual effect is likely to remain
moderate. It should be noted that these effects would be localised, transient
and would diminish rapidly with distance.”
7. Whilst SP Manweb acknowledges that there will be some identified likely
significant effects on a number of public rights of way these effects,
particularly where a footpath is oversailed by the Proposed Development,
would be transient and localised and are not such that they should prevent the
making of the Order.
8. It is noted that DCC in its LiR at paragraph 13.4 has stated that "[t]he Council
consider the proposal would have a Neutral impact on the highway and
footway network...."
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local
Report

Impact It is considered that these are prepared to a high quality and
honestly show the scheme in a winter ‘Worst Case’ with no leaves
on the tress. However, they do not necessary show how the view
Section B Local
might be worsened with greater visibility when brighter, clearer
Impacts
conditions prevail. In some cases the viewpoints moderate a view
which would be much worse from a public place nearby, or with a
Section 8:
change of orientation. In this basis the viewpoints chosen tend to
Landscape and
Visual Paragraph underplay the scale of visual intrusion and effects on the
landscape.
8.3.1
The Council has concerns regarding the use of the term ‘worst
Written
Representations case’. Including in paragraph 7.4.29 the ES, which states that:
‘The magnitude of both landscape and visual effects is affected
3.2.21 to 3.2.23
by seasonal change in terms of the baseline visibility, which in
turn is affected by the weather and the screening effects of
deciduous vegetation. The photographs presented in the ES were
taken during the winter months which represents the realistic
worst-case scenario in terms of visibility, i.e. when deciduous
trees have lost their leaves.’
The photographs and photomontages show a possible ‘worst
case’ when deciduous trees are leafless and visibility is
reasonable. It is questioned whether this is really the worst case
in all viewpoints. During spring, summer and autumn, during
better weather conditions and more daylight hours, observers are
more likely to be outside using public footpaths, gardens, roads
and public areas. In these seasons better light and long periods of
good visibility ensure that even quite small elements of a
landscape cast strong shadows and are visible for considerable
distances.
In numerous locations along the route open landscapes where
trees or hedges are low in height, sparse, or absent, or where the
poles and lines would be elevated or sky-lined, seasonal changes
in vegetation do not have a major influence on indivisibility. The
Council therefore challenge the idea that the photomontages
show the worst case. Site inspection undertaken in late August
2015 found some viewpoints presented more adverse impacts
than those shown in the photomontages.

1. Appendix 7.5 (DCO Document Ref 6.20.1) explains how photomontages were
produced in line with the following guidance documents which includes:


The Landscape Institute/ IEEMA Guidelines for Landscape and Visual
Assessment (GLVIA3);
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Landscape Institute Advice Note 01/11 (Photography and Photomontage
in Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment); and
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) Visual Representation of Windfarms:
Good Practice Guidance.

2. 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 Reference 6.30).
3. Photographs are taken when deciduous trees and hedges are not in leaf, in
order to represent the scenario whereby any potential screening of the
Proposed Development by vegetation is at a minimum. This is referred to as
‘realistic worst case scenario’. In reality, the visibility or perceptibility of the
line of a development also depends on the weather and time of day.
4. Whilst every effort is made to take them on the clearest and brightest possible
conditions, inevitably this is not always possible. Also, by taking photographs
on the brightest winter days this can mean that that small elements in the
landscape cast strong shadows and are visible over considerable distances,
thereby accentuating their presence in the landscape. This is why wireframes
are provided for all the viewpoints as these help illustrate the likely effects of
the development regardless on time the year or screening effect of vegetation.
5. It is also important to note that the quality of the viewpoints do not affect the
Landscape Architect’s judgement which is made on the basis of desk top and
site based surveys on a number of occasions in different weather conditions
and times of the day.
6. 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
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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.
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.
SP Manweb considers that all relevant viewpoint locations have
included, as described in the response to question 8.2(b) below.’

been

In addition it was noted that:
‘7.4.70 In this respect viewpoints were selected to provide:
o a balance of viewpoints either side and at varying distances from
the Final Route Alignment;
o 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);
o 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.
o 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;
o important historic or cultural sites where people are likely to
appreciate the wider landscape setting; and
o 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).”
7. 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
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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.”
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local
Report

Impact The proposed mitigation involves areas of woodland edge
planting, hedgers and hedgerow trees. The mitigation planting
measures are shown in the Landscape Plans Sheet 1 to 13. Once
Section B Local
the Orders are confirmed the proposed mitigation becomes a
Impacts
binding commitment. Some of this planting is by agreement with
the landowner. The ES Chapter 7 Landscape and Technical
Section 8:
Appendix 7.6 provides details of the planting scheme and states
Landscape and
Visual Paragraph that the planting maintenance will continue for 5 years.
Subsequent maintenance will be the responsibility of the
8.4
landowner. It would be a breach of the commitments made
through the ES if the landowner cut down the trees and hedgers
and so removed mitigation.
It should be clarified whether there will be any transfer of legal
responsibility to the landowner to ensure that the trees and
hedges continue to grow to achieve the objectives of mitigation.
How will SP Manweb ensure that their commitments are fulfilled
and sustained for the life of the powerline, and whether the ES
commitment will remain with SP Manweb?
If the Orders are confirmed it is assumed that proposed mitigation
Written
Representations within the Orders Boundary become a binding commitment for SP
Manweb. Subsequently maintenance will be the responsibility of
3.2.46 – 3.2.47
the landowner. It would be a breach of the commitments made
through the ES if the planting died, failed to achieve the expected
growth, or the landowner cut down the trees and hedges. It would
therefore be useful to understand how SP Manweb will be
responsible for sustaining this planting to fulfil commitments for
the life of the scheme and beyond the 5 years of aftercare if it is
returned to the landowner.
It is considered essential to clarify whether legal responsibility to
ensure effective mitigation is passed onto the landowner or will
remain with SP Manweb to ensure that mitigation achieves the
objective and satisfies their commitments within 15 years, and
lasts for the life of the scheme (25 years or more). This will
require resources to allow regular monitoring and reporting and to
carry out appropriate interventions over the life of the scheme.

1. The draft Development Consent Order includes an obligation upon SP
Manweb to submit a written landscaping scheme in accordance with the
outline landscape management plan. That plan includes details of a
maintenance regime to ensure that SP Manweb maintains the landscaping
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mitigation measures identified as necessary in the environmental statement.
That obligation is secured by requirement 5 of the draft DCO.
2. In order for SP Manweb to undertake its landscaping mitigation obligations
and thereafter maintain the relevant planting it is seeking to acquire the
necessary land rights to do so, in the first instance by agreement, but failing
that by compulsory acquisition.
3. In addition to the landscaping mitigation measures included in the DCO, SP
Manweb will ensure that landowners are unable to remove the said landscape
mitigation measures. Where it reaches agreement with landowners the
relevant easement will include an obligation on the landowner not to remove
the landscaping mitigation measures. In the event the easement is secured by
compulsory acquisition, the book of Reference (DCO Document 4.3V2 (class
1(g)) includes a restrictive covenant for landowners not to cut down
landscaping planting. Therefore the landscaping planting will remain in situ. At
the request of CCBC, express reference to 5 years has been deleted from
requirement 7 in the latest version of the DCO, submitted at Deadline 2; the
period will be agreed with the relevant planning authorities at the time of
submission of the landscaping management plan (requirement 5) and the
replacement planting scheme (requirement 7). Whatever the agreed
maintenance period will be, which will be a minimum of 5 years, SP Manweb
will have the necessary land rights to carry out its duties under the
maintenance regime, either through voluntary agreements or through the
creation of rights under the Development Consent Order.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment concludes that
Report
there will be moderate adverse visual impacts on numerous
properties and public viewpoints. It also concludes that there will
Section B Local be moderate adverse impacts on the landscape in a number of
Impacts
areas. These detrimental impacts have been underestimated in
the ES and the severity should be considered as a justification for
Section 8:
Landscape and undergrounding.
Visual
Paragraph 8.5

Approach to Assessment
1. SP Manweb’s approach to assessing the landscape and visual effects
(including residential visual amenity and cumulative effects) of the Proposed
Development is presented in Sections 7.4 and 7.9 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape
and Visual’ (DCO Document Reference 6.7). Further discussion on the
methodology is presented in SP Manweb’s responses to the Relevant
Representations (Section 16.4 – 16.7 and Section 16.11 of RR Document 1).
2. NRW has confirmed, in its relevant representations response (No. 91) that the
methods used in the landscape and visual impact assessment are
appropriate, compliant with current guidance and that they concur with the
assessment of residual effects.
3. Section 7.4 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.7) explains how informed
professional assessment, drawing on guidance in GLVIA3 was used to
categorise the landscape and visual effects into one of four broad categories
– negligible, minor, moderate and major.
For the purposes of the
assessment, effects judged to be moderate or major are considered to be
significant. An indication of the guidance used to determine whether a likely
effect is of moderate or major significance is presented in Table 7.8 and
Section 7.14 of the ES respectively (DCO Document Reference 6.7).
4. In terms of whether the effects should be identified as ‘major’, GLVIA3
emphasises that there are no hard and fast rules about what makes a
landscape effect significant and therefore there cannot be a standard or
matrix approach since circumstances vary depending on the locations,
landscape context and type of development.
5. Significance can only be defined in relation to a particular development and its
specific location. The relationship between receptors and effects is not
typically a linear one. The diagram below gives an approximation as to how
sensitivity and magnitude can be considered together to determine whether
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an effect is significant or not (with the shaded areas indicating likely significant
effects (both moderate and major).
6. It should be noted that the threshold categories indicated in the diagram
represent part of a continuum of significance. Effects may fall within a high
or lower part of a significance category. On occasions in the ES, the effects
may be referred as, for example, moderate/ major. This is more likely to be
the case when describing cumulative effects, where the parameters of the
assessment may be less defined.

Assessment Conclusions
7. The assessment predicted a number of moderate effects on landscape and
views which would be experienced by people moving about the area generally
up to 2km from the proposed 132kV Overhead Line. These significant effects
would typically only be experienced where the proposed 132kV Overhead
Line would appear in the foreground of a view and in the more open upland
areas at the southern end of the Proposed Development around Tir Mostyn
and Foel Gasyth. In many middle distance and longer views, the appreciable
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screening and backdropping afforded by the coalescence of layers of
vegetation, particularly in the undulating farmland, will generally be effective in
reducing the visibility. In these instances, the Proposed Development would
not be a noticeable component in the view and would therefore be unlikely to
give rise to significant visual effects.
8. The assessment concludes that there is the potential for four residential
properties to experience significant visual effects from the Proposed
Development near Groesfford Marli. However, none of these predicted
effects are so great that they would commonly be described as obtrusive or
‘overbearing’ in residential visual amenity terms.
9. Whilst the cumulative landscape and visual assessments indicate that at the
southern end of the Proposed Development near Tir Mostyn, 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 to be small. It is the wind farms and
turbines that have the greatest contribution to cumulative effects. Even if
undergrounding of the Proposed Development were to take place in this
locations the impact would remain the same.
10. Moderate (significant) cumulative visual effects have been identified from
receptors within the Llannefydd Lowlands 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.
11. The identification of some significant landscape and visual effects is not
unusual and is acknowledged in NPS EN-1 (paragraphs 5.9.8 and 5.9.18):
a. "Virtually all nationally significant energy infrastructure projects will
have effects on the landscape" (paragraph 5.9.8)
b. "All proposed energy infrastructure is likely to have visual effects for
many receptors around proposed sites" (paragraph 5.9.18).
12. The introduction of some 215 (circa 13m high) structures into the rural
landscape of North Wales will inevitably result in some significant landscape
and visual effects.
13. SP Manweb considers that the predicted effects of the Proposed
Development have not been underestimated and are proportionate to the type
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of development proposed and to the type of landscape in which it is located.
The fact that none of the effects was assessed as major is not unexpected.
An overhead line would be visible in the landscape, but the double wood pole
structure chosen is of an appropriate scale (similar in height to mature trees,
and generally lying below the horizon formed by the tree canopy) and is
constructed from a material which sits well within this (largely) well-treed
landscape. Combined with the careful route which has been selected, this
embedded mitigation would reduce the likely effects.
14. Whilst SP Manweb acknowledges that there will be some identified likely
significant environmental effects, these are not such that they should prevent
the making of the Order.
Undergrounding
15. SP Manweb’s approach to assessing the requirement for undergrounding is
presented in the Appendix to the Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref
7.5).
16. Further discussion on the approach is presented in Section 19.3 of SP
Manweb’s response to the Relevant Representations (RR Document 1). It is
also discussed in SP Manweb’s responses to FWQ 1.4
17. Section 16.3 of SP Manweb’s response to Relevant Representations (RR
Document 1) summarises the approach to route selection and
undergrounding as follows:
“16.3.14 A route for the Proposed Development has been selected which
as far as possible accords with the Holford Rules and minimises effects on
the landscape and on views and visual amenity. Routeing decisions have
been strongly influenced by consideration of potential effects on
landscape, views and visual amenity and reasonable, proportionate and
appropriate embedded and secondary mitigation measures have been taken
to reduce the landscape visual and visual amenity effects of the 132kV
Overhead Line.
16.3.15
EN-5 makes it clear that undergrounding should only be
considered as a mitigation measure where there are "serious concerns"
about the potential adverse landscape and visual effects of a proposed
overhead line. There is no definition of "serious concerns", but SP Manweb
has previously interpreted this term to mean adverse significant landscape
and visual effects that are over and above that expected for this type of
project. In the context of an overhead line, this is taken to be a major
adverse effect as identified in the ES for the Proposed Development.
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16.3.16
SP Manweb sees this as a reasonable interpretation given
Government policy as set out in the context of EN-5 which accepts overhead
lines can be compliant with licence operators’ obligations to preserve
environmental amenity.
16.3.17 As set out in the "Appraisal of the 132kV Overhead Line Against
National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (NPS EN-5)
In Relation to Undergrounding" (DCO document reference 7.5) and in the
ES, whilst there are a number of significant moderate landscape and visual
effects, including cumulative landscape effects, the level of significance
of these effects does not give rise to serious concerns. Accordingly, it
is SP Manweb's contention that undergrounding is not an appropriate
mitigation measure in respect of the Proposed Development.
Despite this conclusion, SP Manweb, for robustness reasons, assessed that
part of the 132kV Overhead Line that would pass through the Tir Mostyn
area against the tests in EN-5 (need, cost, alternative routes) as this area
has been identified as having the potential for borderline moderatemajor cumulative visual effects. SP Manweb's conclusion is that the cost
of placing this section of the 132kV Overhead Line underground would
not be outweighed by the benefit and as such does not see that the
underground option is justified in this case. The contribution of the
Proposed Development to the total cumulative effects is considered to be
small. It is the Wind Farms and turbines that have the greatest contribution
to cumulative effects. Taking this into consideration, no mitigation measures
are proposed and the residual effects are likely to remain the same.”
18. Whilst there are a number of significant landscape and visual effects, the
level of significance of these effects does not give rise to serious
concerns. The moderate-major cumulative landscape and visual effects
which have been identified near Tir Mostyn would arise even if the Proposed
Development were underground. Accordingly, it is SP Manweb's contention
that undergrounding is not an appropriate mitigation measure in respect of the
Proposed Development.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact There is already an operational windfarm and individual turbine
Report
development within and outside of the Strategic Search Area
(SSA) which would be viewed alongside the proposed overhead
Section B Local lines and consented windfarm developments in the SSA with
Impacts
extant planning permission, which are awaiting a grid connection.
Section 8:
Landscape and There is a concentration of electricity infrastructure in St Asaph
area, which consists of substation buildings, and existing
Visual
transmission and distribution high voltage overhead lines.
Paragraph 8.6
The project when constructed would be viewed in the context of
existing and consented windfarms within the northern section of
the SAA, and with the concentration of electricity infrastructure in
the St Asaph area which may give rise to adverse cumulative
visual effects.
The ES also explains that there will be ‘Associated Development’
outside the scope of the Development Consent Order and so are
not addressed. These could be significant locally and so perhaps
should be taken into account in the LVIA. The short term impacts
of haul routes, lay down areas, and the site compound at
Broadleys Farm should be considered.
Overall cumulative impacts are stated as lots of moderately
detrimental impacts which are significant adverse. Taking into
account the additional developments listed above the cumulative
impact of the schemes would be somewhat greater than indicated.
1. Chapter 4 of the Environmental Statement ‘EIA Methodology (DCO Document
Reference 6.4) provides information on the approach to, and the projects that
were included within, the cumulative assessment.
2. SP Manweb considered the combined and cumulative impacts of the
Proposed Development, taking into account the consultation response of
Denbighshire County Council, using the following staged approach:

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



Stage 2 - Any other relevant developments (which includes developments
already in existence, together with committed developments and for
projects where consent is being sought).
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3. Operational windfarms, individual turbine development and other existing
electricity infrastructure formed part of the baseline against which the
environmental assessment was undertaken.
4. The Wider Scheme works do not form part of the Proposed Development and
were therefore considered within the cumulative assessment rather than
within the individual topic chapters of the ES. Information was provided within
Appendices 1.1 - 1.5 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.17).
5. As noted above, Stage 1 of the cumulative assessment considered the effects
of the Proposed Development in the context of the Wider Scheme. Access
routes, storage areas, and the site compound at Broadleys Farm are part of
the Proposed Development and were therefore considered within the
assessment itself. The cumulative assessment included the assessment of
landscape and visual effects.
6. SP Manweb considers that the environmental impact assessment has
considered the Proposed Development in its entirety and that the cumulative
assessment has considered the developments listed in the Local Impact
Report and therefore the outcome of the assessments is correct.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local
Report

Impact The Objection to the scheme raised by Denbighshire County
Council relates to the need to minimise visual impact by placing
the cables underground. The Overarching Policy Statement for
Section B Local
Energy document (NPS) EN-5 sets out when undergrounding of
Impacts
cables should be considered, ‘Where there is serious concern
about the potential adverse landscape and visual effects of a
Section 8:
proposed overhead line.’ SP Manweb have indicated that they
Landscape and
Visual Paragraph choose to interpret ‘serious concern’ as being where there
‘Adverse significant landscape and visual effects that are over
8.2.1 to 8.2.3
and above that expected for this type of project’. They base this
approach on that used in a preceding scheme in mid Wales.
The route selection process is set out in the Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution. This
useful document sets out how three alternative route corridors
(Red, Green and Blue) were identified and a Preferred Route
determined. It is not clear from this ES Chapter 3 whether the
potential for undergrounding, as ‘embedded mitigation’ was
actually properly evaluated during route selection. It appears from
this Chapter, and from SP Manweb’s stated intent, that
undergrounding can only be considered as a form of landscape or
visual mitigation during the final development of the Preferred
Route design once a given length has been identified as being of
‘serious concern’.
The Council raises the following matters:
1. It is not considered that the SP Manweb statement,
‘Adverse significant landscape and visual effects that are
over and above that expected for this type of project’ is fair
and reasonable justification for not investing in the burial of
cables.
2. It is possible that a different Preferred Route might have
been considered if the undergrounding option had been
taken into consideration for all parts of the route at the
earliest stage. It is also possible that come of the more
significant visual and landscape impacts would be reduced
in the long term if burial had been considered.
3. Clarification would be appreciated regarding the minimum
feasible length of undergrounding that can be considered
as economical.
4. It is questioned why undergrounding of cables is the best
option at the north end of the scheme, but not appropriate
elsewhere. The ES states that the undergrounding is
carried out as Permitted Development Rights under the
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) Order 1995. A considerably shorter length of
overhead cable would be required to complete the route in
place of underground cables.
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The Council accept the approach taken to the development of
Written
Representations route corridors and the selection of a preferred route is
appropriate, and recognise that following a public consultation,
3.2.6 - 3.2.9
the preferred route was amended to pass further to the west of
Henllan to address particular concerns. However, the Council has
concerns about the examination of route options in relation to
undergrounding.
The Objections to the scheme raised by Denbighshire County
Council incorporate the requirement that the cables are placed
underground. The Overarching Policy Statement for Energy
(NPS) EN-5 sets out when undergrounding of cables should be
considered, i.e. ‘Where there is serious concerns about the
potential adverse landscape and visual effects of a proposed
overhead line.’ SP Manweb have indicated that they choose to
interpret ‘serious concern’ as being where there are ‘Adverse
significant landscape and visual effects that are over and above
that expected for this type of project’. They base this approach on
the one taken on a previous scheme in mid Wales.
The route selection process is set out in the Environmental
Statement (ES) Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution. This
useful document sets out how three alternative route corridors
(Red, Green and Blue) were identified and a Preferred Route was
determined. It is not clear from this ES Chapter 3 whether the
potential for undergrounding, as ‘embedded mitigation’ was
actually properly evaluated during route selection. It appears from
this Chapter, and from SP Manweb’s stated intent, that
undergrounding can only be considered as a form of landscape or
visual mitigation during the final development of the Preferred
Route design once a given length has been identified as being of
‘serious concern’.
In relation to these matters:
a. It is not considered that the SP Manweb statement,
‘Adverse significant landscape and visual effects are over
and above that expected for this type of project’ is a fair
and reasonable justification for not investing in the burial of
cables.
b. It is possible that a different Preferred Route might have
been considered if the undergrounding option had been
taken into consideration for all or part of the route at the
earliest stage. It is also possible that some of the more
significant visual and landscape impacts, such as skylining, would be reduced if burial had been considered.
c. Clarification would be appreciated regarding the minimum
feasible length of undergrounding that can be considered
as economical.
It is questioned why undergrounding of cables is the best
option at the north end of the scheme, but not appropriate
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elsewhere. The ES states that the undergrounding is carried
out as Permitted Development Rights under the Town and
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order
1995. A considerably shorter length of overhead cable would
be required to complete the route in place of underground
cables.
1.

SP Manweb welcomes the Council's confirmation that it accepts the
approach taken to the development of the alternative route corridors and that
it the selection of the preferred route is appropriate. SP Manweb also
welcomes the Council's acknowledgement that SP Manweb amended the
preferred route following consultation to pass further to the west of Henllan
to address particular concerns.

2.

Embedded mitigation is included both through the design and optioneering
process i.e. avoidance of significant effects through the design process
which is described in the Strategic Options Report (DCO Document
Reference 7.3) and Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution of the ES
(DCO Document Reference 6.3) and those measures which have been
embedded into the project through standard mitigation techniques for the
construction phase. As described in Chapter 2 ‘Description of the Proposed
Development’ SP Manweb has produced a Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) (Appendix 2.1 to the ES, (DCO Document
Reference 6.18V2) which identifies those responsible for overseeing the
construction works and outlines a series of established good practice
working methods intended to minimise environmental disturbance.
Compliance with the CEMP is secured through Requirement 13 of the draft
DCO.

3.

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

3.1

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

3.2

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.

4.

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
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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 of NPS EN-1 refers to the need for
considering alternatives to the Proposed Development.
5.

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.

6.

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.

7.

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.

8.

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)

9.

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)
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10.

Government policy on undergrounding is continued in paragraph 2.8.9 which
states:

10.1

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.

10.2

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 :
10.2.1 the impact on residential areas, and those of natural beauty or
historic importance such as National Parks, AONBs and the Broads);
10.2.2

additional cost of any undergrounding.

11.

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).

12.

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.

13.

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
are between 4.7 and 6.7 times that of an overhead line. A wholly
underground option is therefore not supported in statute or policy.

14.

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 and paragraph 5.9.8 of NPS
EN-1). 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.
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15.

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".

16.

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.
Responding to each of the individual points raised by the Council in turn:
a. It is not considered that the SP Manweb statement, ‘Adverse significant
landscape and visual effects are over and above that expected for this type of
project’ is a fair and reasonable justification for not investing in the burial of
cables.

17.

SP Manweb has addressed the undergrounding of the Proposed
Development in the following documents and responses:






18.

The Planning Statement (DCO Document Reference 7.4) and supporting
Technical Appendix (DCO Document Reference 7.5) look at the need for
undergrounding specifically in this location in detail and conclude that the
Proposed Development does not meet the “serious concerns” test set out
in NPS EN-5 and therefore it is acceptable for an overhead line to be
proposed for this project;
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; and
SP Manweb's response to Paragraph 3.2.31 – 3.2.35 of these written
representations.
SP Manweb has also responded to the ExA regarding FWQ 8.1. The
response confirms that SP Manweb has carried out a detailed environmental
assessment of the Proposed Development and this is reported in the ES
(DCO document References 6.1-6.28). The Planning Statement assesses
the Proposed Development against relevant planning policy, from National
Policy Statements (NPS) to local authority development plan policies.
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19.

In summary, a number of moderate, and therefore significant, landscape and
visual effects, including cumulative landscape effects, have emerged from
the EIA process. The level of significance of these effects does not give rise
to the "serious concerns" required by NPS EN-5. As such, SP Manweb has
not seen a need to assess the areas where these effects arise further
against the considerations referred to in NPS EN-5.

20.

There is no overarching requirement for undergrounding. It is required only
where there is an identified need for it (i.e. where there are serious concerns
about the potential adverse landscape and visual effects (paragraph 2.8.8 of
National Policy Statement EN-5)) and where the environmental benefit
outweighs the substantial additional cost. In relation to undergrounding
Appendix 1 to the Planning Statement (DCO Document Reference 7.5)
considers whether undergrounding would be justified as an element of the
Proposed Development. This paper concludes that undergrounding of the
Proposed Development is not justified.

21.

SP Manweb has considered a wholly underground design and considers this
cannot be justified given Government policy accepts the need for overhead
lines and the relatively higher costs of such a scheme in this case.

22.

SP Manweb has also had regard to concerns raised in consultation feedback
regarding visual amenity effects on existing views.

23.

It should be noted that SP Manweb's approach is conservative: whilst NPS
EN-5 does not refer to cumulative effects in the context of undergrounding,
SPM has considered cumulative effects in its assessment.

24.

In summary, SP Manweb regards the above assessment as a reasonable
approach to the matter of considering undergrounding options, addressing
and testing consultation responses and to assist the consideration of the
project as a whole.
b. It is possible that a different Preferred Route might have been considered if
the undergrounding option had been taken into consideration for all or part of
the route at the earliest stage. It is also possible that some of the more
significant visual and landscape impacts, such as sky-lining, would be
reduced if burial had been considered.

25.

As detailed above, a wholly underground option is not considered to meet
SP Manweb's statutory duty and is not required under national and Welsh
policy. Furthermore, the cost differential discounts this option. In its routing
options, the next step is for SP Manweb to identify overhead line routes.

26.

SP Manweb has a duty to mitigate and the aim to minimise the impacts of an
overhead line. SP Manweb complies with this duty and aim by identifying
various routing options and overhead line configurations. In this instance,
the preferred route and configuration which SP Manweb considers satisfies
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its duties and national and Welsh planning policy is the 132kV Overhead
Line the subject of this application together with an underground element at
the northern end of the line.
c. Clarification would be appreciated regarding the minimum feasible length of
undergrounding that can be considered as economical.

27.

With regards to the minimum feasible length of undergrounding cable that
can be considered as economical, as discussed above and in Appendix 1 to
the Planning Statement (DCO Document Reference 7.5) no length of
undergrounding has been considered to be economically feasible for the
Proposed Development. Please refer to SP Manweb’s response to FWQs
1.16, 1.17 and 8.1 which explain why the serious concerns test has not been
met.

d. It is questioned why undergrounding of cables is the best option at the north
end of the scheme, but not appropriate elsewhere. The ES states that the
undergrounding is carried out as Permitted Development Rights under the
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995. A
considerably shorter length of overhead cable would be required to complete
the route in place of underground cables.
28.

SP Manweb is proposing to underground the circuit from the St Asaph
substation to the terminal pole. The requirement for an underground cable
section was identified early on in the project development and SP Manweb
considered this the best option in this location.

29.

There are two existing high voltage overhead lines already in the vicinity of
St Asaph Substation, namely the National Grid 400kV transmission line and
the SP Manweb 132kV double circuit tower line. Construction of overhead
lines underneath existing National Grid transmission lines can be difficult and
may require closures of the transmission line during construction. It is not
possible to route the Proposed Development underneath the SP Manweb
132kV double circuit tower line due to the requirement for set safety
clearances between electrical circuits.

30.

There is also a large amount of built development surrounding St Asaph
Substation, with plans for additional electrical infrastructure (for example the
Burbo Bank Extension substation and underground cables). It was not
possible to identify a suitable overhead line route through this built
development into the St Asaph substation.

31.

Due to the technical and built constraints identified, SP Manweb decided to
proceed with an underground cable section in this area. Ground investigation
works have been undertaken to confirm the conditions within which the
underground cable will be laid.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The Council does not challenge the need for a suitable connection
Report
to the national grid from consented wind farms.
Section C Policy NPS (EN-5) provides further detail on considerations to be applied
Context
to overhead line proposals. Of particular relevance to the
application are:
Paragraph 17:
National
Planning Policy EN-5 paragraph 2.8.2, which states “…EN-1 sets out the need for
new electricity lines of 132kV and above, including overhead lines.
Paragraphs
Although Government expects that fulfilling this need through the
17.1.1 and
development of overhead lines will often be appropriate, it
17.1.3
recognises that there will be cases where this is not so. Where
there are serious concerns about the potential adverse landscape
and visual effects of a proposed overhead line, the IPC 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)”.
Para 2.8.9 goes on to state “…The IPC should, however only
refuse consent for overhead line proposals in favour of an
underground or sub-sea line 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 it should consider:
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the landscape in which the proposed line will be set, (in
particular, the impact on residential areas, and those of
natural beauty or historic importance such as National
Parks, AONBs and the Broads);



the additional cost of any undergrounding or sub-sea
cabling (which experience shows is generally significantly
more expensive than overhead lines, but varies
considerably from project to project depending on a range of
factors, including whether the line is buried directly in open
agricultural land or whether more complex tunnelling and
civil engineering through conurbations and major cities is
required. Repair impacts are also significantly higher than
for overhead lines as are the costs associated with any later
uprating.); and



the environmental and archaeological consequences
(undergrounding a 400kV line may mean disturbing a
swathe of ground up to 40 metres across, which can disturb
sensitive habitats, have an impact on soils and geology, and
damage heritage assets, in many cases more than an
overhead line would).
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The Council accepts that the application documents provide
detailed commentary on the considerations set out in EN-5, but for
the reasons set out elsewhere in the LIR and as detailed in the
Final Written Representation document, it concludes certain
impacts are underplayed and that in particular the landscape and
visual impact is of such significance that the undergrounding option
merits more serious consideration.

1.

SP Manweb welcomes the Council's confirmation that it does not challenge
the need for the 132kvVOverhead Line.

2.

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






3.

The Planning Statement (DCO document reference 7.4) and supporting
Technical Appendix (DCO document reference 7.5) look at the need for
undergrounding specifically in this location in detail and conclude that the
Proposed Development does not meet the “serious concerns” test set out
in NPS EN-5 and therefore it is acceptable for an overhead line to be
proposed for this project;
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; and
SP Manweb's response to Paragraphs 3.2.6 - 3.2.9 and 3.2.31 – 3.2.35 of
the Council's written representations.
SP Manweb has also responded to the ExA regarding FWQ 8.1. The
response confirms that SP Manweb has carried out a detailed environmental
assessment of the Proposed Development and this is reported in the ES
(DCO document References 6.1-6.28). The Planning Statement assesses
the Proposed Development against relevant planning policy, from National
Policy Statements (NPS) to local authority development plan policies.

EN020014

72

September 2015

DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Written
Representation A review was carried out of the photomontages provided and these
suggest shortcomings. The Council has provided comments
Paragraph
suggesting alternatives, which consider represent a better worst
3.2.24 – 3.2.25
case. These are presented in tables within the Written
Representations.
1. Appendix 7.5 (DCO Document Reference 6.20.1) explains how
photomontages were produced in accordance with the following guidance
documents which includes:
o The Landscape Institute/ IEEMA Guidelines for Landscape and
Visual Assessment (GLVIA3);
o Landscape Institute Advice Note 01/11 (Photography and
Photomontage in Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment); and
o Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) Visual Representation of
Windfarms: Good Practice Guidance.
2. 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.
3. Photographs are taken when deciduous trees and hedges are not in leaf, in
order to represent the scenario whereby any potential screening of the
Proposed Development by vegetation is at a minimum. This is referred to as
a ‘realistic worst case scenario’. In reality, the visibility or perceptibility of the
line of a development also depends on the weather and time of day.
4. Whilst every effort is made to take them on the clearest and brightest possible
conditions, inevitably this is not always possible. Furthermore, taking
photographs on the brightest winter days can mean that those small elements
in the landscape cast strong shadows and are visible over considerable
distances, thereby accentuating their presence in the landscape. This is why
wireframes are provided for all the viewpoints as these help illustrate the likely
effects of the development regardless on time the year or screening effect of
vegetation.
5. It is also important to note that the quality of the viewpoints do not affect the
Landscape Architect’s judgement which is made on the basis of desk top and
site based surveys on a number of occasions in different weather conditions
and at times of the day.
6. 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):
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“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.
5. SP Manweb considers that all relevant viewpoint locations have been
included, as described in the response to question 8.2(b) below.’
7. In addition it was noted in Chapter 7 of the ES (DCO Document 6.7) that:
‘7.4.70 In this respect viewpoints were selected to provide:
o a balance of viewpoints either side and at varying distances from
the Final Route Alignment;
o 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);
o 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.
o 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;
o Important historic or cultural sites where people are likely to
appreciate the wider landscape setting; and
o 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
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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).”
8. 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;
9. 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.
10. The Table below provides a summary for the selection of each of the
viewpoints. Detailed assessments for each viewpoint produced in the ES can
be referenced in Appendix 7.3: Viewpoint Assessment (DCO Document Ref
6.20.3D), and a summary of the findings can be found in Chapter 7:
Landscape and Visual, Section 7 (DCO Document Ref 6.7).

VP02

Selected and taken from the edge of Saron village in
immediate proximity to residential receptors on the B5435,
with no intervening screening from residential receptors.
The viewpoint aims to capture a representative view from a
range of visual receptors including road users, residential
settlement, Caer Mynydd Caravan Park and public rights of
way. Suggested location E appears to be exactly the same as
SP Manweb's VP02, rather than from the lanes to the west as
suggested in the notes/comment from Denbigh. SP Manweb
note that VP02 appears to be mapped in slightly the wrong
location on the mapping in Appendix 1 (too far to the east),
though this may be an issue with symbology.

VP03

Selected and taken from this location in order to be
representative of a number of visual receptors, including road
users, users of public rights of way, scattered residential
receptors and the open access area at Foel Gasyth.
Suggested location G appears to be exactly the same as that
from which SP Manweb's VP03 is taken. VP03 appears to be
mapped in slightly the wrong location on the Appendix 1
mapping (too far to the southwest), though again this may be
an issue with symbology.
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A viewpoint such as J1 and J2 from the open access area
would be solely representative of users of Foel Gasyth. It
should be noted that likely visual effects at these locations
would be moderate (J1) and minor (J2) as assessed in
viewpoints 03 and 06 respectively.

VP05

VP05 does not illustrate the poles as they skyline on the
localised ridge close to Peniel (to the right of the viewpoint)
since the focus is on the higher ridge east of Foel Gasyth and
the scattered settlement within the localised valley beneath
Peniel.
The afore-mentioned skylining poles are covered by Viewpoint
08, which clearly shows the structures skylining in views.

VP08

Suggested location M appears to be located at exactly the
point that SP Manweb's VP08 is taken from.
VP08 appears to be mapped in slightly the wrong location on
the Appendix 1 mapping (too far to the southwest), though
again this may be an issue with symbology.
Note that the existing VP08 clearly shows poles skylining on a
more elevated and therefore more visible localised ridge to the
left of the view, than the ridge noted in the suggestions. In
addition it captures the upland open access area at Foel
Gasyth and the edge of settlement at Peniel and near
Segrwyd, views from local lanes and the public footpath
network around Coed Segrwyd, Peniel and the Afon Ystrad.
Suggested viewpoint L would show the extent of tree felling at
Pandy, would capture a location containing a public right of
way, and as noted the poles would skyline in views, but this
view is lower-lying and therefore more localised than VP08,
and would capture little of the scattered residential settlement
in this location.

VP10
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VP10 is taken from a localised high point on the public
footpath between Gwaenynog Bach and Broadleys Farm and
illustrates that in this low-lying area east of the Proposed
Development, in proximity to the Gwaenynog Registered Park
and Garden and its Essential Setting, there are limited views
due to the largely low-lying nature of the route of the Proposed
Development as it passes through the Llanefydd Lowlands
VSAA and the Limestone Plateau Denbigh-Henllan VSAA,
and due to intervening landform, vegetation and in some
cases, buildings.
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This location was one of the most elevated and unobscured
publically accessible locations in proximity to the Gwaenynog
Estate, and focuses on the point at which the route passes
over the slightly more elevated sections north of Eriviat Park.
VP11

To the right of VP11, the Proposed Development continues
into Eriviat Park, passing across adjacent fields and down into
a small localised valley that follows a low-lying watercourse.
Only three of four structures would therefore be visible to the
right of the view, hence the focus is to the left of VP11 where
poles are likely to be stacked in views across the sloping fields
near Bodeiliog Uchaf, and where the route can be seen in the
background passing over the ridge to the east of Foel Gasyth.
Suggested viewpoint O captures much of what VP11 does,
and suggested viewpoint N would capture a fewer number of
structures, since they follow the more enclosed and lower
lying areas through Eriviat Park and north of Beacon Hill. This
area has limited inter-visibility with the wider landscape

VP 32

VP32 focuses on the effects on the area close to Croen Llwm
Mawr, Tyddyn Bartley and Plas Buckley, and aims to capture
representative views of scattered residential receptors, users
of public rights of way and the regionally promoted North
Wales Pilgrims’ Way, and views in the direction of the Lower
Elwy Valley Historic Landscape. Whilst the tops of a small
number of structures are likely to be visible in views further left
of this viewpoint, they are located over 0.5km from the visual
receptors with some intervening screening from the small
woodland block adjacent to the minor road and intervening
hedgerow trees, and will become obscured by the rising
landform west of the route.

VP 34

VP34 was taken in good light contrary to the comments made.

VP37

VP 37 is taken from the public footpath network that leads into
the Lower Elwy Valley Historic Landscape and the Conwy
landscape value area and is mapped incorrectly on the
Appendix 1 mapping (it should lie to the southeast of the
indicated location in close proximity to the public footpath and
Plas Hafod).
There are clear views into the adjacent field next to Plas
Hafod, which clearly shows the Proposed Development in
proximity to Plas Hafod. The viewpoint is also representative
of views from other scattered residential properties including
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the nearby listed building at Plas Newydd (to the rear of the
viewpoint), and also captures likely views of the Proposed
development as it passes along the ridge on the southern
slopes of the Elwy Valley. SP Manweb feel it is not
disingenuous to include hedgerows and hedgerow trees within
this viewpoint since they are an important feature in this
landscape and will affect the views.
Suggested viewpoints Q1 and Q2 would present an alternative
view as the route oversails the local lane and skyline on the
local ridge above the Cefn Meiriadog. Moderate effects were
identified in this area at Viewpoints 37, 34 and 39. VP39
clearly assesses the effects on the ridge and the skylining of
the poles and as such Q1 and Q2 would support the
assessment, but not alter it.
VP50

Captures up to 9km of the length of Proposed Development as
it passes north and west through the Denbigh and Derwen
Hills, into the landscapes of the Llannefydd Lowlands and the
Limestone Plateau, as well as capturing the immediate effects
of the route as it passes down through the localised valley
east of Peniel and close to scattered settlement, the public
footpath network and the local lane near College Farm.
The opposing view looking south of the ridge is captured by
VP03. Long views of the entire visible southern stretch of the
Proposed Development (some 3.5km) are captured in this
viewpoint, and the overall significance of visual effects are
assessed as moderate.

Suggested
As noted in the ES, it is unlikely that there will be any major
Viewpoint A: adverse effects as a result of the Proposed Development due
to the nature and spacing of the structures which are
approximately 15m in height, and would appear as a small
feature in the wider landscape. It is agreed that poles would
skyline at this location along the ridge, and would seen in
views which already contain an existing wind farm, agricultural
farm buildings and managed forestry.
This location has been assessed as part of the residential
visual amenity assessment since the viewpoint lies adjacent to
the property at Hafod Olygfa. Moderate significant effects on
residential visual amenity have been identified, and an
additional viewpoint at this location would be likely to support
the decision rather than alter it. Viewpoints 02, 03, 42 and 47,
which lie in proximity to the southern end of the Proposed
Development, support the judgement of moderate visual
effects.
Suggested
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Viewpoint B: adverse effects as a result of the Proposed Development due
to the nature and spacing of the structures which are
approximately 15m in height, and would appear as a small
feature in the wider landscape. It is agreed that poles would
skyline as they run along the shoulder of Tir Mostyn, but as
the lines descend lower into the landscape near Bryn Golau,
poles are likely to be backclothed by upland areas to the north
and west of the viewpoint, and would be seen in views which
already contain an existing wind farm, agricultural farm
buildings and a poultry farm.
Viewpoints 02, 03, 42 and 47, which lie in proximity to the
southern end of the Proposed Development, report moderate
visual effects in this area, and an additional viewpoint at this
location would be likely to support the decision rather than
alter it.
Suggested
Viewpoint
C1:

This view is covered by VP03, which covers the full extent of
the Proposed Development in this location on the approach to
Clocaenog from the ridge east of Foel Gasyth.

Suggested
Viewpoint
C2

This viewpoint would cover views in the direction of the
Clwydian Way from a minor lane adjacent to a public footpath
network and a poultry farm located on the shoulder of an
upland ridge, in immediate proximity to the Proposed
Development. VP50 aims to capture representative views in a
similar direction from an upland area east Foel Gasyth open
access area, in proximity to the public footpath network and
scattered residential settlement. VP50 reports moderate visual
effects, and an additional viewpoint at this location would be
likely to support the decision rather than alter it. As such,
SPManweb feel that this type of view has been represented in
existing viewpoints and supports the decision not to have an
additional viewpoint at this location.

Suggested
Viewpoint E

See response to VP02.

Suggested
Viewpoint F
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Much of this view is covered by VP03, which covers some
3.5km of the Proposed Development on the approach to
Clocaenog from the ridge east of Foel Gasyth. In this view the
Proposed Development would be seen as it passes Tan yr
Allt. Depending on the orientation of the view, three or four
poles are likely to be visible with potential for the top of
approximately one pole to skyline, before the route descends
into the steep river valley to the south and becomes obscured
by the intervening topography of the ridge east of Foel Gasyth.
The Proposed Development would become visible again to
the west of Saron, as it runs south towards Clocaenog, and
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would appear stacked in some distant views. VP03 would
support that this view is likely to experience moderate visual
effects and as such, SPManweb feel that this type of view has
been represented in existing viewpoints and supports the
decision not to have an additional viewpoint at this location.
Suggested
See response to VP03.
Viewpoint E:
Suggested
Viewpoint
H:

This viewpoint, if orientated west and northwest as noted in
Denbigh’s comments, would face a tall hedgerow and be
directed towards Foel Gasyth with no view of the Proposed
Development. If orientated to the northeast as shown by the
symbology on the mapping, there would be a glimpsed view of
the Proposed Development as it crossed down past the ridge
east of Foel Gasyth in the direction of Peniel over 0.5km from
the viewpoint. There would be additional glimpses of the
Proposed Development as it passes low in the middle
distance through the landscape near Peniel and the B4501
over 1km away. The route would be fully backclothed and at a
distance greater than 0.5km from the viewpoint. VP06 reports
moderate visual effects in this area, and an additional
viewpoint at this location would be likely to support the
decision rather than alter it. As such, SPManweb feel that this
type of view has been represented in existing viewpoints and
supports the decision not to have an additional viewpoint at
this location.

Suggested
Viewpoint I

This viewpoint location, if orientated to face northeast would
potentially see some of the tops of the structures as they run
down the localised valley to the east, but will be mostly
obscured by the intervening woodland block. Views of the
route after it has crossed the B4501 and passes over a
localised ridge above Plas Captain will show the structures
skylining. These views are already represented in VP05, VP08
and VP50 where moderate effects have been assessed, and
an additional viewpoint at this location would be likely to
support the decision rather than alter it. As such, SPManweb
feel that this type of view has been represented in existing
viewpoints

Suggested
Viewpoint
J1 and J2:

See response to VP03.

Suggested
Viewpoint K
Suggested
Viewpoint L:

See response to VP05.

EN020014

See response to VP08.

80

September 2015

Suggested
Viewpoint M
Suggested
Viewpoint N
Suggested
Viewpoint
O:

See response to VP08.

Suggested
Viewpoint P

This viewpoint will capture the Proposed Development as it
runs northwest from Eriviat in the direction of Plas Hafod,
crossing pasture land bound by hedgerows and mature
hedgerow trees, and then oversailing the B5382. Users of the
B5382 will experience this view and road users are described
as having medium sensitivity to this type of development.
There are no higher sensitivity users likely to experience views
at this location, and it is likely to result in a moderate overall
significance of visual effects due to the proximity and
oversailing of the line and the visual stacking effect of poles as
the route crosses neighbouring fields. This is reflected in the
conclusions of the ES which report that moderate visual
effects are likely to be felt by users of local lanes and roads,
which are oversailed by the Proposed Development.
Viewpoints 05 and 11 are representative of this type of view.

Suggested
Viewpoint
Q1:

See response to VP37.

Suggested
Viewpoint
Q2

See response to VP37.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Written
The Council wish to have clarification of the definition of
Representation "significant" in the LVIA, as it has an effect over the manner in
which impacts are addressed by mitigation.
Paragraph
3.2.26, 3.2.27.
The LVIA sets out a definition in paragraph 7.4.22 as "effects
3.2.28, 3.2.29
which are predicted to be major or moderate significance…."
The Planning Statement provides a different definition of
significance as the degree of change in particular scene or view,
arising from the Proposed Development.
The introduction of separate categories creates confusion,
because reliance is then placed on the findings of the LVIA which
works to the four categories set out in the ES Chapter 7 paragraph
7.4.62 and 7.4.103.
1. DCO Document Reference 7.5 Planning Statement Technical Appendices
Section 3.2, explains that there is no specific definition in any guidance as to
what constitutes a significant landscape or visual effect in a broad planning
context and what weight should be attached to it. The assessment of
landscape and visual effects has been undertaken in accordance with
industry standard guidance in the Third Edition of Guidelines for Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3). GLVIA3 require the assessment of
significance to be clearly defined and for any judgements to be as
transparent as possible.
2. A landscape will not necessarily be significantly adversely affected if the
proposed change can be accommodated (e.g. if it can be comfortably set into
the topography), and/or if mitigation in keeping with its character can be
effectively applied to blend the new project into the landscape. Conversely,
effects may be more significant in a landscape where the scheme cannot be
readily accommodated or where mitigation and integration are more difficult.
In general, more significance is likely to be placed on large long term or
permanent changes than small short term temporary ones.
3. Potential significant adverse landscape and visual effects of the Proposed
Development and the way the assessment has been approached is set out in
the methodology (section 7.4) of the Landscape and Visual Chapter 7 in the
ES (DCO Document Reference 6.7). The premise adopted in the North
Wales Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) was that the
assessment of significance essentially reflects the degree of change in a
particular scene or view, arising from the proposed overhead line.
4. The reference in the Technical Appendix to the Planning Statement (DCO
Document Reference 7.5) to categories of significance of effect (para 3.2.4),
was intended as an overview which could be applied to any topic. More
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specific consideration of the definition of effects for individual topics is
provided within the respective chapters of the ES. For all topics, including
landscape and visual, any effect judged to be either major or moderate is
considered to be significant. Any effect judged to be minor is considered not
significant.
5. SP Manweb considers that any effects which are over and above those to be
expected of an overhead line on wood pole supports and assessed to be a
major adverse effect (identified through the ES), are considered to potentially
give rise to serious concerns, as set out within NPS EN-5.
6. Section 7.4 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.7) explains how informed
professional assessment, drawing on guidance in GLVIA3, was used to
categorise the landscape and visual effects into one of four broad categories
– negligible, minor, moderate and major. For the purposes of the
assessment, effects judged to be moderate or major are considered to be
significant.
7. In relation to whether any effects should be identified as ‘major’, GLVIA3
emphasises that there are no specific rules as to what makes a landscape
effect significant and therefore there cannot be a standard or matrix
approach, since circumstances vary depending on the locations, landscape
context and type of development.
8. Significance can only be defined in relation to a particular development and
its specific location. The relationship between receptors and effects is not
typically a linear one. The diagram below gives an approximation as to how
sensitivity and magnitude can be considered together to determine whether
an effect is significant or not (with the shaded areas indicating likely
significant effects (both moderate and major).
9. It should be noted that the methodology used for landscape and visual
assessment set out in GLVIA3 requires that effects are classified in broad
categories. These categories, which are indicated in the diagram below
represent part of a continuum of significance. Effects may fall within a high or
lower part of a significance category. On occasions in the ES, the effects
may be referred as, for example moderate/ major. This is more likely to be
the case when describing cumulative effects, where the parameters of the
assessment may be less defined.
10. Whilst the cumulative landscape and visual assessments indicate that at the
southern end of the Proposed Development near Tir Mostyn, 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 to be small. It is the wind farms
and turbines that have the greatest contribution to cumulative effects. Even if
undergrounding of the Proposed Development were to take place in this
locations the impact would remain the same.
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11. The following paragraphs which are extracted from Chapter 7 ‘Landscape
and Visual Effects’ (DCO Document Reference 6.7) provide guidance on how
significance has been assessed.
Judging the Overall Significance of Landscape Effects
7.4.62 The judgements on sensitivity and magnitude were then combined to
give an overall assessment of the likely effects on the landscape. Informed
professional assessment, drawing on guidance in GLVIA3, was used to
categorise the effects on the landscape into one of four categories - major,
moderate, minor and negligible (note: effects judged to be moderate or major
are considered to be significant). In addition, a final statement summarising
the significant landscape effects has been provided. This includes a
statement on the duration and reversibility of likely effects.
Table 7.8 provides guidance on judging the relative significance of effect on
the landscape.
Table 7.8: Judging Significance of the Effect on the Landscape
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Less likely to be significant
The development would be
accommodated within the
landscape and would not conflict
with its key characteristics. It
would not substantially
undermine the valued
characteristics of the landscape.
The effects would be small in
scale and limited in its
geographical extent.





More likely to be significant
The development would conflict
with the character of the
landscape, forming an intrusive
feature which substantially
erodes the valued
characteristics. The effects
would be large in scale and
would be perceived across a
wide geographical area.

7.4.64 GLVIA3 emphasises that there are no hard and fast rules about what
makes an effect significant and therefore there cannot be a standard or
matrix approach since circumstances vary depending on the locations,
landscape context and type of development. At opposite ends of the
spectrum GLVIA3 notes that:
 “Major loss of irreversible negative effects, over an extensive area, on
elements and/or aesthetic and perceptual aspects that are key to the
character of nationally valued landscapes are likely to be of the
greatest significance;
 Reversible negative effects of short duration, over a restricted area, on
elements and/or aesthetic and perceptual aspect that contribute to but
are not key characteristics of the character of landscapes of community
value are likely to be of the least significance and may, depending on
the circumstances, be judged as not significant; and
 Where assessments of significance place landscape effects between
these extremes, judgements must be made about whether or not they
are significant, with full explanations of why these conclusions have
been reached.”
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Written
Significance and Serious Concerns
Representation
The Planning Statement explains the process for identifying
Paragraph
whether or not a length of the power lines should be placed
3.2.31 – 3.2.41
underground. Sections 3.4 to 3.6 summarise visual and landscape
effects, including effects on viewpoints, settlements, and
landscapes. These sections conclude that the effects are Moderate
at worst.
The Council request clarification on what is meant by "serious
concern", because whilst a "moderate major" effect is identified in
the LVIA in relation to cumulative effects, this is not considered a
"serious concern".
The Planning Statement explains that "serious concerns" has
previously been interpreted by SP Manweb in Llandinam to be
adverse significant LVIA effects over and above that expected for
this type of project. This is taken as major adverse.
Clarification is needed on what is meant by effects over and above
that expected for this type of project, because:
(a) the statement implies that any intrusive development
intrinsically damaging is acceptable provided the damage is no
greater than expected – this is a circular argument and not what
regulators intended; and
(b) "circular" definition means no major adverse effects exist,
because no effects of an overhead line on wooden pole supports
can be "over and above" those expected of that time of project.

1. SP Manweb has considered the 132kV Overhead Line in the context of the
policy in National Policy Statement (NPS) EN-5. Paragraph 2.8.2 of National
Policy Statement EN-5 states that the "Government does not believe that
development of overhead lines is generally incompatible in principle with
developers' statutory duty under section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 to have
regard to amenity and to mitigate impacts." EN-5 acknowledges in paragraph
2.8.2 that wooden poles "can give rise to adverse landscape and visual
impacts, dependent upon their scale, siting, degree of screening and the
nature of the landscape and local environment through which they are
routed." However, EN-5 also acknowledges in paragraph 2.8.2 that for "the
most part these impacts can be mitigated."
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2. SP Manweb considers the wood pole design facilitates compliance with this
obligation in that it results in lower impacts on the environment and enables
more sensitive routeing through the landscape. NPS EN-5 notes, however,
that where there are "serious concerns" about the potential adverse
landscape and visual impacts of a proposed overhead line, the decision
maker will have to balance these against other factors including the need for
the proposed infrastructure, the availability and cost of alternative routes,
technical difficulties and likely costs of undergrounding, as well as the
benefits and any impacts of undergrounding along any of the identified
sections.
3. There is no definition of "serious concerns" in NPS EN-5, but SP Manweb
has previously interpreted this term to mean adverse significant landscape
and visual effects that are over and above that expected for this type of
project. In the context of an overhead line, this is taken to be a major adverse
effect as identified in the ES for the Proposed Development.
4. The reasoning for this is as follows: the Government accepts that overhead
lines will generally be appropriate as well as expressly recognising that
NSIPs, including electricity networks infrastructure projects, will inevitably
cause some harm. If that is so, “serious concerns” must be engaged at a
greater level of harm than would inevitably occur on projects the scale of an
NSIP. It is for this reason that NPS EN-5 refers to the need to undertake a
very specific exercise to consider alternatives (including undergrounding),
only where the landscape and visual effects are particularly significant. This
approach is corroborated by the Inspector’s conclusions on the SP Manweb's
Legacy to Oswestry Scheme. Paragraph 267 of the Inspector’s Report states:
“Furthermore, EN-5, which provides important guidance, sets a high
threshold for refusing overhead lines in favour of undergrounding.” This
position was adopted by the Secretary of State in his decision letter in which
he explicitly accepts “the Inspectors’ conclusions and recommendations as
set out in paragraphs 210 to 273 of the report.”
5. SP Manweb's interpretation of "serious concerns" was accepted at the
Llandinam to Welshpool 132kV overhead line Inquiry (conducted under
Section 37 of the Electricity Act 1989 rather than the Planning Act 2008). In
the Inspector's Report to the Secretary of State (released on 7 September
2015), the Inspector concluded at paragraph 410 that major, rather than
moderate significance, would raise serious concerns.
6. The Council has argued that SP Manweb's interpretation of Serious
Concerns is circular because it is considered that no effects of an overhead
line on wooden pole supports can be "over and above" those expected of that
type of project. This argument is rejected as it is entirely possible that an
overhead line on wooden poles could have an effect over and above that
expected for that type of project. An example might be where the overhead
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line is routed through a nationally designated landscape or where the
principles in the Holford Rules are not adopted.
7. The routeing process adopted is in accordance with Guidelines for the
Routeing of New Overhead Lines, the Holford Rules, which were originally
set out in 1959 by Lord Holford, and were intended as a common sense
approach to the routeing of new overhead lines. These guidelines were
reviewed and updated by the industry in the 1990s. Whilst the Holford Rules
relate specifically to steel tower lines, they are accepted and have been
tested at Inquiry for the routeing of wood pole overhead lines.
8. Since the formulation of the Holford Rules, formal requirements for
environmental assessment have been introduced. Whilst environmental
assessment for overhead electricity transmission lines addresses wider
topics than the visual amenity issue on which the Holford Rules concentrate,
they remain a valuable tool in selecting and assessing potential route options
as part of the environmental assessment process.
9. Government Policy as set out in NPS EN-5 recognises the valuable guidance
that the Holford Rules (and any updates) provides in routeing new overhead
lines. NPS EN-5 goes on to state that these hierarchical guidelines should be
followed by developers when designing their proposals and that the
Examining Authority and Secretary of State should take them into account
when considering any alternatives and the need for any additional mitigation
measures. The Holford Rules are presented in ES Appendix 7.2: the Holford
Rules (DCO Document Reference 6.20).
10. Once the most appropriate form of structural support was selected, a rigorous
route selection exercise was carried out. In compliance with paragraphs 2.8.5
and 2.8.6 of NPS EN-5, this followed accepted guidance set out in the
Holford Rules. The objective of the routeing process was to identify a route
for the overhead line that meets the technical requirements of the electricity
network and causes on balance the least disturbance to the environment and
the people who live, work and recreate within it (in accordance with SP
Manweb's duty under Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 regarding
preserving amenity). In compliance with Section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989,
SP Manweb is also required to develop and maintain an efficient, coordinated and economical system of electricity distribution. This is interpreted
by SP Manweb as meaning that the connection should be as direct as
possible and should avoid areas where technical difficulties or compensatory
requirements would render the project uneconomic.
11. Paragraph 2.8.9 of EN-5 provides direction for the key matters to be
considered in concluding whether the benefits of an underground cable would
outweigh the dis-benefits. In relation to LVIA, the policy specifically highlights
the need to consider designated landscapes. It is not suggested that these
are the only landscapes that are relevant but it is plain that designated
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landscapes are those the Government had at the forefront of its thinking in
drafting its undergrounding policy and should attract the most weight in the
decision-making process.
12. Taking 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".
13. The assessment predicted a number of moderate, and therefore significant,
effects on landscape and views which would be experienced by people
moving about the area generally up to 2km from the proposed 132kV
Overhead Line. These significant effects would typically only be experienced
where the proposed 132kV Overhead Line would appear in the foreground of
a view and in the more open upland areas at the southern end of the
Proposed Development around Tir Mostyn and Foel Gasyth. In many middle
distance and longer views, the appreciable screening and backdropping
afforded by the coalescence of layers of vegetation, particularly in the
undulating farmland, will generally be effective in reducing the visibility. In
these instances, the Proposed Development would not be a noticeable
component in the view and would therefore be unlikely to give rise to
significant visual effects.
14. The assessment concludes that there is the potential for four residential
properties to experience significant visual effects from the Proposed
Development near Groesfford Marli. However, none of these predicted
effects is so great that they would commonly be described as obtrusive or
‘overbearing’ in residential visual amenity terms.
15. SP Manweb considers that the predicted effects of the Proposed
Development have not been underestimated and are proportionate to the
type of development proposed and to the type of landscape in which it is
located. The fact that none of the effects was assessed as major is not
unexpected. An overhead line would be visible in the landscape, but the
double wood pole structure chosen is of an appropriate scale (similar in
height to mature trees, and generally lying below the horizon formed by the
tree canopy) and is constructed from a material which sits well within this
(largely) well-treed landscape. Combined with the careful route which has
been selected, this embedded mitigation would reduce the likely effects.
16. Whilst SP Manweb acknowledges that there will be some identified likely
significant environmental effects, these are not such that they should prevent
the making of the Order.
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17. SP Manweb’s approach to assessing the requirement for undergrounding is
presented in the Appendix to the Planning Statement (DCO Document
Reference 7.5).
18. Further discussion on the approach is presented in Section 19.3 of SP
Manweb’s response to the Relevant Representations (RR Document 1). It is
also discussed in SP Manweb’s responses to Written Question FWQ 1.4 and
in this document.
19. Section 16.3 of SP Manweb’s response to Relevant Representations
(RR Document 1) summarises the approach to route selection and
undergrounding as follows:
“16.3.14 A route for the Proposed Development has been selected which
as far as possible accords with the Holford Rules and minimises effects on
the landscape and on views and visual amenity. Routeing decisions have
been strongly influenced by consideration of potential effects on
landscape, views and visual amenity and reasonable, proportionate and
appropriate embedded and secondary mitigation measures have been taken
to reduce the landscape visual and visual amenity effects of the 132kV
Overhead Line.
16.3.15
EN-5 makes it clear that undergrounding should only be
considered as a mitigation measure where there are "serious concerns"
about the potential adverse landscape and visual effects of a proposed
overhead line. There is no definition of "serious concerns", but SP Manweb
has previously interpreted this term to mean adverse significant landscape
and visual effects that are over and above that expected for this type of
project. In the context of an overhead line, this is taken to be a major
adverse effect as identified in the ES for the Proposed Development.
16.3.16
SP Manweb sees this as a reasonable interpretation given
Government policy as set out in the context of EN-5 which accepts overhead
lines can be compliant with licence operators’ obligations to preserve
environmental amenity.
16.3.17 As set out in the "Appraisal of the 132kV Overhead Line Against
National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (NPS EN-5)
In Relation to Undergrounding" (DCO document reference 7.5) and in the
ES, whilst there are a number of significant moderate landscape and visual
effects, including cumulative landscape effects, the level of significance
of these effects does not give rise to serious concerns. Accordingly, it
is SP Manweb's contention that undergrounding is not an appropriate
mitigation measure in respect of the Proposed Development.
Despite this conclusion, SP Manweb, for robustness reasons, assessed that
part of the 132kV Overhead Line that would pass through the Tir Mostyn
area against the tests in EN-5 (need, cost, alternative routes) as this area
has been identified as having the potential for borderline moderateEN020014
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major cumulative visual effects. SP Manweb's conclusion is that the cost
of placing this section of the 132kV Overhead Line underground would
not be outweighed by the benefit and as such does not see that the
underground option is justified in this case. The contribution of the
Proposed Development to the total cumulative effects is considered to be
small. It is the Wind Farms and turbines that have the greatest contribution
to cumulative effects. Taking this into consideration, no mitigation measures
are proposed and the residual effects are likely to remain the same.”
20. Whilst there are a number of significant moderate landscape and visual
effects, including cumulative landscape effects, the level of significance
of these effects does not give rise to serious concerns. Accordingly, it
is SP Manweb's contention that undergrounding is not an appropriate
mitigation measure in respect of the Proposed Development.

21. It should be noted that SP Manweb's approach is conservative: whilst NPS
EN-5 does not refer to cumulative effects in the context of undergrounding,
SPM has considered cumulative effects in its assessment.
22. In relation to cumulative landscape and visual effects, borderline moderatemajor cumulative visual effects have been identified where the proposed
132kV Overhead Line passes through the Tir Mostyn area. This is also an
area where consultation feedback has raised concerns about the impacts of
the 132kV Overhead Line.
23. Although moderate-major potential visual cumulative effects are predicted in
this area, these would primarily be due to the additional visual impacts of the
Wind Farms and single wind turbines being located in close proximity to the
Proposed Development rather than the Proposed Development itself which
would be viewed as a subsidiary structure. Undergrounding of the Proposed
Development in this area is unlikely to reduce the moderate-major visual
effects of the cumulative developments planned within this area, which would
already be there. SP Manweb has also had regard to concerns raised in
consultation feedback regarding visual amenity effects on existing views.
24. The landscape and visual assessment presented in Chapter 7 ‘Landscape
and Visual’ (DCO Document 6.7) has assessed the likely visual effects of the
Proposed Development around Tir Mostyn to be as follows:
“7.7.125 Moderate and therefore significant visual effects have been predicted
in the following locations:
 from the settlements, hamlets, clustered properties and footpaths on
the western slopes of the Lliwen valley (including Nantglyn), where
there are distant but skylined views of the alignment, as it runs
across the shoulder of the Tir Mostyn ridge (Viewpoints 42 and 47);
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over the surrounding landscape and of the alignment as it runs
(backclothed) along the shoulder of the Tir Mostyn ridge and close to
the network of footpaths located on the Tir Mostyn ridge (Viewpoint
3);


from footpaths in the more exposed upland areas to the south of the
route near Foel Gasyth and Tir Mostyn that are likely to experience
more prolonged views of the Proposed Development;



from the northern slopes of the ridge east of Foel Gasyth and Peniel,
and close to the alignment (part of the Denbigh and Derwen Hills) at
Viewpoint 50;”
25. When cumulative developments are considered alongside the Proposed
Development, the effect is predicted to be moderate – major as stated in the
following extract from Chapter 7:
“7.9.105 The cumulative viewpoint assessment indicates that at the southern
end of the Proposed Development, there may be moderate to major
cumulative visual effects, which are considered significant. These would
primarily be due to the additional visual impacts of the wind farms and in
particular the single wind turbines (Tyn y ffynnon, Meifod Farm and Hafod Ty
Ddu) being located close to the Proposed Development rather than the
Proposed Development itself which would be viewed as a subsidiary
structure.”
26. The turbines being proposed for the wind farms considered in the cumulative
assessment are considerably larger and would be more prominent landscape
features than the Proposed Development. Similarly the three proposed
single turbines proposed in this area would also be more prominent than the
132 kV Overhead Line although their influence may not extend as far as the
larger wind farm turbines. The moderate-major cumulative effects would
therefore arise from the presence of the wind turbines alone and the
presence of the Proposed Development, although contributing to the overall
effect is not a determining factor.
27. Whilst the introduction of the 132 kV Overhead Line would add to effects of
other developments in some locations, the presence of a wood pole
overhead line would be perceived as a subsidiary structure and a relatively
small change in the landscape in particular compared to the presence of the
turbines, which are considerably larger. As such, at the southern end of the
Proposed Development, it would be the wind farms themselves which would
generate most of the significant cumulative effects rather than the Proposed
Development and other components of the North Wales Wind Farms
Connection Project.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Written
The Council do not agree with conclusions
Representation undergrounding is required. In summary:
Paragraphs
3.2.49 to 3.2.51
(inclusive)

that

no

a) undergrounding has not been considered on the basis of the
potentially flawed LVIA and absence of clear differentiation
between moderate and major adverse impacts;
b) impacts are likely to have been underestimated due to choice
and locations of photomontages
c) due to the above, there has not been an appropriate review to
determine whether or not the benefits of an underground line
outweigh the impacts (as required by EN-5).
d) In a number of locations, undergrounding would have a minimal
impact on the environment because the cables would pass
through landscapes of improved grassland, arable land or could
use verges or carriageways of existing roads.

1. SP Manweb disagrees with the views of the Council, which concludes that the
entirety of the 132kV Overhead Line should be undergrounded. This has
already been explained in the application documentation for the DCO,
previous responses to written representations and FWQ provided by DCC and
other interested parties, as outlined below:
a. SP Manweb’s approach to assessing landscape and visual effects and
approach to undergrounding is provided in response to Denbighshire
County Council’s Written Representations, Paragraphs 3.2.49 – 3.2.51.
b. SP Manweb’s approach to selecting viewpoint locations provided in
relation to DCC's Written Representations, Paragraphs 3.2.24 – 3.2.25.
c. The Technical Appendix to the Planning Statement (DCO Document
Reference 7.5) explains how SP Manweb has evaluated the 132kV
Overhead Line against the relevant sections on undergrounding in NPS
EN-5 as well as in response to comments received during statutory
consultations. It further explains that because the LVIA did not identify
any major effects, the NPS EN-5 test has been complied with.
d. Given the assessment of the impacts of the Proposed Development,
SP Manweb considers the benefits from undergrounding to be low
whilst there is a possibility of potential adverse impacts in relation to
ecology and cultural heritage. As set out in detail in the Technical
Appendix to the Planning Statement (DCO Document Reference 7.5)
and Statement of Reasons (DCO Document Reference 7.3), SP
Manweb concludes that the NPS EN-5 test for undergrounding has not
been met.
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2. Furthermore, as set out in the "Appraisal of the 132kV Overhead Line Against
National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (NPS EN-5)
In Relation to Undergrounding" (DCO Document Reference 7.5) and in the
ES, whilst there are a number of significant moderate landscape and visual
effects, including cumulative landscape effects, the level of significance
of these effects does not give rise to serious concerns. Accordingly, it is
SP Manweb's contention that undergrounding is not an appropriate mitigation
measure in respect of the Proposed Development.
3. SP Manweb's view is that its approach to route selection, design and
assessment has been robustly undertaken in accordance with the company’s
statutory duties and with good design. It is also noted that DCC in its Written
Representations at paragraph 3.2.6 has confirmed that the it "accept[s] the
approach taken to the development of route corridors and the selection of a
preferred route is appropriate..."
4. SP Manweb’s approach to ‘good design’ is explained in SP Manweb’s
response to the Examining Authority’s first written questions (FWQ1.4).
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Historic Environment
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact In relation to Archaeology interests, the County Archaeologist has
Report
reviewed the Historic Environment section of the Environmental
Impact Assessment, and is happy with the mitigation suggested
Section B Local
provided it is implemented in full and continues to contain the
Impacts
proviso that should direct impact on heritage assets be
Paragraph 9:
unavoidable, that excavation does not take place on top of the of
Historic
the overall watching brief which it is proposed will take place.
Environment
Paragraphs 9.1, The archaeologist is satisfied that the use of double wooden poles
will be less intrusive visually of the setting of the heritage assets
9.2 and 9.3
identified and that also their construction should minimise impact.
It is noted that within the Denbighshire section of the scheme,
there are no listed buildings within 100 metres of the Order Limits
of the route, the nearest being approximately 300 metres away at
Plas Captain and Plas Newydd.
It is accepted that in both cases the impact on the setting of these
buildings will be neutral and moderate/slight respectively.
The Council considers the proposal would have a Neutral impact
on the historic environment.

1. SP Manweb welcomes the Council's confirmation that the County
Archaeologist is content with the mitigation suggested in respect of the
Historic Environment. The mitigation measures identified in Environmental
Statement Chapter 8 Historic Environment (Document 6.8) are set out below.
2. A Draft Construction Method Statement, will set out best practice procedures
to be followed for construction and decommissioning works (including
reinstatement). This would include procedures for defining site access to
avoid heritage assets and protect them from disturbance:
 The positions of heritage assets would be taken into account when
defining access routes, working areas and temporary storage areas and,
as necessary when micro-siting wood pole positions.
 Heritage assets identified along the course of the route may represent only
a part of the total historic environment resource. In terms of on-site
construction, the most practical and effective mitigation for undesignated
assets, which may survive only as sub-surface deposits, involves carrying
out a watching brief in potentially sensitive areas during the excavations
for the installation of poles and stays. In the event that something of
significance is identified, sufficient time would be allowed to ensure that an
adequate record of the remains is made.
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3. The mitigation measures identified in Environmental Statement Chapter 8
Historic Environment (DCO document ref 6.8) are secured through draft DCO
Requirement 13.
4. A Schedule of Mitigation has been supplied with the deadline 2 submission
(Document Reference: SPM NWWFC SoM Document 1). This confirms where
each of the proposed mitigation measures identified in Document 6.8 are
secured within the draft DCO.
5. Requirement 13 Paragraph 2 of the DCO will ensure that the final CEMP, is
prepared and submitted for approval to the relevant planning authority prior to
any stage of the authorised development commencing.
6. SP Manweb welcomes confirmation from the Council that in respect of
conservation, the Council considers that the impact on listed buildings in its
administrative area to be neutral and moderate/slight and that overall the
impact on the historic environment would be neutral.
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Surface Waters
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact In respect of Flood Risk, the Council’s Senior Engineer has no
Report
major concerns regarding new flood risks occurring as a result of
the proposals, but draws attention to detailed matters to be
Section B Local considered.
Impacts
It is suggested that if any tree and vegetation removal is required
Paragraph 10:
to gain access to carry out the work, any consequential increase in
Flood Risk
Paragraph 10.1 surface run off should be mitigation to prevent an increase in flood
risk.
Additionally, it is pointed out that in the event that access to carry
out the work requires the forming of a crossing of an ordinary
watercourse, separate Land Drainage Consent may be required.
As part of normal good practice, in relation to the overhead line
element of the proposals, it is requested that appropriate measures
are introduced at the construction compound to control run-off and
to contain fuel / chemical spills, etc., which should be controlled
through the Requirements on any Order.
In respect of the proposed section of line to be undergrounded, it
would be expected that the proposals take into account any
potential for effects on land drainage, given the possibility of
trenching creating a linear channel for groundwater.

1. Flood Risk mitigation measures are detailed in Sections 2.16 and 3.5 of the
Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (DCO Document ref
6.18V2). This is secured through Requirement 13 (1) of the draft DCO.
2. The measures included at section 2.16 and 3.5 of DCO Document ref 6.18V2
apply to the whole of the Proposed Development which includes the
construction compound and are secured through Requirement 13 of the draft
DCO.
3. The access tracks are not in any recognised flood plains, so any increased
run off, will be limited to small watercourses and surface water runoff. Any
impacts therefore will be very local and temporary in nature. Careful design of
access routes and any required bridging of ditches and small watercourses
will minimise this flood risk. The likelihood of this occurring and then affecting
third party interests are considered very low.
4. It will not be necessary for SP Manweb to obtain a land drainage consent due
to the provisions of Article 32 of the Draft Order.
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5. It is noted that the Council considers that the Proposed Development would
have a neutral impact on flood risk.

DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The Council would draw the Examining Authority’s attention to the
Report
constraints with respect to water supplies and water quality:
Section B Local
Impacts
Paragraph 10:
Private Water
Supplies
Paragraph 10.2

In Section 1 Clocaenog to Bwlch: the properties Bryn Bach (Grid
reference 302124, 358768) and Bryn Bach Bungalow (302018,
358984) are served by private water supply abstracted from the
stream which flows generally west to east before going SE to join
the Afon Concwest – the southern section of the route goes over
this stream prior to the abstraction point which is at 301878,
359075. Particular protection of and consideration needs to be
made of this.
In Section 3: Eriviat to Plas Buckley, 1 no. property within 300m of
the proposed route (Pen Parc Llwyd , Henllan LL16 5DE SJ Map
ref:300463 367773) is served by a borehole supply 250 feet deep
located at SJ Map Ref: 300473 367747.
In Section 3: Eriviat to Plas Buckley 1 no. property just over 1km to
the east of proposed route (Dolben Hall, Cefn Meiriadog LL17 0HN
map Ref: 301706 70547) is served by a spring supply located at
Map Ref: 301677 370524.
There are a number of other sources of private water supplies and
infrastructure tanks and pipelines of supplies in the locale of the
proposed overhead line, and there will also be supplies to
agricultural businesses. The direct and indirect impact on these
water supplies should be fully considered.

1. Chapter 9 of the ES ‘Flood Risk and Water Quality’ (DCO Document Ref 6.9)
identified that there are private water supplies and agricultural water uses
along the length of the route for the Proposed Development.
2. SP Manweb considers there is not likely to be an impact on private water
supplies, either temporarily or permanently, as a result of the Proposed
Development for the following reasons:
a. The Proposed Development will be carried out within the ‘Limits of
Deviation’ (LoD) which provides a degree of flexibility in the micro-siting of
the poles allowing minor alterations in the pole position in order to avoid
any drains or water pipes. SP Manweb's responses to the Examining
Authority's First Written Questions 11.11 and 11.12 explain the basis for
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the width of the LoD that will allow for necessary micro-siting to take place;
and
b. The poles will be fitted with wooden foundation blocks and buried 2.5m in
the ground. This minimises the need for excavation (and therefore
minimises the likelihood of damaging any water supplies) as detailed in
Section 9.7 of Chapter 9 of the ES – Flood Risk and Water Quality (DCO
Document Ref 6.9).
3. 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
identify where field water supplies are and if they are likely to be disturbed or
made inaccessible whilst the construction works are taking place. If any are
identified and cannot be avoided, SP Manweb would install any diversion
water supplies before carrying out construction works for the 132kV Overhead
Line (this commitment has been made to affected persons in the negotiations
for the various land rights SP Manweb requires for the 132kV Overhead Line).
3. It is noted that the Council considers that the Proposed Development would
have a neutral impact on water supply.
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Land Use and Agriculture
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact For the record, the Council has concerns over the potential impact
Report
of the proposal on agricultural land.
Paragraph 11:
Section B Local
Impacts
Land Use and
Agriculture
Paragraphs
11.1.1 – 11.1.5
17.2.8

The contents of the Environmental Statement relating to Land Use
and Agriculture has been reviewed, and it is noted this concludes
that the agricultural land is of Grade 3 and 4 quality, and does not
affect Grade 1 or 2 land, which it is stated is ‘best and most
versatile’. It also suggests that there would be restrictions on which
could be grown beneath the overhead lines, which would also
impact on the carrying out of agricultural operations; and that
landowners would be compensated for effects on economic
viability.
It is respectfully suggested that clarity is required over the grading
of agricultural land affected by the overhead lines, to establish
whether the proposals affect what is referred to in Planning Policy
Wales (4.10) as ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land, being
land in Grades 1, 2 and 3a of DEFRA Agricultural Land
Classification, and is land considered as finite resource for the
future. The ADAS maps of 1966 showing land Classification
Information clearly indicate the majority of the overhead line route
crosses Grade 3 land.
It is unclear as to the status of what the ES refers to as the
provisional reclassification by DEFRA, which removes the 3a and
3b sub classification. This is potentially significant to assessment of
conflict with PPW (4.10) and to the weighting of the merits of the
scheme.
The Council would respectfully note that the area of land effectively
sterilised by this type of development extends beyond simply the
pole footprints, as the support strays and presence of the lines will
impair cropping and the use of farm machinery.
Section 4.10 of PPW relates to ‘Conserving the best and most
versatile agricultural land’ and sets detailed tests to determine the
acceptability of proposals involving the development of land in
Grades 1, 2 and 3a of the DEFRA Land Classification system. It is
not clear from the application documents whether Grade 3a land is
affected by the overhead line.

Written
The Council wishes its concerns to be noted over the potential
Representation
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Section 3.4

impacts of a 17km length of overhead line on agricultural land.
It is not clear from the application documents whether the
proposed line shown for the connection crosses land which is
considered to be of ‘best and most versatile’ quality in terms of the
wording of the Planning Policy Wales 7, 2014 – Paragraph 4.10,
i.e. land of Grade 1, 2 or 3a in the DEFRA classification system.
It is suggested that the grade of land affected needs to be
established and the status of the DEFRA reclassification referred
to in the documents needs to be clarified, in order to conclude
whether there is potential conflict with the desire of Planning Policy
Wales to conserve the best and most versatile agricultural land. It
should be confirmed whether there are any publically available
maps showing the reclassification, and whether recent testing has
been carried out.
If the proposals do not involve land of Grade 3a quality, the Council
consider the development process conflict with PPW in that it
involves effectively sterilising land which PPW states should be
conserved as a finite resource for the future, and which should be
afforded protection in the making of development management
decisions.
The Council would ask that due consideration be given to the tests
on PPW 4.10 in order to weigh acceptability of the proposals. This
requires that where development involves Grade 1, 2 and 3a land,
this should ‘only be developed if there is an overriding need and
either previously developed land or land in lower grades is
unavailable, or available lower grade land has an environmental
value recognised by a landscape, wildlife, historic or archaeological
designation which outweighs the agricultural considerations. If land
in grades 1.2 and 3a does need to be developed, and there is a
choice between sites of different grades, development should be
directed to land of the lowest grade.’
The Council accepts that due weight has to be given to the need
for the development and whether it overrides other considerations.
However, in the context of the comments above seeking
clarification of the grade of land affected by the proposal, if there is
grade 3a land involved, it is incumbent on the applicants to
demonstrate whether lower grade land options have been fully
investigated with reasons why these are unavailable. It is not
possible to determine this from the application documents.
It is not appropriate for the Council to comment on the potential
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impact of the proposals on the functioning of individual agricultural
units, including, for example, the effect of loss of grade 3b land on
units with grade 4 and 5 land, which is considered to be more
appropriate for individual landowners to offer evidence on.
The Council also has concerns over Health and Safety issues
arising as a result of the presence of the overhead line on working
farms. SP Energy Networks are aware of the potential dangers of
operating farm machinery near overhead lines, and work with
North Wales Police in staging mock collisions with power cables at
shows, etc. to highlight the dangers. There are records of incidents
involving harvesting, silage, and low loader stacking machines,
which suggest a significant potential danger to farm workers and
other land work contractors involved in activities as drainage works
and hedge cutting.
The council questions whether the submissions clearly establish
there is no Grade 3a land affected by the proposals. If this is the
case, the effective sterilisation of the land beneath and alongside
the overhead line seems to conflict with the tests of PPW7
Paragraph 4.10 which seeks to protect Best and Most Versatile
land as a finite resource, and there has been no investigation of
alternative routes on lower quality land. There are separate
concerns over potential health and safety dangers to operators of
machinery near overhead lines.
The Council considers it important to seek clarification of the
matters outlines in order to assist deliberations on the proposals.
It is intended to provide oral repetitions on this matter at the
relevant hearings.

1. SP Manweb acknowledges that PPW7 identifies Grades 1, 2 and 3a as ‘best
and most versatile’, however there is currently no available data to detail the
relative split of land within grade 3 for the Proposed Development. Over 60%
of the Proposed Development is located within Grade 3 land. Appendix 4.7 to
SP Manweb's responses to the first written questions illustrates the Grade 3
land in the vicinity of the Proposed Development.
2. SP Manweb requested a revised Agricultural Land Classification ("ALC") map
over the route of the development corridor to show grades 2, subgrades 3a
and 3b separately, and grades 4 and 5. The request was submitted by email
to Natural Resource Wales (NRW) who hold the archive of ALC maps, on
Monday 10th August.
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3. Natural Resources Wales replied to the original request for ALC data and
confirmed that Welsh Government held all ALC data.
4. 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.
5. Based on the information provided by Welsh Government the only way to
distinguish between sub-classes 3a and 3b along the 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 grade 3a is considered as Best and Most Versatile, then the only safe
assumption would be to treat all land within grade 3 along the proposed
development as BMV. 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.
6. As stated within Chapter 4 of the ES - Planning Considerations (DCO
Document Reference 6.4), SP Manweb has sought to avoid BMV land
through careful routeing. 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 was taken, was to minimise the effect on
agriculture.
7. The Proposed Development was directed towards land of the lower grades,
through careful routeing. Furthermore, it has already been established
through SP Manweb’s response to written questions, particularly 1.9, that
there is a clear and established overriding need for the Proposed
Development to take place, as provided for within National Policy Statements
EN-1 and EN-5.
8. SP Manweb refers to its response to FWQ 4.7(d) “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.”
9. It should also be noted that the extent of impact on agricultural land will be
very limited in that a standard pole footprint where it would be neither practical
nor possible to carry out agricultural operations is estimated at approximately
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40m2, or 0.004 hectares which is equivalent to 0.010 acres. This is based on
a pole separation of 3 metres, pole diameter of 0.50metres, and a working
area buffer of 2 metres. Such a minimal reduction in field working area should
not adversely affect agricultural operations to any meaningful extent. The
reality of working practice is that many farmers use much lesser buffers to the
working area next to poles/OHPL, with many farmers cultivating/cropping to
within a few centimetres of poles and thus leaving an affected area of much
less than the aforementioned assumption of 40m2. Indeed in some case the
affected area may be as little as 4 metres x 0.60 metres = 2.40 m2. This is
NOT a recommended safe working distance, but is common practice within
the agricultural industry. In the case of grassland, the affected area is even
smaller, and even less significant as livestock can continue to graze between
double poles unhindered, so the affected areas could be as little as the
footprints of the poles themselves, estimated as 0.35m2 for two poles with a
diameter of 470mm.
10. SP Manweb considers that the presence of a 132KV Overhead Line will not
significantly impair cropping and the use of farm machinery due to the very
small area of land likely to be affected by the proposed development in the
post-construction phase, as stated in Section 2.4.4 of the SP Manweb
Response to Relevant Representations document (DCO Document
Reference SPM NWWFC RR Document 1):
“2.4.4 SP Manweb considers that the likely significant effects of the Proposed
Development on these agricultural land uses (pasture for grazing and arable
land) will be minor. Most of the impacts on farming operations are likely to
occur during the construction and decommissioning phases. These impacts
are set out in section 10.7 of Chapter 10 of the ES and include temporary loss
of grazing areas and arable land along temporary access tracks and within
working areas surrounding electricity pole locations.”
11. The response goes on to state in sections 2.4.6 and 2.4.7:
“2.4.6 In terms of impacts on agricultural operations, it is considered that
these will also be minor because they will be limited to impacts arising from
the loss of agricultural land within the footprints of the electrical poles and
stays.
12. SP Manweb has designed the Proposed Development so as to minimise, as
far as reasonably practical, impacts on farming operations. SP Manweb is
continuing to meet with relevant owners and occupiers to further discuss the
location of the poles within the Limits of Deviation.
13. The response concludes in sections 2.4.12 and 2.4.13 with the mitigation
measures to be put in place to minimise the impact on agriculture both in the
construction phase and the post construction phase.
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“2.4.12 The outline CEMP, which is secured through Requirement 13 of the DCO
(DCO document reference 3.1), contains the mitigation measures required to
mitigate impacts on agriculture and land use. The mitigation measures are:
i.The majority of pole positions would be accessed by existing farm access
arrangements and field gates.
ii. SP Manweb will arrange pre-entry meetings with owners and occupiers of
land or their agents to ensure that disruption to farming activities is
kept, where possible, to a minimum and there will be liaison with
farmers and / or their agents throughout.
iii.SP Manweb will ascertain, with the assistance of the
landowner/occupier, the location of any field drains which could be
damaged by the construction works. These drains may be diverted at
pole sites and protected elsewhere. Any damage to land drainage
caused by the construction works will be reinstated and/or
compensation paid as appropriate.
iv.On grassland, where required, the agreed access routes will be
clearly delineated. Any area damaged by the works and agreed to be
not in the permanent use of SP Manweb will be reinstated and/or
reseeded, to bring it back into agricultural use. Care will be taken to
prevent the disturbance and straying of livestock. In the interests of
security, all field gates will be kept shut unless otherwise requested.
v.Any hedges or fences will be replaced, as appropriate, where
breached for access and construction purposes.
vi. Care will be taken in locating storage sites away from watercourses
and standing water stockpiling of soil or stone will also be kept away
from watercourses and standing water, as per section 2.13 above.
vii. Wood pole erection sites and other work areas will be demarcated
where necessary.
viii. Topsoil and subsoil from the pole foundations will be stored
separately. Any surplus subsoil or rock following backfilling, will be
removed to a licensed tip or otherwise disposed of as agreed in
consultation with the landowner/occupier and / or agent.
ix. Any timber cut will remain the landowner’s property and will be
stacked at a convenient location in accordance with the EcMP and
landowner/occupiers reasonable requirements unless removal is
requested.
x. Prior to work commencing, the land will be inspected and a detailed
record of its condition agreed, including private roads, gateways and
fences along the route of the line and access routes. xi. If biosecurity
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measures are required, the principles set out in section 2.11 shall be
followed.

14. SP Manweb considers these mitigation measures, along with those others
identified in the outline CEMP and secured through Requirement 13 to be
sufficient to address those concerns of landowners regarding impacts on
farming practices. An updated CEMP is submitted to the Examination at
Deadline 1.
15. Finally, HSE Agriculture Information Sheet No 8 gives guidance to farmers
about safe working practices around overhead powerlines, and suggests that
in the case of 132kV lines where the minimum height is 6.7m, the majority of
farm equipment is likely to be unaffected, unless using machines such as
loaders, telescopic handlers and tipping trailers in the immediate vicinity of the
powerline. The note suggests a 10 metre horizontal buffer for operating such
machines next to powerlines. With the exception of these activities, and other
less common activities involving working at height such as tree work, ladders
and scaffolding, the likely impact on agricultural activities remains minor.
16. For the reasons expressed above, it is considered that the Proposed
Development complies with the policy test outlined in PPW7.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The Council wishes to point to Health and Safety issues arising as
Report
a result of the presence of overhead lines on working farms. It is
aware of reports of recorded incidents involving the operation of
Section B Local farm machinery near overhead lines, in particular harvesting,
Impacts
silage, and low loader stacking machines, which suggest a
significant potential danger to farm workers.
Paragraph 11:
Land Use and
Agriculture
Paragraphs
11.1.6
Written
The Council also has concerns over Health and Safety issues
Representation arising as a result of the presence of the overhead line on working
Section 3.4.8
farms. SP Energy Networks are aware of the potential dangers of
operating farm machinery near overhead lines, and work with
North Wales Police in staging mock collisions with power cables at
shows, etc. to highlight the dangers. There are records of incidents
involving harvesting, silage, and low loader stacking machines,
which suggest a significant potential danger to farm workers and
other land work contractors involved in activities as drainage works
and hedge cutting.

1. NPS EN-5 provides at paragraph 2.10.15 that an applicant should consider
the height, position, insulation and protection (electrical or mechanical as
appropriate) measures, subject to ensuring compliance with the Electricity
Safety, Quality and Continuity Regulations 2002 as amended (ESQC
Regulations). Sections 14.4 and 14.5 of Chapter 14 ‘Electric and Magnetic
Fields’ in the ES explain that the Proposed Development has been designed
to comply with the ESQC Regulations.
2. The ESQC Regulations impose requirements regarding the installation and
use of electrical networks and equipment owned or operated by distributers
such as SP Manweb. For 132kV overhead lines, the minimum height above
ground is required to be 6.7m. The ESQC Regulations also require any part of
a 132kV overhead line which is not connected with earth to be supported or
surrounded by insulation, insulted so that it is protected or adequately
protected to prevent danger. The height, position, insulation and protection
(electrical or mechanical) of the proposed design are described in Chapter 2,
‘The 132kV Overhead Line’, in the Design and Construction Report (DCO
document reference 7.1). The dimensions described show compliance with
the ESQC Regulations.
3. Further, SP Manweb has to ensure that all overhead lines are designed and
built to comply with all relevant health and safety legislation. In the UK the
Health and Safety Executive (HSE) has the responsibility to advise on
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standards for protection of health and safety. The HSE stated that the
development must comply with general health and safety legislation, the
Electricity at Work Regulations 1989 and the Electricity, Safety, Continuity and
Quality Regulations 2002 as amended. SP Manweb has defined duties as a
distribution network operator in order to protect members of the public from
the dangers posed by electrical equipment such as the Proposed
Development. SP Manweb must ensure that the development complies with
general health and safety legislation, the Electricity at Work Regulations 1989
and the ESQC Regulations.
1. Clearance distances from overhead lines are used to ensure staff, customers
and the general public are kept away from live equipment. 132kV overhead
lines are a minimum clearance from the ground of 6.7m. This is the case
along the length of the Proposed Development.
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Socio Economics and Tourism
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact A number of tourism based businesses (e.g. caravan sites and
Report
B&Bs, wedding venues etc) are located very close to or within sight
of the proposed overhead lines, and the Council is concerned that
Section B Local
their presence would discourage visitors from coming both to these
Impacts
businesses and to those located in the wider area from which they
Paragraph 12:
would be visible, and that this would therefore have a detrimental
Socio
impact on the local economy.
Economics and
Tourism
Paragraphs
12.1.3
The Council considers tourism businesses to be sensitive visual
Written
Representation receptors, as the success of their business is reliant on the quality
and integrity of the landscape and views, and therefore they are
Paragraph 3.2.3 sensitive to landscape change and visually intrusive development.
To this end, tourism businesses such as caravan sites and B&Bs
close to the proposed overhead may be adversely affected.

1. One receptor is within close proximity to the Proposed Development and
could potentially experience visual impacts. However, as confirmed in the SP
Manweb's Response to the First Written Questions (Question 10.2),
embedded mitigation is provided in the form of hedgerow improvements,
hedgerow tree planting and woodland edge improvements which will reduce
any potential impact over time.
2. For other tourism receptors, as confirmed in Chapter 11 ‘Socio Economics
and Tourism’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.11), no significant impacts are
expected on any tourism receptor within the vicinity of the Proposed
Development. The analysis is backed up by in-depth comparator research
carried out for the assessment which confirmed that a minimal number of
businesses have experienced negative impacts as a result of much larger
scale electricity interconnector projects. The structures referenced in the
comparator research were also much more substantial and visible than the
double wood pole structures proposed as part of this Proposed Development.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Whilst section 11.6.7 of the Environmental Statement notes that
Report
the response rate to the business survey was reasonably high the
experience of the consultant, section 11.6.11 demonstrates that
Section B Local
these were no responses from the immediate vicinity of the
Impacts
development in Denbighshire. Furthermore, section 11.6.30 states
Paragraph 12:
that the two businesses expecting a high impact were either based
Socio
outside of the county or in one case, or 12 km away from the
Economics and proposed development in the other. There is therefore no
Tourism
information of any substance in the Statement about businesses
Paragraphs
which are closest to the development in Denbighshire and which
12.1.5
could reasonably be expected to potentially be at risk of
experiencing the greatest impact.

1. Businesses which were closest to the Proposed Development in Denbighshire
were included in the business survey and given an opportunity to respond. A
number of these businesses either did not respond or felt that there would not
be an adverse impact on their business.
2. The business survey formed only one part of the overall tourism and
recreation impact assessment.
In order to assess the impact on
businesses/receptors in Denbighshire who did not respond further analysis
was carried out. This included cross referring to the LVIA as presented in
Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.7). The
comparator research review was also used as a proxy for predicted impact on
businesses in Denbighshire. The overall conclusion was that no significant
impacts would be experienced.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Tourism and the Economy:
Report
Tourism is an important part of the economy in Denbighshire with
Section B Local tourism employment account for 5,116 full-time equivalent jobs and
Impacts
bringing in £314m of revenue to annually (Denbighshire STEAM
Report, 2012). Whilst section 11.5.23 of the Environmental
Paragraph 12:
Statement acknowledges the importance of the tourism sector to
Socio
Economics and the country as a whole, it fails to recognise the relatively greater
significance of the sector to the economy of rural Denbighshire
Tourism
where it attracts 2.4 m tourists per year which supports 2,400 FTE
Paragraphs
jobs and contributes to the economy.
12.2.1 - 12.2.4
Denbighshire Economic and Community Ambition Strategy 20132023
Denbighshire’s Economic and Community Ambition Strategy
(ECAS) finds that the country’s economy is currently heavily reliant
on public section and tourism employment. Jobs in the tourism
section currently tend to be seasonal and lower paid.
Diversification into higher value parts of the section has therefore
been identifies as a means to increasing the value of employment
and stimulating the formation of new businesses.
As such, a headline action has been identified to explore and
promote opportunities for growth / diversification, with a particular
focus on:




Outdoor and activity tourism
Food and drink tourism
Welsh language, culture and heritage

Section 11.5.30 of the Environmental Statement rightly identifies
the higher concentrations of tourism-related businesses in
Abergele and Towyn, but fails to recognise the higher value and
reduced seasonality of businesses in the Study Area and their
impotence for delivery of the ECAS.
Given the local emphasis being placed on the importance of
Tourism to the local economy, and the aspiration to develop
opportunities for tourism in rural Denbighshire, there is a need for
the application to monitor tourism trends as a result of the
proposed Wind Farms Connection Project.
The BIG Plan (Denbighshire Community Strategy) 2011-2014
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The plan identifies the difficulties experiences by these living in
rural Denbighshire in accessing services, and although rural areas
may not feature as deprived areas, they may suffer from poverty
that is hidden, including lack of employment and other
opportunities.
The BIG Plan states that the numbers of visitors to rural
Denbighshire have been consistently increasing over the last 6
years indicating the growth potential in the rural tourism sector.
Rural Denbighshire Local Development Strategy 2007-2013
The strategy identifies Denbighshire Landscapes as providing an
outstanding natural back-drop to future sustainable regeneration of
the rural area.
The Clwydian Range is designated as a AONB; and the
Hiraethog/Denbigh Moors is designated SSSI. The Vale of Clwyd
is the first entry in the non-statutory Cadw/CCW/ICOMOS register
of Landscapes of Outstanding Historic Interest in Wales. As a
consequence, the resultant landscapes are particularly attractive to
visitors.
The quality and diversity of Denbighshire’s rural
landscapes contribute considerably to the area’s attraction for both
visitors and residents.
The quality of natural environmental and attractiveness of the rural
landscape are highlighted as a key strength.

1. Chapter 11 ‘Socio Economics and Tourism’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref
6.11) fully considered all tourism and recreation effects regardless of whether
the business operates seasonally or all year round. The results of the
assessment confirmed that the Proposed Development is likely to have a
negligible/ low adverse effect on the area’s tourism economy.
2. The comparator research referenced in Chapter 11 ‘Socio Economics and
Tourism’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.11) included various postdevelopment evaluations on the impact of energy infrastructure development
on tourism related businesses. The results showed conclusively that the vast
majority of businesses experienced no impact. Therefore, it is reasonable to
assume that similar results would be experienced by businesses in proximity
to the Proposed Development. Due to the comparator research available it
was not deemed necessary to monitor future tourism trends.
3. Accordingly, the goals and aspirations of the Denbighshire Economic and
Community Ambition Strategy 2013-2013, The BIG Plan 2011-2014 and the
Rural Denbighshire Local Development Strategy – 2007 – 2013, will not be
affected by the Proposed Development.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The Tourism Strategy North Wales (2010 – 2015)
Report
The strategy identifies the Hiraethog/ Denbigh Moors are to be
Section B Local developed as a tourism sub-area, and Llyn Brenig is a key project
Impacts
in the development of the outdoor sector in North Wales.
Paragraph 12:
Given the local emphasis being placed on the connectivity of
Socio
Economics and walking, cycling and other recreational activities between national
and sub-regional routes in the region, such as the Dee Valley Way,
Tourism
North Berwyn Way and continuing northwards to link with the
Paragraphs
Hiraethog Way and Purposeful Routes in Upper Conwy Valley,
12.2.5
there is again a need for the applicant to ensure that the proposed
route does not dissect or hamper these routes. In addition, the
tourism trends are reviewed over the lifetime of the proposed Wind
Farm Connection Project.

1. Impacts on regional trails and long distance footpaths were fully considered in
the respective Chapters 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ and Chapter 11 ‘Socio
Economics and Tourism of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.7 and 6.11). No
significant adverse impacts were predicted as a result of either proposed
mitigation or minimal views of the Proposed Development.
2. As stated above there is no requirement for reviewing tourism trends over the
lifetime of the Proposed Development as a result of comprehensive
comparator research already available.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The Hiraethog Area Sustainable Tourism Development Plan (2008)
Report
This Plan states that Hiraethog is an unspoilt area of natural
Section B Local beauty and tranquillity.’ It contains, ‘varied abs undisturbed habitats
Impacts
supporting a wealth of wildlife including rarities such as the black
grouse, red squirrel and lapwing’.
Paragraph 12:
Socio
 The Plan proposes a number of actions including:
Economics and
 Maximising the potential for wildlife tourism
Tourism
 Developing sustainable activity / recreation: enhancing the
Paragraphs
rights of way network for walking, cycling and riding plus
12.2.6, 12.3.7
angling and water sports
and 12.2.8
 Development Llyn Brenig Visitor Centre as the primary
visitor destination for the area
Although supportive of the tourism potential of windfarms, the
Tourism Development Plan emphasises the natural beauty of the
Hiraethog area as the main reason tourists visit the area
underlining the need to evidence tourism trends in the area over
the lifetime of the proposed Wind Farms Connection Project.
In assessing the potential impacts of the development on tourism
in the area. Consideration needs to be given to the cumulative
impacts of this development along with other wind developments in
the area, or planned for the area.
Due regard also needs to be given to the number of tourism
properties / caravan parks located to the east on the main turbine
developments, which have a main aspect towards the Clwydian
Range where the turbines have limited impact but the overhead
lines would be in a direct view. Furthermore, whilst the Clwydian
Range itself is indeed some 8km away from the proposed
overhead lines as noted in Section 11.5.19 of the Environmental
Statement, overhead lines will be highly visible from parts of the
Range, thereby detracting from the quality of the natural
environment and potentially discouraging visitors from coming to
the Range who are specifically seeking this as a key part of their
experience.
Given the local emphasis being placed on the importance of
tourism to the local economy and additionally how Denbighshire’s
Welsh identify and culture can be built upon for opportunities for
tourism in Rural Denbighshire, there is at the very minimum a need
for the applicant to monitor tourism trends and to suggest
mitigation measures including the consideration of accommodation
providers who are located in rural areas to maximise on the
attraction to visitors of the special landscape as a result of the
proposed Wind Farm Connection Project.
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1. Chapter 4 of the Environmental Statement ‘EIA Methodology’ (DCO
Document Ref 6.4) sets out the approach to and the developments to be
considered within the cumulative assessment.
2. Chapter 11 of the ES ‘Socio Economics and Tourism’ considered the
cumulative impacts of the Proposed Development, the Wider Scheme, the
Wind Farm developments and Stage 2 cumulative developments. This was
primarily based on a review of the cumulative landscape and visual
assessment as presented in Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ of the ES
(DCO Document Ref 6.7). This stated that:
“the presence of a wood pole overhead line would be perceived as a
subsidiary structure and a relatively small change in the landscape in
particular compared to the presence of the turbines, which are
considerably larger.”
3. As a result the assessment of cumulative effects presented in Chapter 11 of
the ES confirmed that “The Proposed Development’s overall tourism impact
based on the findings of the LVIA Chapter are considered to be not
significant”. This conclusion was reached in the context of the conclusions of
paragraph 11.5.19.
4. Caravan Parks and a number of tourism properties/receptors to the east of
the Proposed Development were assessed as part of the business survey and
within the LVIA. The overall conclusion of the assessment was that the
effects were not considered significant and therefore not considered a
significant effect from a tourism perspective. SP Manweb accordingly
disagrees with the Council that there is a potential for a negative impact on
local tourism businesses.
5. Effects on landscape statutory landscape designations are presented in
Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7). Paragraph
7.7.20 of this chapter concludes:
“As has been described within Section 7.5 ‘Baseline Context’, there are
no nationally designated landscapes within the immediate Study Area.
Snowdonia National Park is approximately 17km away to the east and
the Clwydian 1`Range and Dee Valley AONB is approximately 7km
away to the west. Whilst these landscapes are typically highly
sensitive to overhead line development, in view of the scale and
location of this development, the distances involved and the effect of
intervening topography and vegetation, it is considered that the 132 kV
Overhead Line would have no direct or indirect effects on these
designated landscapes at any time during construction, operation or
decommissioning. The overall significance of landscape effects on the
National Park and AONB is predicted to be negligible. Snowdonia
National Park Authority has confirmed that they do not anticipate any
adverse effects on Snowdonia National Park. Similarly, although the
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AONB would prefer undergrounding of the connection, they recognise
that due to the intervening distance the effects should be minimised.”

6. Furthermore, Natural Resources Wales (NRW) in their written representations
state that:
“NRW notes that the proposal lies at 7km to the west of the Clwydian
Range and Dee Valley AONB and 17km to the east of Snowdonia
National Park. In view of the scale of the proposed development, we
believe that there will be no effect upon Statutory Landscape
Designations at these distances. (para. 3.7.1)
We consider the methods used in the Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment to be appropriate, compliant with current guidance and we
concur with the assessment of residual effects. (para. 3.7.2)
The LANDMAP evaluation indicates that the elements which contribute
to the study area’s landscape character resource, against which the
proposed development would be viewed, are of regional/ county to
local value. We believe that the landscape specialists of planning
authorities are better placed to consider effects at these scales and
therefore recommend that their opinions are used in the determination
of the development proposal. (para. 3.7.3)
We note that there are minor revisions to photomontages such that
their definition has been increased. The amendments to these
documents do not change the views expressed in this section.” (para.
3.7.4)
Given that no landscape or visual effects have been identified on the
AONB, it is highly unlikely that there would be any effect on socioeconomic interests.

7. As stated above, in the context of the comparative post-development
evaluation research, having demonstrated on a long-term basis that minimal
adverse effects on tourism businesses have resulted as a result of the
development of much larger transmission towers and overhead-lines, there is
no basis or justification in SP Manweb being required to review tourism trends
or propose mitigation and- a requirement to do so would be unreasonable..

EN020014

116

September 2015

DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact With regards to employment it is acknowledged the potential
Report
project could bring economic benefits through the construction
stage but this will only benefit the area if local businesses or labour
Section B Local
are utilised.
Impacts
Paragraph 12:
Socio
Economics and
Tourism
Paragraphs
12.3.1

1. Chapter 11 of the ES (DCO document reference 6.11) identifies that there will
be no significant adverse impact on local businesses and states that
construction of the Proposed Development will benefit local accommodation
providers during the construction phase and may require input from the local
workforce.

EN020014

117

September 2015

DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Written
The Council wishes its concerns to be noted over potential impacts
Representation on tourism in Denbighshire.
Section 3.5

There are potentially direct impacts on local businesses located
close to the proposed route, arising from the immediate visual
impact of the overhead lines when viewed from individual
properties, and from the more general devaluation of landscape
quality likely to the experienced by users of public footpaths, and
when visitors are travelling in the vicinity of the lines. The council
would encourage the Examiners to visit the following locations in
the course of the site inspection in order to appreciate impacts:
Bryn Golau Caravan Park – grid ref SJ 02082 61082
Caer Mynydd Caravan Park – grid ref 02863 60722

1. Please refer to SP Manweb's response to paragraph 12 of the Council's LiR
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Traffic and Transport
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The Council consider that traffic volumes associated with the
Report
development could be significant during the construction
decommissioning stages, but would be limited at operational
Section B Local phase.
Impacts
The Council suggests it is likely that the construction phase for the
Paragraph 13:
overhead lines would overlap with the construction of the
Traffic and
consented windfarms within the SSA given that they will all be
Transport
working towards the same completion date. The construction
Paragraphs
works could also overlap with other major developments within the
13.3
County. Therefore, there is the potential for the construction phase
to have an adverse cumulative impact on the local highway
network and on local users.
The Council consider it necessary to maintain control, or at least to
ensure the DCO gives the Council powers to request highways
works are delayed or varied, in order to manage the impact to the
highway in a strategic and coordinated manner, as well as
ensuring connectivity for public surveys and Construction Method
Statement would be necessary in advance for construction works.
This is in the interests of highway safety and amenity of local
residents and road users.
1. The assessment presented in Chapter 12 of the ES ‘Traffic and Transport
(DCO Document Ref 6.12) included a review of potential cumulative effects.
2. The combined and cumulative impacts of the Proposed Development, was
assessed using the following staged approach:

Stage 1 – The Proposed Development, the Wider Scheme, and the Wind
Farms, which comprises;
The Collector Substation, works within St Asaph substation, the
underground cabling and the proposed lower voltage diversions are
referred to as the "Wider Scheme". Consideration of the Wind Farms also
includes potential connections into the Collector Substation by means of
underground cables along existing forest tracks.
The cumulative assessment did not consider Nant Bach and Derwydd
Bach as they are located to the south of the Proposed Development and
would not use the same highway network as would be used for the
Proposed Development and Wider Scheme,



Stage 2 - Any other relevant developments (which includes developments
already in existence, together with committed developments and for
projects where consent is being sought).
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3. The assessment was based on SP Manweb’s indicative programme and
identified potential overlaps together with the worst case trips for each phase.
The anticipated flows were applied to each route as required to obtain a %
impact for the network assessed.
4. The assessment shows that the additional flow for the Proposed Development
overhead line in combination with the construction traffic for the schemes
identified in the cumulative assessment is minimal in nature and would not be
perceived on the main highway network. SP Manweb disagrees with the
Council's contention that during the construction phase there will be an
adverse cumulative impact on the local highway network and on local users
5. 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.
6. SP Manweb will continue to liaise with the Council over the content of the final
TMP which will need to be approved by the Council. Given the requirement for
the Council to approve the final TMP, it is considered that this is sufficient
control to ensure that there is not an unacceptable impact on the highway
network. Given the cumulative assessment there is no justification for the
Council to maintain control of highways works.
7. It is important to note that SP Manweb will not be undertaking any significant
highway works, rather it will be creating minor temporary accesses,
predominantly into fields, for the purposes of construction, which will have
minimal impact on the local highway network. Therefore SP Manweb does not
propose to include any further amendments within the draft DCO. Further, it
would resist the removal of the powers contained in articles 10-16 of the draft
DCO. It is normal and indeed it was the intention of the development consent
process to enable a developer to obtain the consents it requires to undertake
a development in one process, without having to apply for multiple consents.
8. The TMP requires at paragraph 2.4.1 that 'The programme shall minimise the
overlap between activities that generate higher flows on the road network'
This provision will ensure that the construction traffic peaks for the Proposed
Development does not coincide with the peak levels of construction traffic for
the Wind Farms..
9. It is noted, that the Council does agree that the impact on the highway
network would be neutral.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The overhead line route crosses a number of public rights of way
Report
(footpaths). The draft DCO indicate that the construction phase
would only require temporary closure of 3 rights of way (2
Section B Local
footpaths and 1 bridleway).
Impacts
Footpath 23 is a Y shaped footpath and may be possibly
Paragraph 13:
obstructed, and therefore may need to close the whole length of
Traffic and
the footpath rather than just the spur affected.
Transport
Paragraphs
13.4

The Bridleway network in this area of the Country is sparse, and
the temporary closure of Bridleway 23 may have implications for
the wider connectivity on the bridleway network, and therefore
preference would be for this bridleway to remain open, or at least
for a temporary diversion to be secured during the construction
phase.

1. There are 14 public rights of way (PRoW) running through the Order Limits.
Schedule 6 of the DCO shows the PRoW that will be affected by the
Proposed Development. Plans showing accesses and rights of way affected
by the Proposed Development support the DCO application (document
reference 2.4) and Appendix 4 includes a schedule detailing the treatment of
the PRoWs during construction.
2. The Design and Construction Report Technical Appendix 4 (DCO Document
Ref 7.2 states that Footpath 23 will require a temporary closure for
approximately 2 weeks between pole numbers 48 and 49.
3. It is noted that the Council does agree that the impact on the footway network
would be neutral.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Denbighshire County Council has concerns regarding the transfer
Report
of highways powers to the undertaker via the proposed Provisions
contained in the draft DCO (Articles 10, 12, 12, 14).
Section D
Provision,
The Council considers it is likely that the construction phase for the
Requirements
overhead lines would overlap with the construction of the four
and Obligations consented windfarms within the SAA given that they will be
working towards the same completion date. The construction
Provisions
works could also overlap with the other major developments within
paragraph 18.2
the Council. The Council therefore consider it necessary for the
Council to maintain control, or at least have the right to request
highways works are delayed or varied, in order to manage the
impact to the highway in a strategic and coordinated manner, as
well as ensuring connectively for public rights of way users is
maintained. This is in the interests of highway safety and amenity
of local residents and road users.
The Council therefore request additional measures are put in place
within the DCO for example provisions to include the need to give
the highway authority a minimum of 2 weeks’ notice prior to
carrying out any highways works (including temporary closures of
rights of way), and for the DCO to also contain powers for the
Council to request proposed highways works are varied or delayed
where it can be clearly demonstrated it would be in the public
interest to do so.
The applicant has also sought to transfer additional powers
through the DCO. Relevant to biodiversity is the felling or lopping
of trees and removal of hedgerows. The Council is satisfied the
impacts have been properly considered in the ES, therefore does
not object to the proposed tree and hedgerow work identified.

1. The need to give the highway authority a minimum of 2 weeks’ notice prior to
carrying out any highways works (including temporary closures of rights of
way), and for the DCO to also contain powers for the Council to request
proposed highways works are varied or delayed
2. Regarding the temporary prohibition or restriction of use of streets and public
rights of way:
In terms of vehicular traffic, Article 14(2) requires SP Manweb to give
not less than 4 weeks' notice to the traffic authority, i.e. the Council
in respect of Denbighshire, of SP Manweb's intention to prohibit or
restrict etc vehicular traffic. Following this notice, SP Manweb must
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advertise its intention and then, finally, give 2 weeks' notice prior to
actually carrying out the prohibition or restriction (Article 13(5)).
In terms of public rights of way, SP Manweb must give 2 weeks'
notice prior to carrying out the prohibition or restrictions in respect of
those public rights of way identified in Schedule 6.
Therefore no amendment is required.
3. Regarding highway works:
SP Manweb will not be carrying out significant highway works, rather
it will be creating minor temporary accesses into fields for the
purposes of construction, which will have minimal impact on the local
highway network. Given the small scale of these works, it is not
reasonable or necessary for the Council to have the ability to delay
the works for this nationally significant infrastructure project. In any
event, if any highway works required works to be undertaken that
could affect traffic, SP Manweb would have to comply with the
Articles 13 and 14 in respect of imposing temporary restrictions or
prohibition on the highway. Accordingly, it is submitted that the
Council is adequately protected.
Therefore, no amendment is required.
4. Transfer additional powers through the DCO. Relevant to biodiversity is the
felling or lopping of trees and removal of hedgerows
5. SP Manweb thanks the Council for confirming that the powers for felling or
lopping of trees and the removal of hedgerows is acceptable.
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Emissions
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Construction - The Council is satisfied construction impacts could
Report
be controlled and / or mitigated through the Construction
Environmental Management Plan.
Section B Local
Impacts
The cracking noise – corona discharge – has the potential to
adversely affect amenity or local residents, especially where the
Paragraph 14:
proposed overhead lines are close to residential properties and
Emissions
other noise sensitive receptors.
Paragraphs
14.4

Furthermore, given that the overhead lines proposed would be
located in rural areas which have low background levels, where a
noise source is sited close to a residential property, then it may
perceived to be a noise nuisance given that it would be audible.

1. SP Manweb welcomes the Council's confirmation that it is satisfied that
construction impacts can be controlled via the CEMP.
2. No operational noise calculations were performed for the Proposed
Development as this topic was scoped out of the environmental impact
assessment (see the Planning Inspectorate Scoping Opinion, DCO document
reference 6.29). However, SP Transmission, SP Manweb’s sister company
which covers the transmission network in Scotland, has carried out studies of
audible noise of other overhead line projects. Details of the audible noise
levels calculated for the South West Scotland (SWS) Project are set out
below.
3. For the SWS Project, audible noise calculations were carried out for fair
weather and foul (wet) weather conditions. Calculations were carried out for a
132kV wood pole line and, for the purposes of the assessment, the ambient
background sound levels were assumed to be in the range of 30- 35 dBA9,
Characteristic of a quiet rural area. SP Manweb considers this to be a
comparable study for the Proposed Development.
4. The SWS Project concluded that audible noise from 132kV lines would be
virtually undetectable in fair weather and would be detectable but below the
assumed lower limit of the assumed background noise level in foul weather.
This level of audible noise would be largely masked by other noise sources
associated with foul weather (rain, wind etc.).
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5. Any such noise would therefore not produce any form of an adverse
significant effect requiring mitigation.
6. Please refer to SP Manweb’s responses to the Relevant Representations
18.3.8 – 18.3.14 and to the FWQ 4.18.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact For the record, the Council has concerns over the potential impact
Report
of the proposals on human health.
Section B Local
Impacts
Paragraph 15:
Electric and
Magnetic Fields
Paragraph 15

The Council’s Pollution Control Office has reviewed the
Environmental Statement and whilst recognising the EMF issues
has been addressed in supporting documentation, has asked in
view of concerns raised about it , that a precautionary approach is
adopted for the siting of the cables, and option of putting the cables
underground be investigated.
The Council are under the impression that Public Health Wales will
comment on this matter in more detail, as they have the relevant
expertise on the technical / scientific implications of EMF on human
health, and therefore would request the Examiners have due
regard to their observations in weighting the significance of the
impacts on occupiers of property closest to the proposed lines.
The Council considers the EMF arising from a 132kV overhead line
as a potential for Negative impacts on public health.

Written
The Council wishes its concerns to be noted over potential impacts
Representation to human health from exposure to Electric and Magnetic Fields
arising from power lines.
Section 3.3
It recognises that current evidence provides limited grounds for
resisting infrastructure schemes of this nature and that the
submissions indicate the scheme design complies with UK
Government exposure limits and policies, but it is urges that a
precautionary principle continues to be adopted towards the design
of such development, and that consideration be given to
undergrounding the line to avert concerns.
The Council defers to Public Health Wales for more informed
comment on the effects of Electric and Magnetic fields including
exposure to non-ionising radiation.
The Council would request that its representation on the potential
health impacts are taken into account.
It is not proposed to make oral representation on this matter at any
topic hearings.
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1. SP Manweb has carried out an assessment of the potential effects related to
EMFs in Chapter 14 of the ES that accompanies the DCO Application (DCO
document reference 6.14). Public Health England has confirmed in its RR
(numbered 62) that it is satisfied with the conclusions of the assessment.
Further the Local Health Board had agreed in a completed SoCG:
(a)

that the methodology adopted in the ES is compliant with DECC's
Code of Practice 'Power Lines: Demonstrating Compliance with Public
Exposure Guidelines'; and

(b)

with the conclusion of the ES that the Proposed Development will not
give rise to exposure to EMFs above the maximum levels set out in
DECC's Code of Practice 'Power Lines: Demonstrating Compliance
with Public Exposure Guidelines

2. The design of the Proposed Development complies with Government
exposure limits, but because of concerns raised by both the public and
government agencies, SP Manweb assessed the predicted EMF levels to
provide evidence that this would be the case.
3. The assessment confirmed that the maximum EMFs produced by the
proposed 132kV Overhead Line would be less than the relevant Government
exposure limits.
4. There is no minimum lateral distance from the 132kV Overhead Line required
in order to achieve compliance. As such compliance is not dependent on the
exact route of the Proposed Development, which means that if the 132kV
Overhead Line were to move within the Limits of Deviation, no increases in
the levels would occur and the effect would remain not significant.
5. The Proposed Development has been demonstrated to comply with the
current public exposure guidelines as detailed in NPS EN-5. If these
requirements are met NPS EN-5 states that EMF ‘effects are minimal’
(Simplified Route Map for dealing with EMFs, page 23).
6. No mitigation is required as the Proposed Development complies with the
current public exposure guidelines as detailed in NPS EN-5 which states that
‘no further mitigation should be necessary’ (paragraph 2.10.15) where the
requirements are met.
7. Given the above, and the position of Public Health England, expressed in their
RR (No. 52), SP Manweb considers that this issue is a matter which should
be regarded as having been fully responded to and is therefore not an issue
that should require further consideration at Examination.
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Geology
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact The Council’s Minerals Officer has confirmed that the proposed
Report
route of the overhead line crosses land shown on the Local
Development Plan Proposals Map as Mineral Safeguarded Areas.
Section B Local
These are shown on a plan in Appendix 4 of the Local Impact
Impacts
Report.
Paragraph 16:
The areas affected within Denbighshire involve Sand and Gravel
Geology
deposits (around Ty Coch, Peniel; Beacon Hill, west of Gwaenynog
Paragraph 16
Bach; and around the River Elwy), and Limestone (between Coed
y Fadir and the terminus at Grosffordd Marli).
The Minerals Officer suggests that the purpose of safeguarding is
to ensure new development does not unnecessary sterilise mineral
resources. As the area is involved in the scheme is limited
compared with the total area safeguarded, it is not considered this
would significantly compromise the ability to work new mineral
deposits in the future.
It is concluded that the limited sterilisation of minerals underneath
the overhead lines would have not significant impact on the ability
of Denbighshire to fulfil its obligations to make future provision for
hardrock or sand and gravel allocations or supply.
The Council considers the proposal would have a Neutral impact in
respect of geology.

1. SP Manweb welcomes the Council's comments and confirmation that the
Council considers there would be a neutral impact in relation to geology.
2. Paragraph 5.2.76 of the Planning Statement (DCO Document Reference 7.4)
identifies that … ‘There are potential effects on land allocated for mineral
safeguarding however, due to their geographical location and extent
avoidance of these areas is not possible’.
3. Paragraphs 10.2.6 and 10.2.7 of Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement
‘Land Use and Agriculture’ (DCO Document Reference 6.10) identify the local
development plan policies covering mineral safe guarding.
4. SP Manweb has provided a full response to the ExA's FWQ 1.8, which relates
to mineral safeguarding.
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5. This chapter of the ES also identifies at paragraphs 10.5.12 – 15 that:
‘Within Denbighshire the Order Limits cross an area safeguarded for sand and
gravel between Plas Captain and Pandy Wood, and an area safeguarded for
limestone between the River Elwy and the Terminal Point".
6. 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).
7. 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;

8. Chapter 10 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.10) assesses the impact
of the Proposed Development on Local Development Plan Allocations
(section 10.7). The ES Chapter concludes that, given that the Proposed
Development is an overhead line where each woodpole has a small footprint,
the presence of potential mineral resources is not a key routeing criterion and
consequently resources have not been specifically avoided. 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. However, even if plans to exploit the
mineral resource are brought forward then typically, in SP Manweb's
experience, the extraction can accommodate any existing overhead lines.
Works can take place under overhead lines, subject to the safety clearance
distances being adhered to.
9. The Proposed Development does not therefore affect the Safeguarded Areas
and potential effects are minor and not significant.
10. As the Proposed Development is an NSIP, and as NPS 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. In any event, any mineral loss (and SP Manweb does not agree
that there will be any for the reasons expressed above) will be, on the whole,
confined to the support pole locations and temporary in nature given the
132kV Overhead Line will have an operational life of approximately 40 years.
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Mitigation
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Written
Clarification would be welcomed to explain what ‘embedded
Representation mitigation’ means. There seems to be some discrepancy among
EIA specialists. The ES states that embedded or primary mitigation
Paragraph
measures are an integral part of the overall design strategy of the
3.2.10
development. Is this a term used to describe early states of route
selection? Should it really be described as ‘Avoidance Measures’?

1.

Embedded mitigation is common mitigation that is normally used on a
development such as an overhead line, which are able to be fully
implemented without difficulty or contention. This may include documents
such as a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), which for
example imposes construction working hours and design points such as any
raised levels to deal with flood risk. Embedded mitigation should be
assessed as part of the project and will result in an assessment of the likely
significant environmental effects, which will then prompt consideration of
whether any specific mitigation is needed in order to mitigate any adverse
effects.

2.

Embedded mitigation is included through the design and optioneering
process i.e. avoidance of significant effects through the design process,
which is described in the Strategic Options Report (DCO Document
Reference 7.3) and Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution of the ES
(DCO Document 6.3). It includes those measures which have been
embedded into the project through standard mitigation techniques for the
construction phase. As described in Chapter 2 ‘Description of the Proposed
Development’ SP Manweb has produced a CEMP (Appendix 2.1 to the ES,
(DCO Document Reference 6.18V2), which identifies those responsible for
overseeing the construction works and outlines a series of established good
practice working methods intended to minimise environmental disturbance.
Topic specific embedded mitigation is provided within the individual topic
chapters of the ES. These measures are also secured through the CEMP
(DCO Document Reference 6.18V2), and through the measures indicated on
the Landscape Plans (DCO Document Reference 2.6).
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Cumulative Assessment
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Written
Cumulative Projects Considered
Representation
The Council asks for clarification that all the following projects have
been included in the assessment:
Paragraph
3.2.43
 Existing;


Process of being built;



Permitted but not implemented;



Submitted but not determined;



Projects on ExA list of programmed projects; and



Identified in LDPs

1. Chapter 4 of the ES ‘EIA Methodology’ (DCO Document Reference 6.4)
describes the basis of the assessment. Existing development is included
within the baseline against which the Proposed Development has been
assessed. This chapter also identifies which projects have been included in
the assessment of combined and cumulative effects.
2. SP Manweb can confirm that it applied the above criteria and the Table in
response to FWQ 6.14 lists all the developments that were included in the
cumulative Stage 2 assessment.
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Provision, Requirements and Obligations
DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Schedule 10
Report
The Council objects to the 21 day limit to request additional
Section D
information and also the deemed consent being awarded if written
approval is not issued within 8 weeks.
Provision,
Requirements
Requirements requiring submission and approval in writing need
and Obligations consultation with statutory consultees. The Council typically allows
Provisions
paragraph 18.3

these consultees 21 days to response to consultation on approval
of condition request. The need for additional information may not
be identified until consultation responses are received and
therefore it may be impossible for the Council to confirm to the 21
day limit specified in Schedule 10. Where additional information is
required, there would then be a further need to re-consult with
statutory consultees, which has implications for an 8 week
approval date. DCC request the 21 day limit is removed.
To avoid delays, the Council also requests that the Requirements
are re-worded in order to place an obligation on the undertaker to
consult with specific consultees prior to submitting details to the
Council for approval, which will speed up consultation responses
and limit the need for the Council to re-consult. Please see
Clocaenog DCO as an example (Requirements 8, 9, 11, 12, 15,
16, 25, 26, 27 and 28).
DCC consider that some specific details in requirements could be
approved by the ExA as part of the Examination process rather
than the post consent by the LPA.

1.

SP Manweb has made amendments to Schedule 10 of the draft DCO and a
revised draft of the DCO has been submitted at Deadline 2. The
amendments include:

1.1

an obligation to send the details to be submitted pursuant to requirements 11
and 13 to NRW at the same time as they are submitted to the relevant
planning authority. This provision is limited to requirements 11 and 13 as SP
Manweb understands from NRW that it only wishes to be consulted in
respect of those requirements. There is also a requirement for NRW to
provide its comments to the relevant planning authority within 21 days,
otherwise it may decline to take those views into account.

1.2

the provisions in 1.1 above can also be widened to include other specified
consultees, if necessary; and
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1.3

that the eight week period to determine an application made commences
from when further information is supplied (if requested), rather when the
application is first made (should a request for further information be made by
the relevant planning authority).

2.

As such, SP Manweb considers that Schedule 10 has been amended to
resolve the issues identified by the Council and should be acceptable.

3.

Schedule 10 does not place a requirement on SP Manweb to consult with
statutory consultees in advance of any application, but it is highly likely it will
do so, particularly given the tight construction programme which it is working
to. This approach makes logical sense, otherwise SP Manweb will be in a
position where the relevant planning authority and/or NRW are seeking
further information which will delay discharge of the relevant requirement.
To this end Requirement 13 in the revised draft DCO has been amended to
expressly state that SP Manweb must consult with NRW, the Country
Ecologist and the relevant highway authority prior to submitting the CEMP,
and the ecological management plan, the hedgerow management plan and
traffic management plan, to the relevant planning authority for approval.

4.

To the extent that any plans to be approved pursuant to the requirements in
schedule 2 can be agreed during the examination process, then SP Manweb
would be content to amend the requirements to require compliance in
accordance with the approved plan (rather than a requirement to submit
details to the relevant planning authority). This will not always be possible,
as in some cases there will not be sufficient detail available at this stage for
a final plan to be prepared or it is good practice for the final plan to take into
account any changes in, for example, landscaping at the point of
construction. In these cases, it is appropriate that the final plan is approved
in accordance with an outline plan by the relevant planning authority.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Requirement 4
Report
This should specify what detail is required to be provided – e.g.
Section D
phasing of stages and timescales for each stage of construction
Provision,
works to be completed.
Requirements
and Obligations
Requirements
Table A: DCC
Comments on
draft
Requirements
contained in
Schedule 2

1.

Requirement 4 has been updated to take account of the Council's comments
in the draft DCO submitted at Deadline 2.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Requirements 5 & 6
Report
A landscaping scheme to mitigate visual effects should form part of
Section D
the application.
Provision,
Landscaping should be carried out in full accordance with the
Requirements
and Obligations OLMP and ECMP and for details to only be submitted to the
Council for approval where they deviate from the plan(s).
Requirements
Table A: DCC
Comments on
draft
Requirements
contained in
Schedule 2

1.

In relation to Requirements 5 and 6, SP Manweb considers it appropriate for
there to be an outline landscaping scheme at the application stage and a
final scheme approved before construction for the Proposed Development
commences, as this is necessary to take account of the final detailed design
of the Proposed Development and any changes in the landscape. No
revisions to Requirements 5 or 6 are therefore considered necessary.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Requirement and 7
Report
Replacement planting should form part of the Landscaping scheme
Section D
and should be incorporated into Requirement 5.
Provision,
Requirements
and Obligations
Requirements
Table A: DCC
Comments on
draft
Requirements
contained in
Schedule 2

1.

In relation to Requirement 7, SP Manweb disagrees that replacement
planting should form part of the landscaping scheme. Replacement planting
is not part of the landscaping mitigation in relation to the Proposed
Development, but rather is replacing planting removed in the course of
constructing the Proposed Development. No revisions to Requirement 7 are
therefore considered necessary.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Requirement 9
Report
It is unnecessary for the Council to be responsible for approval
Section D
detail in this instance.
Provision,
If it is amended to require approval by DCC rather than highways,
Requirements
the LPA would have to consult with the relevant highway
and Obligations authorities prior to approving and therefore may find it difficult to
Requirements

comply with Schedule 10.

Table A: DCC
Comments on
draft
Requirements
contained in
Schedule 2

DCC suggest that the Requirement is reworded to include an
obligation on the undertaker to consult with the Welsh Government
and relevant highways prior to submitting details to the LPA for
approval.

1.

In relation to Requirement 9, the Welsh Government confirmed in its
response to FWQ 1.12 that no road is affected where the Welsh Government
is the trunk road authority, so it will not be necessary to consult with the
Welsh Government. SP Manweb is happy to consult with the highway
authority, and Requirement 9 has been updated to take account of the
Council's comments in this regard. Requirement 9 does not require the
relevant planning authority to approve these highway works.

EN020014

137

September 2015

DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Requirement 10
Report
The Council does not support 7 day week/construction works.
Section D
The Requirement should include a clause which requires weekend
Provision,
and bank holiday work to be agreed in writing with the Council prior
Requirements
and Obligations to commencement of that stage.
Requirements
Table A: DCC
Comments on
draft
Requirements
contained in
Schedule 2

1.

In relation to Requirement 10, no amendment is proposed save to provide
that piling, can only be undertaken between the hours of 9-5 and will not be
undertaken on weekends or bank holidays. Please see SP Manweb's
response to FWQ 12.18.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Requirement 11
Report
Wording should be amended to ensure time limits for the
Section D
completion of investigations and risk assessment to be specified in
Provision,
the Requirement and for works to cease until contamination has
Requirements
been rectified.
and Obligations
Requirements
Table A: DCC
Comments on
draft
Requirements
contained in
Schedule 2

1.

Requirement 11 has been updated to take account of the Council's
comments, save for in relation to timescales. SP Manweb does not consider
it appropriate to specify timescales for undertaking the site investigations, as
the length of time such investigations and subsequent remediation will be
dependent on the nature and extent of any contamination encountered
(although it is unlikely that any contamination would be found given the
nature of the land involved).
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Requirement 12
Report
The Council may not be able to comply with procedure to
discharge Requirements set out in Schedule 10.
Section D
Provision,
The Council suggests that the Requirement is re-worded to include
Requirements
and Obligations an obligation on the undertaker to consult with the Welsh
Government and relevant consultee prior to submitting details to
Requirements
the LPA for approval.
Table A: DCC
Comments on
draft
Requirements
contained in
Schedule 2

1.

Requirement 12 has been updated to take account of the Council's
comments in the draft DCO.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Requirement 13
Report
Section D
Provision,
Requirements
and Obligations

The Council considers approving a CEMP at every stage may be a
burden - preference to approve an overarching CEMP to be
submitted and approved in writing prior to commencement of
development.

Requirements
Table A: DCC
Comments on
draft
Requirements
contained in
Schedule 2

1.

In relation to Requirement 13, the outline CEMP (DCO Document Reference
6.18) already covers the matters listed. T he final CEMP is required to be in
substantially the same form as the outline CEMP, and so will also cover
these matters.

2.

These are as follows:

2.1

Construction and re-instatement methodologies – this will be covered by the
method statements included in the CEMP;

2.2

Pollution, prevention and control measures – this is already a commitment in
paragraph 1.6.3 of the existing CEMP;

2.3

Soil stripping and storage - this is already dealt with in the CEMP at
paragraphs 2.16 and 3.6;

2.4

Water drainage – this is considered in paragraph 3.5, but no specific
mitigation measures are proposed.

3.

The outline Transport Management Plan (TMP) also already covers the
matters listed, save for abnormal loads, since there will be no abnormal
loads associated with the Proposed Development. Again, this is required to
be in substantially the same form as the outline TMP, and so will also cover
these matters.

4.

The matters are as follows:

4.1

Material and plan storage/deliveries – delivery routes are included in the
TMP and the CEMP includes restrictions in storage;
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4.2

Parking will be restricted to the construction compound and on the site
construction areas, there will be no parking on the road.

4.3

Wheel washing facilities – this is included in the existing CEMP;

4.4

Loading and un-loading facilities will be restricted to the construction
compound;

4.5

Fencing – this is secured in paragraph 2.4 of the CEMP; and

4.6

Management of HGV routes and signage – is included in the TMP.

5.

In relation to the condition of the local public road network, 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.

6.

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.

7.

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.
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8.

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.
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DCC Ref.

DCC Comment

Local Impact Requirement 16
Report
The Council question this Requirement, as it creates a possibility
Section D
for applications to modify elements of the scheme, which go
Provision,
outside the scope of the Environmental Statement. DCC suggest
Requirements
this is dropped.
and Obligations
Requirements
Table A: DCC
Comments on
draft
Requirements
contained in
Schedule 2

1.

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.
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Appendix 1 Collector Substation Decision Notice
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Pennaeth Gwasanaethau Cynllunio
a Gwarchod y Cyhoedd
Caledfryn
Ffordd y Ffair
DINBYCH
Sir Ddinbych
LL16 3RJ
www.sirddinbych.gov.uk

Head of Planning and Public
Protection Services
Caledfryn
Smithfield Road
DENBIGH
Denbighshire
LL16 3RJ
www.denbighshire.gov.uk

Page 1
Code No. 23/2014/1440/PF

CERTIFICATE OF DECISION
TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
TOWN & COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE) (WALES) ORDER 2012
_________________________________________________________________________________________

In pursuance of their powers under the above Act and Order, the County Council as Local Planning
Authority hereby
REFUSE TO GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION FOR:
PROPOSAL:

Erection of a 132kV electrical substation and associated works

LOCATION :

Clocaenog Forest Saron Denbigh

PLANS AND DOCUMENTS SUBJECT TO THE DECISION:(i) Environmental report (dated December 2014) received 23 December 2014
(ii) Substation location (Figure 1.1) received 23 December 2014
(iii) Substation location and proposed order limits (Figure 1.2) received 23 December 2014
(iv) TAN8 area and consented wind farms (Figure 2.1) received 23 December 2014
(v) Proposed site layout and elevations (Figure 2.2) received 23 December 2014
(vi) Project siting study area and areas of highest environmental value (Figure 3.1) received 23
December 2014
(vii) Technical constraints (Figure 3.2) received 23 December 2014
(viii) Landscape sensitivity map (Figure 3.3) received 23 December 2014
(ix) Biodiversity and geology (Figure 3.4) received 23 December 2014
(x) Landscape and visual resource (Figure 3.5) received 23 December 2014
(xi) Forestry and woodland (Figure 3.6) received 23 December 2014
(xii) Potential sites (Figure 3.7) received 23 December 2014
(xiii) Study area for LVIA (Figure 6.1) received 23 December 2014
(xiv) Landscape (Figure 6.2) received 23 December 2014
(xv) Landscape sensitivity (Figure 6.3) received 23 December 2014
(xvi) Visual (Figure 6.4) received 23 December 2014
(xvii) Viewpoints (Figure 6.5) received 23 December 2014
(xviii) Transport (Figure 10.1) received 23 December 2014
(xix) Control building (Drawing No. SP4113637 Rev. 1.0) received 23 December 2014
(xx) Site sections (Drawing No. SP4113463 Rev. 2.0) received 23 December 2014
(xxi) Block plan (Drawing No. SP4113462 Rev. 3.0) received 23 December 2014
(xxii) Location plan (Drawing No. SP4113641 Rev. 2.0) received 23 December 2014

Miss Debbie Olson
S P Manweb Plc
3rd Floor Ochil House
10 Technology Avenue
Hamilton International Technology Park
Blantyre
South Lanarkshire
G72 0HT

Head of Planning and Public Protection
Services
15/07/2015
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THE REASON(s) for the Council’s decision to refuse permission is (are):1.
It is the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the scale, design and height of the proposed
substation development would have a detrimental visual impact in this rural location. The development
is therefore considered to be contrary to Denbighshire Local Development Plan policy VOE9 and the
advice and guidance contained in Welsh Government Planning Policy Wales Edition 7, and in particular
paragraphs 3.1.4 and 12.8.14.
2.
It is the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the submission documents do not satisfactorily
demonstrate that the proposed development would not give rise to unacceptable cumulative noise
effects. The proposed development therefore has the potential to give rise to an unacceptable
detrimental impact on the residential amenity of neighbouring properties and is considered to be
contrary to Denbighshire Local Development Plan policy VOE9 and the advice and guidance contained
Welsh Government Planning Policy Wales Edition 7, in particular paragraphs 3.1.4 and 3.1.7 and the
general advice contained in Technical Advice Note 11 (TAN 11).

PLANNING POLICIES RELEVANT TO THE DECISION
th

Denbighshire Local Development Plan (Adopted 4 June, 2013)
Policy VOE1 - Key areas of importance
Policy VOE5 – Conservation of natural resources
Policy VOE9 – On-shore wind energy
Policy VOE 10 – Renewable energy technologies
Supplementary Planning Guidance
None of direct relevance
Government Policy / Guidance
Planning Policy Wales Edition 7 July 2014
TAN 5 Nature Conservation and Planning (2009)
TAN 6 Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities (2010)
TAN 8 Planning for Renewable Energy (2005)
TAN 11 Noise (1997)
WELSH GOVERNMENT PRACTICE GUIDANCE
Planning Implications of Renewable and Low Carbon Energy (Practice Guidance 2011)
Other material considerations:
Denbighshire Landscape Strategy (2003) / LANDMAP
Conwy and Denbighshire Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy
Development, Final Report May 2013
ESTU R 97 and ‘A good practice guide to the application of ETSU-R-97 for the assessment and rating
of wind turbine noise’ (IOAGPG)

Miss Debbie Olson
S P Manweb Plc
3rd Floor Ochil House
10 Technology Avenue
Hamilton International Technology Park
Blantyre
South Lanarkshire
G72 0HT

Head of Planning and Public Protection
Services
15/07/2015
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SPECIAL NOTES TO APPLICANT
None.

NOTES TO APPLICANT
1.

APPEALS AGAINST REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION, OR IMPOSED CONDITIONS

1.1

If the applicant is aggrieved by the decision of the Local Planning Authority to refuse permission or
approval of the proposed development, or to grant permission or approval subject to conditions he/she
may by notice served within six months of receipt of this notice, appeal to the Planning Inspectorate in
accordance with Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. The Planning Inspectorate has
power to allow a longer period for the giving of notice of appeal, but he will not normally be prepared to
exercise this power unless there are special circumstances which excuse the delay in giving notice of
appeal. The Planning Inspectorate is not required to entertain an appeal if it appears to them that
permission for the proposed development could not have been granted by the Local Planning Authority, or
could not have been granted otherwise than subject to the conditions imposed by them having regard to
the provisions of Section 70 and 72(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, the Development
Order and any directions given under that Order.

1.2

If permission to develop land is refused or granted subject to conditions, whether by the Local Planning
Authority or by the Planning Inspectorate, and the owner of the land claims that the land has become
incapable of reasonably beneficial use in its existing state and cannot be rendered capable of reasonably
beneficial use by the carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted he may serve
on the Council of the County in which the land is situated, as the case may be, a Purchase Notice
requiring that Council to purchase his interest in the land in accordance with the provisions of Part VI of
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

1.3

In certain circumstances, a claim may be made against the Local Planning Authority for compensation,
where permission is refused or granted subject to conditions by the Planning Inspectorate on appeal or on
a reference of the application to him. The circumstances in which such compensation is payable are set
out in Part V of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

2.

THE CHOICE OF APPEAL PROCEDURES

2.1

There is a choice of three appeal procedures and the Planning Inspectorate will co-operate with you, or
your agent, in enabling your appeal to be processed in the way you would prefer. But there may be a few
occasions when the Planning Inspectorate has to use a procedure which is not your own preference, in
order to ensure that all aspects of the appeal are thoroughly and fairly considered. When this happens,
the Planning Inspectorate will explain why.

2.2

The available appeal procedures are:

Miss Debbie Olson
S P Manweb Plc
3rd Floor Ochil House
10 Technology Avenue
Hamilton International Technology Park
Blantyre
South Lanarkshire
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i.

by written representations which you and the Local Planning Authority make, followed by an
accompanied or unaccompanied inspection of the appeal site by the appointed Inspector.

ii.

by written representations which you and the Local Planning Authority make, followed by an
Informal Hearing conducted by the appointed Inspector who hears oral representations from
interested parties which may continue on an accompanied inspection of the appeal site.

iii.

by a formal Local Inquiry conducted by the appointed Inspector following submission of proofs of
evidence/statements of case. The Inspector hears representations from interested parties,
allowing cross-examination of witnesses, and undertakes an accompanied inspection of the
appeal site.

The procedures described in i. and ii. are likely to enable you to receive the quickest possible decision on
your appeal, as the procedures for exchanging written representations are tightly timetabled. Written
representations or Hearings are not suitable for cases which have generated substantial third party
representations, or which involve cases where it is desirable to cross-examine evidence.
The procedure described in iii. is usually the slowest and most expensive method of appealing and you
should only opt for this procedure if you have good reason to ask for a local hearing of your appeal.
Normally, local inquiries are confined to those cases that require advocacy.
2.3

Should the appellant wish the Planning Inspectorate to appoint a Welsh speaking Inspector to hear any
appeal against the Local Planning Authority’s decision, the request should be made to the Planning
Inspectorate when notice of the appeal is forwarded.
THE ADDRESS FOR APPEALS AND APPEAL FORMS

2.4

All appeals have to be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate within the relevant period of the date of the
Local Planning Authority’s decision against which you are appealing. The best way to appeal is to
complete the Planning Inspectorate’s official appeal form which may be obtained from:
THE PLANNING INSPECTORATE, CROWN BUILDINGS, CATHAYS PARK, CARDIFF, CF10 3NQ.

2.5

The telephone number is 029 2082 3308, if you need more information or advice from the Planning
Inspectorate.

3.

COMPLIANCE WITH APPROVED PLANS AND CONDITIONS

3.1

You are reminded that any permission or consent must be carried out strictly in accordance with the
approved plans, and any conditions attached to the certificate of decision. If any amendments are
proposed to the plans, you should not proceed without obtaining the written approval of the Local Planning
Authority. Any proposed amendments must be notified to the Head of Planning Services in writing with
detailed plans suitably revised to illustrate the changes proposed. The Head of Planning Services will
advise in writing whether the amendments can be accepted within the terms of the permission granted, or
whether a fresh application is required. You are reminded in accordance with other Notices that it will also
be necessary for you to ensure that amendments are acceptable to the other County Council
Departments and statutory bodies where separate legislation applies.
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3.2

Responsibility for the accuracy of the detailed plans and drawings forming part of the submission rests
with the applicant, agent or developer.

3.3

Applications for compliance with conditions - If this Decision Certificate includes conditions requiring the
further consent, agreement, or approval of the planning authority, you should submit the information
required for consideration by way of a letter stating the reference number of the permission and the
condition in question, and with a suitable description of the proposed details, and plans or drawings to a
recognised metric scale. No fee is required in connection with this type of application. The planning
authority has eight weeks to determine such an application.

3.4

Proceeding without permission - Any development carried out prior to the grant of the relevant
permission/consent, without compliance with the plans and particulars forming part of this permission, or
without compliance with the conditions of this permission, is entirely at the owner/developer’s own risk,
and may oblige the planning authority to take formal Enforcement Action.

4.

REQUIREMENT FOR SEPARATE CONSENTS

4.1

It is important to appreciate that this decision certificate relates solely to an application submitted in
accordance with the Acts/Regulations specified on the first sheet of this document. The Certificate does
not convey any approval which may be required under separate legislation or from other statutory bodies,
and does not override any private legal restrictions which may prevent the implementation of the proposal.
(e.g. development on land in third party ownership).

4.2

Your particular attention is drawn to the possibility that the proposal MAY require Building Regulations
Consent or oblige compliance with regulations under the control of the Council’s Public Protection Officer.
The onus rests on the applicant, agent or developer to ensure all relevant consents are obtained BEFORE
the commencement of any development.

4.3

The erection of building extensions or other property alterations may give rise to important issues affecting
the provision of gas, electricity, water and/or telephone services for an occupier and his/her neighbours. In
certain circumstances interference may contravene legislation and you are advised that if it is possible that
the provision of any service to the premises is within the area of a proposed extension or alteration you
should notify the appropriate authority prior to commencing the works.

4.4

Where development involves works on or close to a boundary, including on shared internal walls,
compliance may be necessary with the requirements of the Party Walls etc.. Act 1996, and you should
obtain separate legal advice on this matter. The Local Planning Authority is not responsible for the
enforcement of The Party Walls etc.. Act, or for resolving private legal disputes arising therefrom.

Miss Debbie Olson
S P Manweb Plc
3rd Floor Ochil House
10 Technology Avenue
Hamilton International Technology Park
Blantyre
South Lanarkshire
G72 0HT

Head of Planning and Public Protection
Services
15/07/2015
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APPELLANT: SP MANWEB PLC
LOCAL AUTHORITY: DENBIGHSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL
APPLICATION NUMBER: 23/2014/1440/PF
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: ERECTION OF 132kV ELECTRICAL SUBSTATION AND
ASSOCIATED WORKS
APPEAL SITE: CLOCAENOG FOREST, SARON, DENBIGHSHIRE
APPEAL UNDER SECTION 78 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
AGAINST REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION

GROUNDS OF APPEAL STATEMENT
BY SP MANWEB PLC
SEPTEMBER 2015
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1.

INTRODUCTION
The Application and Refusal

1.1

These Grounds of Appeal ("GoA") have been prepared in relation to an application for
planning permission for the development of a 132kV electrical substation ("Collector
Substation") at Clocaenog Forest, Denbighshire ("Appeal Site").

1.2

SP Manweb plc ("Appellant"), submitted a planning application ("Application") to
Denbighshire County Council ("Council") on 24 December 2014 for the construction
of the Collector Substation to act as the collector substation for four consented wind
farms in the north Wales area being: Nant Bach, Derwydd Bach, Clocaenog Forest
and Brenig. The Application specifies that the substation will house an unmanned
control building, electrical switchgear and apparatus and will be surrounded by a
palisade security fence. The erection of a site construction compound, which would
be reinstated upon completion of the works, was also part of the Application. Tree
felling also formed part of the Application, although it is noted that since the
Application was submitted, approximately two thirds of the trees that would be felled
should planning permission be granted for the Application have already been felled by
the developer of Clocaenog Forest wind farm.

1.3

In a report to Members of the Council's Planning Committee ("Council Members"),
Council officers recommended the Application for approval subject to conditions. The
meeting of the Planning Committee took place on 15 July 2015. At that meeting, as
the Planning Committee Minutes record, some Council Members expressed concerns
relating to visual impacts and the cumulative noise impact assessment. Council
Members subsequently voted against the Council officers' recommendation and
resolved to refuse planning permission, with the decision notice issued on the same
day as the Planning Committee, 15 July 2015 ("Decision Notice").

1.4

The reasons for refusal contained in the Decision Notice are as follows:
"1. It is the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the scale, design and height of the
proposed substation development would have a detrimental visual impact in this rural
location. The development is therefore considered to be contrary to Denbighshire
Local Development Plan policy VOE9 and the advice and guidance contained in
Welsh Government Planning Policy Wales Edition 7, and in particular paragraphs
3.1.4 and 12.8.14.
2. It is the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the submission documents do not
satisfactorily demonstrate that the proposed development would not give rise to
unacceptable cumulative noise effects. The proposed development therefore has the
potential to give rise to an unacceptable detrimental impact on the residential amenity
of neighbouring properties and is considered to be contrary to Denbighshire Local
Development Plan policy VOE9 and the advice and guidance contained Welsh
Government Planning Policy Wales Edition 7, in particular paragraphs 3.1.4 and 3.1.7
and the general advice contained in Technical Advice Note 11 (TAN 11)."

1.5

The first reason for refusal relates to visual impact considerations. In these GoA, the
visual impact reason is referred to as "Reason 1".

1.6

The second reason for refusal relates to noise considerations. In these GoA the noise
reason is referred to as "Reason 2".
The North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project

1.7

The Application forms part of the North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project
("NWWFC"). The main component of the NWWFC Project is the installation of an
approximate 17.3km 132kV overhead line for which a development consent order has
been applied for ("DCO Application") pursuant to the Planning Act 2008 ("2008 Act")
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by virtue of the overhead line being classified as a nationally significant infrastructure
project ("NSIP"). The DCO Application is currently undergoing examination by the
Secretary of State (reference number EN020014).
1.8

Whilst the Collector Substation is necessary for the 132kV overhead line, it is not part
of the overhead line. Such works that support a NSIP but which are not part of the
NSIP are called "associated development." Subject to some very limited exceptions in
the 2008 Act, works that are considered to be "associated development" to a NSIP in
Wales may not be consented through a Development Consent Order.

1.9

As such, although the Collector Substation is necessary for the 132kV overhead line, it
could not be included within the DCO Application alongside the overhead line.
Accordingly, planning permission for the Collector Substation and works associated
with the Collector Substation as described in paragraphs 1.2 and 3.1 of these GoA
(together referred to as the "Proposed Development) was applied for via an
application made under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
Appeal

1.10

The Appellant has discussed the option of a resubmission with Council officers and it
is the Appellant's understanding that it is unlikely that any resubmission would be
treated any differently to the Application by Council Members. Therefore, the
Appellant appeals under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against the
Council’s decision dated 15 July 2015 to refuse the Application.

1.11

These GoA set out the Appellant's case for why planning permission should be
granted for the Proposed Development. It has been drafted in accordance with the
guidance at Annexe G of the Planning Inspectorate's Procedural Guide for Planning
Appeals in Wales (November 2014). The Appellant confirms that further supporting
documents will be submitted once the type of appeal has been agreed.

1.12

The Appellant submits that the Proposed Development is in accordance with the
relevant planning policies referred to in the Decision Notice, in particular Denbighshire
Local Development Plan policy VOE9, the guidance contained in Welsh Government
Planning Policy Wales Edition 7 (in particular paragraphs 3.1.4, 3.1.7 and 12.8.14)
and the general advice contained in Technical Advice Note 11 (TAN 11). There are
no reasonable grounds for refusing planning permission for the Proposed
Development based on Reason 1 and Reason 2.
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2.

THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS
The Appeal Site

2.1

The Appeal Site is within the Clocaenog Forest, a coniferous forest plantation, east of
Tir Mostyn Hill and Tir Mostyn Wind Farm, and is at an elevation of approximately
400m AOD. A location plan showing the Appeal Site is included in the documents
submitted with these GoA. The Appeal Site covers an area measuring approximately 1
hectare. The majority of the Appeal Site has already been cleared of coniferous
forestry.

2.2

This forestry clearance was carried out pursuant to the proposed consented
Clocaenog Wind Farm substation (which was permitted as part of the Clocaenog
Forest Wind Farm Order 2014) which is adjacent to the east of the Appeal Site. The
Clocaenog Forest Wind Farm is a NSIP, and is one of the wind farms that will connect
into the Collector Substation.
Surroundings

2.3

The nearest village is Saron which is approximately 2.4km to the north east of the
Appeal Site, and the nearest residential properties are Hafod Ty Ddu and Haford
Olyga, which are approximately 550m from the Appeal Site. Two other residential
properties known as Brynbach and Brynbach bungalow are approximately 730m from
the Appeal Site.

2.4

The Appeal Site is accessed from the B5435 via travelling west along an unclassified
road for about 2km and then turning left into a forest track for a distance of
approximately 1km.
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3.

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

3.1

The description of the Proposed Development on the planning application form is as
follows:
"It is proposed to construct a 132kV electrical substation to act as the collector
substation for four consented wind farms in the North Wales area: Nant Bach,
Derwydd Bach, Clocaenog Forest and Brenig. The proposed substation will house an
unmanned control building, electrical switchgear and apparatus and will be
surrounded by a palisade security fence. Tree felling and erection of a site
construction compound which will be reinstated upon completion of the works are also
part of the proposals"

3.2

The Collector Substation compound area would cover an area 0.3ha. and include a
control building measuring approximately 22m x 10m.

3.3

There would be a single site access road 4.5m wide with a new access road and
parking for two vehicles within the compound.

3.4

The Collector Substation would act as a ‘collector substation’ for the generation
produced by four consented wind farms referred to in the description of development.
These wind farms would connect into the Collector Substation via four underground
cables (although for an update on one of the consented wind farms please see further
below).

3.5

The Collector Substation would be a double bay Air Insulated Switchgear (AIS) or
’open air’ substation. The compound design includes a double bay element comprising
two 132kV/33kV 90MVA transformers which step up the voltage of the electricity from
the wind farms to the electricity grid via busbars. The busbars would connect into the
disconnectors which in turn connect into a new 132kV overhead line via a support
structure which is shown on the Application plans as a 9m high gantry.

3.6

The Proposed Development includes a 3 metre high palisade fence to secure the
compound, and there would be a 1.2 metre fence within the compound separating the
control building from the live outdoor equipment. A 2 metre wide maintenance footpath
runs around the outside of the security fence.

3.7

The Proposed Development also includes mitigation works:
3.7.1

ecological mitigation measures as described in section 5.6 of the
Environmental Report submitted with the Application and section 4 of
Appendix A to the Environmental Report;

3.7.2

the reinstatement of the area surrounding the Collector Substation once
constructed to typical heathland habitat; and

3.7.3

mitigation for red squirrel.

3.8

The Proposed Development would have a lifetime of approximately 40 years.

3.9

The Proposed Development includes a temporary construction compound which is
located to the west of the Collector Substation compound. This construction
compound would be removed and the land reinstated following completion of the
construction works as referred to above.

3.10

Pre-application consultation took place during 2012 and 2013 (alongside the
consultation carried out in respect of the DCO Application) with local communities and
statutory bodies including the Council and Natural Resources Wales. Feedback from
these consultations indicated a preference to locate the Collector Substation away
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from the popular tourist area around Lyn Brenig, and closer to the four
abovementioned wind farms to which it would be connected.
The Appellant's statutory duty as an electricity distributor and update on Nant
Bach Wind Farm
3.11

The Appellant is an "electricity distributor" under the Electricity Act 1989, known as a
distribution network operator ("DNO"). Section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 imposes a
duty on DNOs to develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and economical
system of electricity distribution in their area.

3.12

Paragraph 1 of Schedule 9 to the Electricity Act 1989 requires a DNO, in formulating
any proposals to:

3.13

3.12.1

"have regard to the desirability of preserving natural beauty, of conserving
flora, fauna and geological or physiographical features of special interest
and of protecting sites, buildings and objects of architectural, historic or
archaeological interest; and

3.12.2

to do what he 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."

Accordingly, a DNO:
3.13.1

has a statutory duty to connect on request (section 16 of the Electricity Act
1989);

3.13.2

has a statutory duty to develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and
economical system (section 6 of the Electricity Act 1989); and

3.13.3

has to balance the above with its statutory duty to have regard to amenity
and to mitigate impacts (schedule 9 to the Electricity Act 1989).

3.14

This is the statutory framework within which the Appellant has approached devising
the Proposed Development and how it has approached seeking consultee views.

3.15

The need for the Collector Substation is as a result of connection offers with four wind
farms:
3.15.1

Brenig – Connection request received in December 2008 with connection
offer sent 26th March 2009;

3.15.2

Clocaenog – Connection request received September 2008 with connection
offer sent 15 December 2008;

3.15.3

Derwydd Bach – Connection request received March 2011 with connection
offer sent 17th June 2011; and

3.15.4

Nant Bach – Connection request received September 2010 with connection
offer sent 8 December 2010.

3.16

Three of the wind farms have the benefit of planning permission, whilst the Clocaenog
Forest Wind Farm is a NSIP and is therefore authorised through the Clocaenog Forest
Wind Farm Order 2014.

3.17

The Appellant has recently been made aware that Vattenfall Wind Power Limited will
not be carrying out the development of Nant Bach wind farm. This position has been
published on the Company's website. As a result, the connection agreement has been
terminated.
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3.18

The Appellant has considered the effect of any termination on both the DCO
Application and the Proposed Development. The proposed Nant Bach wind farm has
a capacity of 22 MW. Accordingly, the total generation capacity that is to be connected
into the distribution network is reduced from 170 MW to 148 MW. This reduction does
not change the overhead line solution being promoted under the DCO Application or
the need for the Proposed Development.

3.19

Furthermore, the Nant Bach wind farm has an extant planning permission and
therefore remains a development that could be constructed whether by Vattenfall or
another developer.
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4.

PLANNING POLICY
Development Plan

4.1

For the purpose of section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004,
the current development plan for the Appeal Site is the Denbighshire Local
Development Plan (4 June 2013).

4.2

The Application must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.
Denbighshire Local Development Plan (4 June 2013)

4.3

The Denbighshire Local Development Plan ("LDP") forms the development plan for
the Appeal Site.

4.4

The Decision Notice refers to relevant policies to the decision as VOE1 (Key Areas of
Importance), VOE5 (Conservation of Natural Resources), VOE9 (On-shore wind
energy) and VOE10 (Renewable Energy Technologies) as relevant.

4.5

Only policy VOE9 (On-shore wind energy) is expressly referred to in the reasons for
refusal in the Decision Notice.
Planning Policy Wales (Edition 7, July 2014) and Technical Advice Notes

4.6

Planning Policy Wales ("PPW") constitutes the Welsh Government's land use planning
policy. The reasons for refusal in the Decision Notice identifies the following
paragraphs of PPW as relevant: 3.1.4, 3.1.7 and 12.8.14.

4.7

PPW is supplemented by 21 Technical Advice Notes ("TANs"). TAN 8: Planning for
Renewable Energy (2005) identifies 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; these areas are referred to as Strategic Search Areas
("SSAs"). The Appeal Site is located in SSA 'Area A' which is identified in TAN 8.

4.8

TANs 5 (Nature Conservation and Planning), 6 (Planning for Sustainable Rural
Communities) and 11 (guidance on minimising adverse impacts from noise) are also
cited as relevant in the Decision Notice, although only TAN 11 is expressly referred to
in the reasons for refusal in the Decision Notice.
National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) and National Policy Statement for
Energy Networks (EN-5)

4.9

National Policy Statements EN-1 (Overarching Energy) and EN-5 (Energy Networks
Infrastructure) are not part of the development plan and instead constitute the relevant
policy for the determination of the DCO Application. On the basis that the Proposed
Development is necessary for the NSIP, being the 132kV overhead line currently
under examination in the DCO Application, it is the Appellant's contention that these
two National Policy Statements constitute material considerations that are relevant to
the determination of the Application. The Decision Notice does not refer to these
National Policy Statements.
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5.

APPELLANT'S CASE - VISUAL IMPACT (REASON 1)
Reason for Refusal

5.1

The first numbered reason for refusal in the Decision Notice states as follows:
"It is the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the scale, design and height of the
proposed substation development would have a detrimental visual impact in this rural
location…" (our emphasis)

5.2

It is important to emphasise that Reason 1 refers to detrimental visual impacts only
(i.e. it does not include reference to landscape impacts). So although Reason 1 did not
include landscape impacts the Appellant's case includes references to impacts on the
landscape because this was an intrinsic part of the landscape and visual impact
assessment ("LVIA") that was undertaken in support of the Application. Reference to
the landscape impacts assessment is also helpful to the Appellant's case because the
LVIA concluded that there were no significant impacts on the landscape which
reinforces and supports the conclusions that there are no significant visual impacts.
Policy

5.3

The Decision Notice cites LDP policy VOE9 (on-shore wind energy) and PPW
paragraphs 3.1.4 (Taking Planning Decisions) and 12.8.14 (Renewable and Low
Carbon Energy).

5.4

LDP policy VOE9 states as follows:
"All applications will be subject to normal environmental impact tests and include
specific assessment / explanation of all the following criteria:
….
ii) impacts, including cumulative impact on the surrounding area and community (e.g.
landscape/visual, noise, biodiversity, transport, health impact);…."

5.5

Although it is not referred to in Reason 1, LDP policy VOE10 is relevant to the
landscape and visual impacts of the Proposed Development and states as follows:
"Development proposals which promote the provision of renewable energy
technologies may be supported providing they are located so as to minimise visual,
noise and amenity impacts and demonstrate no unacceptable impact upon the
interests of nature conservation, wildlife, natural and cultural heritage, landscape,
public health and residential amenity. In areas that are visually sensitive, including the
AONB, Conservation Areas, World Heritage Site and Buffer Zone and in close
proximity to historic buildings, visually intrusive technologies will not be permitted
unless it can be demonstrated that there is no negative impact on the designation or
there is an overriding public need for the development."

5.6

Paragraph 3.1.4 of PPW states as follows:
"Material considerations must also be fairly and reasonably related to the development
concerned. The Courts are the final arbiters of what may be regarded as material
considerations in relation to any particular application, but they include the number,
size, layout, design and appearance of buildings, the means of access, landscaping,
service availability and the impact on the neighbourhood and on the environment."

5.7

Paragraph 12.8.14 of PPW states as follows:
"An integrated approach should be adopted towards planning renewable and low
carbon energy developments and additional electricity grid network infrastructure.
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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. Within the SSAs, whilst cumulative impact can be a
material consideration, it must be balanced against the need to meet the Welsh
Government’s aspirations for energy in Wales and the conclusions reached fully
justified in any decisions taken. Developers will need to be sensitive to local
circumstances, including siting in relation to local landform, proximity to dwellings and
other planning considerations. The development of large wind farms or other large
scale renewable and low carbon energy schemes will not generally be appropriate in
internationally or nationally designated areas and sites"
5.8

Paragraph 8.4 of Annex D to TAN 8 states as follows:
"Within (and immediately adjacent) to the SSAs, the implicit objective is to accept
landscape change i.e. a significant change in landscape character from wind turbine
development"
Appellant's Assessment at the Application Stage

5.9

The Appellant submitted, in support of the Application, an Environmental Report which
assessed the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Development.

5.10

The Environmental Report explains how a total of 13 different sites were considered
for the location of the Proposed Development. Of these 13 sites, five were selected for
further investigation and ultimately the Appeal Site was selected as the preferred
location for the Proposed Development. The benefits of the Appeal Site in landscape
and visual terms are explained in paragraph 3.3.15 of the Environmental Report as
follows:
"The commercial woodland around the site is currently young, it could be managed to
provide screening opportunities to limit the effect of the infrastructure. Views of the site
from the wider landscape are limited and the existing commercial nature of the
woodland and the existing wind farm give the landscape a character which could
absorb the substation. The site lies outside of the Mynydd Hiraethog Welsh historic
landscape and the SSSI. The Twr-yr-Hill round barrow scheduled Ancient Monument,
although less than a kilometre from the site, is enclosed by existing plantation
woodland"

5.11

Chapter 6 of this Environmental Report assesses the landscape and visual effects of
the Proposed Development.

5.12

In order to assess the landscape and visual effects a landscape and visual
assessment ("LVIA") of the Proposed Development was undertaken in accordance
with the industry accepted standards.

5.13

The assessment "focused on those locations which would be likely to experience
significant landscape and visual effects" (Environmental Report, paragraph 6.3.10).
The assessment categorised the landscape and visual effects as negligible, minor,
moderate or major. Effects classified as moderate or major were considered
significant for the purposes of the assessment.

5.14

The sensitive receptors that were identified by the LVIA were as follows:
5.14.1

the local community (settlements);

5.14.2

the travelling public;

5.14.3

people engaged in outdoor recreation; and
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5.14.4
5.15

valued landscapes.

The Environmental Report states the following in relation to the assessment of
landscape and visual effects during construction and decommissioning:
"The limited extent of the disturbance and short duration of the construction (16
months) and decommissioning stages effects will ensure that the effects of these
phases on the landscape and visual amenity of the locality are minimised. This,
combined with good site management, will ensure that no significant visual effects will
arise.(paragraph 6.5.1)
Due to its nature and scale, the effect of construction and decommissioning on the
landscape and visual receptors will be minor and therefore not significant….In terms of
landscape, it is considered that the relatively small-scale effects and disturbances will
not fundamentally modify the primary characteristics of the landscape, even on a
temporary basis. Coniferous trees/planation woodland are a common feature of the
upland parts of the study area and the removal of the required trees will not have a
significant effect on the area's character as it is recognised that this is a landscape of
continuing change dominated by the man-made forest and the existing and proposed
turbines.(paragraph 6.5.2)
….
As there are no significant landscape or visual effects identified, no additional
mitigation measures are proposed…" (paragraph 6.5.4)

5.16

The assessment of the landscape effects during operation of the Proposed
Development are set out in full in paragraphs 6.5.5 to 6.5.45 and in Table 6.5 of the
Environmental Report, but are summarised in the table below:
SENSITIVE RECEPTOR

ASSESSMENT OF EFFECT

1.

Landscape Character

1.1

Area 1: Clocaenog Forest

1.2

Area 2: Llyn Brenig Moorland/Forest

1.3

Area 3: Denbigh and Derwen Hills

2.

Viewpoints

2.1

Viewpoint 3 (from the B4501, east of the ridge
at Foel Gasyth)

Minor Effect

2.2

Viewpoint 45 (chosen to represent views from
users of the recreational facilities at Llyn
Brenig and the Denbigh Moors)

Negligible Effect

2.3

Viewpoint 47 (from the western slopes of the
Lliwen valley)

Negligible Effect

3.

Effect on the local community (settlements)

Minor Effect

4.

Effects on the travelling public

Minor Effect

5.

Effects on
recreation
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Minor Effect

engaged
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Negligible Effect
Minor Effect

in

outdoor

Minor Effect

5.17

The LVIA has therefore demonstrated that during the operational phase of the
Proposed Development the effects will range from negligible to minor in terms of
significance and as such are not significant.

5.18

The cumulative effects of the Proposed Development are set out in chapter 12 of the
Environmental Report. Chapter 12 states as follows:
"The greatest potential for cumulative effects is associated with landscape and visual
effects given the nature of the developments.(paragraph 12.1.3)
The effects of the Collector Substation in combination with the proposed overhead line
and the consented wind farms of Brenig and Clocgaenog, would result in overall
moderate cumulative effect on the landscape around the Collector Substation. This
landscape, which currently only has two operational wind farms (Tir Mostyn and Foel
Goch), will change to a landscape which will have four more wind farms in it, plus the
proposed double wood pole overhead line and the Collector Substation. The result
would be a significant change in landscape character. (paragraph 12.1.4)
….
The combination of developments will result in the Collector Substation being seen in
the context of a much more developed landscape than that which exists today,
particularly in and around Clocaenog Forest... (paragraph 12.1.7)
Overall the significance of the contribution of the proposed Collector Substation to the
total cumulative effects is considered to be of low magnitude and minor significance."
(paragraph 12.1.8)
Council Officer's Assessment

5.19

Section 4.2.2 of the Officer's Report stated the following:
"With respect to the objections and observations raised by the Community Councils
and individuals who have responded to the consultation, whilst the proposal would
have a visual impact and would be industrial in appearance, it is significant that the
site is within the SSA and the proposed development is essential infrastructure to
enable consented windfarms to connect to the electricity grid. PPW and TAN8 accept
that significant landscape change will occur within SSAs as a result of windfarm and
grid connection development. The site is not within a protected landscape and the
visual effects of the proposal on visual receptors is not considered likely to be
significant, and therefore Officers would conclude that the proposal would not result in
an unacceptable impact on landscape character or visual amenity. In conclusion, the
proposal is therefore considered to be in general compliance with Welsh Government
guidance and the planning policies listed above." (our emphasis)
Minutes of Members' Debate

5.20

The minutes state that one of the Council Members raised concerns regarding,
amongst other matters, "the impact and effects on visual amenity". Whilst the minutes
also record that Council Members raised concerns over impacts on the landscape we
assume that landscape impacts were intentionally not included in Reason 1.

5.21

The minutes record that the planning officer responded that "officers largely agreed
with the findings of the environmental report".

5.22

The minutes go on to record that during further debate "Concerns were also raised
over visual amenity and impact on the landscape, particularly the 9 metre high gantry
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which would likely be highly visible, and the subsequent effects on both the community
and tourism".
Appellant's Submission for the Appeal
5.23

In formulating its proposals, the Appellant carefully considered landscape and visual
impacts by initially considering 13 potential sites for the Collector Substation. These
13 potential sites were reduced to a shortlist of five sites with the Appeal Site
ultimately being selected because it balanced the environmental and technical
considerations. As such, the Appellant has complied with LDP policy VOE9
requirement to be sensitive to local circumstances, including siting, when considering
the location of new renewable energy developments.

5.24

The Appellant has assessed the landscape and visual impacts of the Proposed
Development. This assessment was undertaken using industry accepted standards
and included an assessment of cumulative impacts.

5.25

The Appellant's LVIA has concluded that the impacts of the Proposed Development
on the landscape will range from negligible to minor significance. Cumulative impacts
will be of moderate significance, due to the landscape change resulting not from the
Proposed Development, but from the development of the proposed wind farms and
the 132kV overhead line. It should be noted that the possibility of Nant Bach wind
farm not progressing does not change the cumulative assessment, given the its
distance from the Appeal Site (as referred to in paragraph 12.1.2 of the Environmental
Report).

5.26

Thus, the Appellant carried out a specific assessment of visual impacts, which
demonstrate that visual impacts, including cumulative visual impacts of the Proposed
Development, is of minor significance and would not have a detrimental visual impact
in this rural location by reason of the scale, design and height. As such the Proposed
Development is in compliance with LDP polices VOE 9 and 10.

5.27

Council officers' agreed with the Appellant's LVIA analysis that the Proposed
Development would not result in unacceptable impacts on the landscape character
and visual amenity, and this is evidenced in the Officer's Report.

5.28

Furthermore, the assessment of visual impacts including cumulative visual impacts on
the surrounding area and community demonstrate that the Proposed Development is
not contrary to the advice and guidance contained in Welsh Government Planning
Policy Wales Edition 7 and in particular paragraph 3.1.4 by reason of the design and
appearance. The Proposed Development is also in accordance with paragraph
12.8.14, as it would not have a detrimental visual impact in the environment and has
been sited and designed so as to be sensitive to its local circumstances, including
siting in relation to local landform, proximity to dwellings and other planning
considerations.

5.29

In conclusion, the landscape and visual impacts of the Proposed Development are not
a reason for refusing planning permission. The Appellant has complied with all
relevant development plan policies, has been sensitive to the siting of the Proposed
Development in terms of landscape and visual impacts and has undertaken a robust
LVIA so as to demonstrate that the landscape and visual impacts that do arise are of
no more than minor significance.

5.30

The Appellant confirms that it will be seeking to agree a Statement of Common
Ground with the Council in respect of Reason 1 to try and narrow even further the
issues in dispute. It is the Appellant's intention that this Statement will also provide
additional assessment of likely visual impacts on potential receptors closer to the
Collector Substation.
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6.

APPELLANT'S CASE – NOISE (REASON 2)
Reason for Refusal

6.1

The Decision Notice's second numbered reason for refusal states as follows:
"It is the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the submission documents do not
satisfactorily demonstrate that the proposed development would not give rise to
unacceptable cumulative noise effects. The proposed development therefore has the
potential to give rise to an unacceptable detrimental impact on the residential amenity
of neighbouring properties and is considered to be contrary to Denbighshire Local
Development Plan policy VOE9 and the advice and guidance contained Welsh
Government Planning Policy Wales Edition 7, in particular paragraphs 3.1.4 and 3.1.7
and the general advice contained in Technical Advice Note 11 (TAN 11)." (our
emphasis)
Relevant Policies

6.2

LDP policy VOE9 states as follows:
"All applications will be subject to normal environmental impact tests and include
specific assessment / explanation of all the following criteria:
….
ii) impacts, including cumulative impact on the surrounding area and community (e.g.
landscape/visual, noise, biodiversity, transport, health impact);…."

6.3

LDP policy VOE10 (referred to above at paragraph 5.5) is also relevant to noise
impacts.

6.4

Paragraph 3.1.4 of PPW is recited at paragraph 5.6 of these GoA. Paragraph 3.1.7 of
PPW states as follows:
"The planning system does not exist to protect the private interests of one person
against the activities of another. Proposals should be considered in terms of their
effect on the amenity and existing use of land and buildings in the public interest. The
Courts have ruled that the individual interest is an aspect of the public interest, and it
is therefore valid to consider the effect of a proposal on the amenity of neighbouring
properties. However, such consideration should be based on general principles,
reflecting the wider public interest (for example a standard of ‘good neighbourliness’),
rather than the concerns of the individual."

6.5

Paragraph 8 of TAN 11 refers to local authorities ensuring that noise generating
development does not cause an unacceptable degree of disturbance.
Appellant's Assessment at the Application Stage

6.6

Chapter 11 of the Environmental Report contains an assessment of the noise impacts
of the Proposed Development.

6.7

In terms of the methodology for assessing construction noise, Chapter 11 of the
Environmental Report refers to the latest methods for evaluating construction noise
and vibration as being those within BS 5228-1:2009+A1:2014: 'Code of Practice for
Noise and Vibration Control on Construction and Open Sites'. The Environmental
Report concludes as follows in terms of construction noise:
"Due to the significant distances between the works and the closest receptors, all
construction noise levels will lie well below the typical daytime construction noise
criterion of 70-75dB LAeq and also lie well below the threshold typically applied for

64198003.4\rg7

14

insulation/compensation. They would also lie well below the threshold of 65 dB LAeq
defined using BS5228, therefore significant effects at nearby receptors are not
expected"
6.8

In terms of operational noise effects, the Environmental Report states as follows:
"There are no noise sensitive receptors (residential properties, schools, hospitals)
within 500m of the proposed Collector Substation site. It is therefore unlikely that there
will be any significant noise issues which would give rise to potential noise
complaints."

6.9

On 25 March 2015, the Council Environmental Health Officer requested a cumulative
noise assessment on the basis that "there is another substation already proposed in
the immediate area and there will be noise from the numerous windfarms close by".

6.10

A Cumulative Noise Assessment (dated May 2015) was prepared by the Appellant
and submitted to the Council.

6.11

The Cumulative Noise Assessment had particular regard to the potential cumulative
noise effects on the closest dwellings, namely the two dwellings (Hafod Ty Ddu and
Hafod Olygfa) that are just over 550 metres from the Proposed Development and
Brynbach and Brynbach bungalow that are approximately 730 metres away.

6.12

The conclusion of the Cumulative Noise Assessment was that in respect of each of
the two groups of sensitive receptors, the noise change due to the Proposed
Development "would be an insignificant 0.5 dB".
Council Officer's Assessment

6.13

The Council officer's Report stated as follows in relation to the Appellant's Cumulative
Noise Assessment:
"Whilst the Public Protection Officer does not necessarily agree with all the
calculations applied in the assessment, the conclusions of the report are accepted and
it is requested that conditions be attached to any permission given in order to
safeguard the amenity of local residents"

6.14

The Council officer's conclusion as to the noise impacts of the Proposed Development
was as follows:
"Whilst Officers acknowledge public concerns regarding the noise emissions from the
proposed development, having regard to the consultation response from Public
Protection, Officers are satisfied that residential amenity could adequately be
protected through the application of necessary planning conditions, and therefore the
proposed development would not have an unacceptable impact on amenity" (our
emphasis)
Minutes of Members' Debate

6.15

The minutes record that Members raised concerns as to noise. The Council Officer is
recorded as responding that the Public Protection Officer had accepted the
conclusions of the Cumulative Noise Assessment and that noise levels could be
controlled via conditions in order to safeguard residents' amenity. Notwithstanding the
officer's advice, the minutes record that members retained their reservations regarding
the validity of the Cumulative Noise Assessment's conclusions, given that questions
had been raised over the methodology used in calculating noise levels.
Appellant's Submissions for the Appeal

64198003.4\rg7

15

6.16

The Appellant has assessed the noise impacts of the Development, in compliance
with policy VOE9 of the LDP.

6.17

The Appellant's Cumulative Noise Assessment identifies two groups of sensitive
receptors, both of which are residential properties which lie 550 and 730 metres
respectively from the Collector Substation. In each case the noise contributions from
the Collector Substation have been assessed to cause a maximum 0.5 dB change to
the total noise from all sources which is concluded to be insignificant. The Collector
Substation is thereby in compliance with polices VOE 09 and 10 of the LDP.

6.18

Furthermore, the assessment of cumulative noise impacts on the surrounding area
and community shows the Collector Substation is not contrary to the advice and
guidance contained in Welsh Government Planning Policy Wales Edition 7 and in
particular paragraphs 3.1.4 and 3.1.7, in that it does not have the potential to give rise
to unacceptable cumulative noise effects and unacceptable detrimental impact on the
residential amenity of neighbouring properties.

6.19

For the same reasons, the Collector Substation is in accordance with general advice
contained in Technical Advice Note 11 (paragraph 8) in that it is supported by an
assessment of impacts on the surrounding area and community and this shows that
the Collector Substation would not have the potential to give rise to unacceptable
degree of disturbance.

6.20

Notwithstanding the Collector Substation’s insignificant contribution towards
cumulative noise impacts, the Appellant is prepared to accept a condition which limits
the noise levels at the nearby sensitive receptors.

6.21

In conclusion, the Appellant has complied with relevant local planning policy and
national guidance in relation to the noise impacts of the Proposed Development.
There is no reasonable ground for refusing planning permission for the Proposed
Development based on noise impacts.

6.22

The Appellant confirms that it will be seeking to agree a Statement of Common
Ground with the Council in respect of noise.
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7.

APPELLANT'S CASE – RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY AND OTHER MATERIAL
CONSIDERATIONS

7.1

The Appellant is of the opinion that the Proposed Development is in accordance with
Denbighshire Local Development Plan Policy VEO 9 in that it is within the Clocaenog
Strategic Search Area (SSA – A) and is supported by required environmental impact
tests. The Proposed Development is also in accordance with other relevant criteria
listed in Policy VOE 9, including:

7.2

7.1.1

the Application is supported by an assessment of impacts including
cumulative impacts on the surrounding area and community such as
landscape, biodiversity, transport, health impact;

7.1.2

the Application has been subject to community consultation; and

7.1.3

the Application includes mitigation proposals

In addition, the Proposed Development accords with planning policies set out as
follows:
7.2.1

Policy VOE 1 Key Areas of Importance
(a)

7.2.2

Policy VOE 5 Conservation of natural resources
(a)

7.2.3

The Proposed Development is not in a Key Area of Importance.

The Proposed Development would not have an impact on
protected species or designated sites of nature conservation.

Policy VOE 10 Renewable energy technologies
(a)

The Proposed Development would not have an unacceptable
impact upon the interests of nature conservation, wildlife, natural
and cultural heritage, landscape, public health and residential
amenity.

National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-5
7.3

The main component of the NWWFC Project is the approximate 17.3km 132vK
overhead line which is subject to the DCO Application and which will be determined in
accordance with National Policy Statements EN-1 (Overarching Energy) and EN-5
(Energy Networks Infrastructure).

7.4

The Collector Substation is necessary for the 132vK overhead line, and as such falls
within the category of "associated development."
Associated development is
development that supports a NSIP, but which is not part of the NSIP. In Wales, works
that fall within the category of associated development may not form part of an
application for a development consent order. It is for this reason that planning
permission for the Proposed Development has been applied for, to the Council, under
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

7.5

The application for the Proposed Development must be determined in accordance
with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Although
the development plan does not include the National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN5, these are important material considerations to the determination of the application
for the Proposed Development. Furthermore, one of the wind farms for which the
Proposed Development is required, is a NSIP in its own right and a development
consent order has been made in respect of that wind farm (the Clocaenog Forest
Wind Farm Order 2014).
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7.6

Paragraph 3.4.1 of EN-1 states that the UK has committed to sourcing 15% of its total
energy (across the sectors of transport, electricity and heat) from renewable sources
by 2020. Paragraph 3.5.1 goes on to state that in order "to hit this target, and to
largely decarbonise the power sector by 2030, it is necessary to bring forward new
renewable electricity generating projects as soon as possible. The need for new
renewable electricity generation projects is therefore urgent".

7.7

Connection requests have been made by the developers of the consented wind farms
at Clocaenog Forest, Brenig, Nant Bach and Derwydd Bach. The existing network in
the area of these four new wind farms is insufficient to accommodate the level of
generation proposed by the new connections. The NWWFC Project is therefore
needed in order to distribute the power generated by the four new wind farms. See
paragraphs 3.11 to 3.18 above regarding the position on Nant Bach.

7.8

The Proposed Development is required in order to support the 132kV overhead line
NSIP and therefore should be granted planning permission so as to allow the
successful delivery of renewable energy generation projects which will ultimately
assist the UK in hitting its renewable energy generation targets.
Technical Advice Notes

7.9

The Proposed Development is also in accordance with Technical Advice Notes
(TANs) as follows;
-
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TAN 5 – Nature Conservation and Planning (2009)
TAN 6 - Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities (2010)
TAN 8 – Renewable Energy (2005)
TAN 11 – Noise (1997)
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8.

PLANNING CONDITIONS

8.1

The Appellant is prepared to accept the following conditions:
CONDITION

DETAILS

1.

Time limit

The development to which this permission relates shall be begun no
later than the expiration of five years beginning with the date of this
permission.

2.

Approved
drawings

Unless specified by other conditions attached to this permission, the
development(s) / use(s) hereby permitted shall be carried out strictly
in accordance with the following plans and documents:
a) Environmental report (dated December 2014) received 23
December 2014
b) Substation location (Figure 1.1) received 23 December 2014
c) Substation location and proposed order limits (Figure 1.2)
received 23 December 2014
d) TAN8 area and consented wind farms (Figure 2.1) received 23
December 2014
e) Proposed site layout and elevations (Figure 2.2) received 23
December 2014
f) Project siting study area and areas of highest environmental value
(Figure 3.1) received 23 December 2014
g) Technical constraints (Figure 3.2) received 23 December 2014
h) Landscape sensitivity map (Figure 3.3) received 23 December
2014
i) Biodiversity and geology (Figure 3.4) received 23 December 2014
j) Landscape and visual resource (Figure 3.5) received 23 December
2014
k) Forestry and woodland (Figure 3.6) received 23 December 2014
l) Potential sites (Figure 3.7) received 23 December 2014
m) Study area for LVIA (Figure 6.1) received 23 December 2014
n) Landscape (Figure 6.2) received 23 December 2014
o) Landscape sensitivity (Figure 6.3) received 23 December 2014
p) Visual (Figure 6.4) received 23 December 2014
q) Viewpoints (Figure 6.5) received 23 December 2014
r) Transport (Figure 10.1) received 23 December 2014
s) Control building (Drawing No. SP4113637 Rev. 1.0) received 23
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December 2014
t) Site sections (Drawing No. SP4113463 Rev. 2.0) received 23
December 2014
u) Block plan (Drawing No. SP4113462 Rev. 3.0) received 23
December 2014
v) Location plan (Drawing No. SP4113641 Rev. 2.0) received 23
December 2014.
3.

Materials

Prior to the commencement of the development, the written approval
of the local planning authority shall be obtained with respect to:
a) Type, materials and finish of externals wall and roofs.
b) Proposed positions, design, materials and type of boundary
treatments, including fencing and gates.
c) Proposed materials to be used on access tracks and other hard
surfaced areas.
The development shall then be carried out strictly in accordance with
the approved details

4.

Archaeology

No development shall be carried out until a written scheme setting
out the methodology for an archaeological watching brief has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.
The development shall then be carried out strictly in accordance with
the approved scheme.

5.

Ancient Monument

Prior to the commencement of construction works, the Scheduled
Ancient Monument (SAM DE088) shall be clearly demarcated on the
ground using unique and readily visible materials, fencing around the
monument and appropriate signage shall be erected prior to the
commencement of construction so as to avoid accidental damage.
The fencing, demarcation and signage shall then remain in-situ and
the monument shall be regularly monitored throughout the
construction phase and no works shall take place within the area
enclosed by that fencing within the prior written consent of the local
planning authority.

6.

Ecology

No development shall be carried out until an Ecological Management
and Mitigation Scheme has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority. The Scheme shall incorporate:
a) The Recommendations contained in Chapter of the Ecological
Surveys Report prepared by Peak Ecology contained in Appendix A
of the Environmental Report;
b) Mitigation measures referred to the Chapter 5 and 6 of the
Environmental Report;
c) Details of a light spillage scheme to minimise impact on bat
habitat;
d) Red squirrel mitigation;
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e) Ecological Compliance Audit; and
f) A Biosecurity Risk Assessment to deal with the presence of
invasive non-native species and diseases.
The development shall then be carried out strictly in accordance with
the approved Scheme.
7.

Construction
Management Plan

No development shall be carried out until a Construction
Management Plan, incorporating a Traffic Management Plan, has
been submitted to and approved, in writing, by the local planning
authority. The Statement shall include:
(a) Programme of works;
(b) Hours of operation;
(c) Construction and re-instated methodologies;
(d) Pollution, prevention and control measures, including measures
to control the emission of dust and dirt;
(e) Material and plant storage/deliveries (including construction traffic
routes);
(f) Parking arrangements for site delivery, site operatives and visitors
vehicles;
(g) Wheel washing facilities;
(h) Loading and unloading areas;
(i) The erection and maintenance of security/safety fencing;
(j) Management including HGV routes;
(k) the movement of abnormal indivisible loads to the site;
(l) Signing along public roads; and
(m) Water drainage and surface water run-off management.
For the avoidance of doubt the Traffic Management Plan shall also
include a record of the existing state of the site and the condition of
the local public network, details of all access/egress arrangements,
delivery routes and times, emergency vehicle routes, management
of abnormal loads, routing, schedule of timing and movements,
details of escorts for abnormal loads, temporary warning signing,
banksman / escort details and mitigation measures.
The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the
approved Construction Management Plan and Traffic Management
Plan, unless otherwise approved in writing with the Local Planning
Authority.

8.

Highway
improvements
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No works shall commence until details of temporary or permanent
improvements to the public highway have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The improvement
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works shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details.
9

Loading and
unloading

Facilities shall be provided and retained within the site for the
loading, unloading, parking and turning of vehicles in accordance
with the approved plan, and shall be completed prior to the proposed
development being brought into use.

10.

Surface water
drainage

Prior to the commencement of works, a scheme to dispose of
surface water during construction and operation of the development
hereby permitted shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the local planning authority. The development shall be carried out
strictly in accordance with the approved details.

11.

Reinstatement of
construction
compound

Prior to the development hereby permitted being first brought into
use, a scheme for the reinstatement of the temporary construction
compound and storage areas shall be submitted to and agreed in
writing with the local planning authority. The approved detail shall
then be implemented within 3 months of the date of written approval
being obtained, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local
planning authority.

8.2

In respect of noise, the Applicant is currently assessing the actual noise levels from
the transformers that would be used at the Proposed Development in order to give
actual readings. The Applicant will therefore accept a noise level restriction and will
recommend during the appeal the noise level that should be imposed.
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9.

CONCLUSIONS

9.1

The Proposed Development is in accordance with the development plan.

9.2

Reason 1 (landscape and visual impacts) is not a valid or justified reason for refusing
planning permission for the Proposed Development because:

9.3

9.2.1

the Proposed Development is required to support large scale new wind farm
development and is located Strategic Search Area A which has been
specifically identified as suitable for such development;

9.2.2

the Appellant considered a number of different sites before settling on the
Appeal Site and thereby has considered sensitive local circumstances and
the need to minimise adverse impacts of the Proposed Development;

9.2.3

a landscape and visual impact assessment has been undertaken, in
accordance with recognised industry standards, to assess the impacts of the
Proposed Development and has concluded that the Proposed Development
will have impacts of no more than minor significance on the local landscape
and visual amenity.

Reason 2 (noise) is not a valid or justified reason for refusing planning permission for
the Proposed Development because:
9.3.1

the Appellant has undertaken a Cumulative Noise Assessment which
concludes that noise impacts on the nearest sensitive receptors will be
insignificant;

9.3.2

the Appellant is prepared to agree to conditions which limit the level of noise
at the nearest residential properties to the Appeal Site.

9.4

It is the Appellant's contention that the Proposed Development is not contrary to
Denbighshire Local Development Plan policy VOE 9 or the Development Plan policies
referred to as relevant in the Decision Notice. Furthermore, it is the Appellant's
contention that the Proposed Development is also in accordance with PPW 7, TAN 11
and all other planning policies referred to as relevant in the Decision Notice.

9.5

Furthermore, the Proposed Development supports a NSIP, which itself is required as
a result of a NSIP and thus the National Policy Statements are considered to be a
material consideration.

9.6

Even if it is considered that the Proposed Development would result in detrimental
landscape and visual and noise impacts on the local area (which is disputed), such
impacts would be outweighed by the overall benefits of the Proposed Development
identified in these GoA.

9.7

Neither of the reasons for refusal of the Proposed Development are sound or justified.
Criticisms raised by Council Members are entirely unsubstantiated by evidence,
running contrary to the clear advice from Council Officers.

9.8

The Appeal should be allowed and planning permission should be granted for the
Proposed Development.

9.9

Once the appeal format is agreed, the Appellant will provide further evidence to
support the case outlined in this appeal and it currently anticipates submitting further
statements in respect of visual amenity issues and noise issues.
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10.

ESSENTIAL SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS

10.1

The following supporting documents are submitted:
10.1.1
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A copy of the original planning application sent to the Council comprising:
(a)

Planning application cover letter date 23 December 2014;

(b)

Application Form dated 23 December 2014 including a copy of the
site ownership certificate and ownership details;

(c)

Environmental Report with Appendices A to D December 2014
including figures below:
(i)

Substation location (Figure 1.1) received 23 December
2014;

(ii)

Substation location and proposed order limits (Figure 1.2)
received 23 December 2014;

(iii)

TAN8 area and consented wind farms (Figure 2.1)
received 23 December 2014;

(iv)

Proposed site layout and elevations (Figure 2.2) received
23 December 2014;

(v)

Project siting study area and areas of highest
environmental value (Figure 3.1) received 23 December
2014;

(vi)

Technical constraints (Figure 3.2) received 23 December
2014;

(vii)

Landscape sensitivity map (Figure 3.3) received 23
December 2014;

(viii)

Biodiversity and geology (Figure 3.4) received 23
December 2014;

(ix)

Landscape and visual resource (Figure 3.5) received 23
December 2014;

(x)

Forestry and woodland
December 2014;

(xi)

Potential sites (Figure 3.7) received 23 December 2014;

(xii)

Study area for LVIA (Figure 6.1) received 23 December
2014;

(xiii)

Landscape (Figure 6.2) received 23 December 2014;

(xiv)

Landscape sensitivity (Figure 6.3) received 23 December
2014;

(xv)

Visual (Figure 6.4) received 23 December 2014;

(xvi)

Viewpoints (Figure 6.5) received 23 December 2014;
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(Figure

3.6)

received
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(xvii)

Transport (Figure 10.1) received 23 December 2014;

(d)

Design and Access Statement, December 2014;

(e)

The following application drawings:
(i)

Control building (Drawing No. SP4113637 Rev. 1.0)
received 23 December 2014;

(ii)

Site sections (Drawing No. SP4113463 Rev. 2.0)
received 23 December 2014;

(iii)

Block plan (Drawing No. SP4113462 Rev. 3.0) received
23 December 2014;

(iv)

Location plan (Drawing No. SP4113641 Rev. 2.0)
received 23 December 2014.

10.1.2

A copy of the site ownership certificate and ownership details submitted
to the Council in the application stage - see application form above.

10.1.3

A site plan;

10.1.4

A list of any additional plans, drawings and documents sent to the
Council but which did not form part of the original application:
(a)

10.1.5

Cumulative Noise Assessment, May 2015;

A copy of the Council's decision notice;

SP Manweb PLC
Pinsent Masons LLP
September 2015
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