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Description of the Site

CCBC
Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

LiR

The LiR states at paragraph 2.1 that "The Order Site is described in
the Non-Technical Summary of the Environmental Statement. The
section of the Order Site that is predominantly within the County
Borough of Conwy extends from the crossing over Afon Ystrad near
Pandy (Grid ref: 30244, 36411) to the crossing over Afon Elwy near
Bodysgaw Isa (Grid ref: 29979, 37201), although part of that section
(south of Eriviat Bach) straddles the boundary with Denbighshire".

Description of
the Site –
Paragraph
2.1

1. SP Manweb can confirm that CCBC has identified correctly the part of the
Proposed Development that lies within their administrative boundary.
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Planning Policy and Guidance
CCBC

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

Reference
Local Impact The current Welsh Government policies comprise Planning Policy
Report
Wales (7th edition) and related Technical Advice Notes (TANs). The
following TANs are particularly relevant:
Welsh
Government
TAN5: Nature Conservation and Planning
Planning
TAN6: Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities
Policies –
TAN8: Planning for Renewable Energy
Paragraph
TAN11: Noise
3.2.1.
TAN13: Tourism
TAN15: Development and Flood Risk
TAN18: Transport

1. Please see SP Manweb Response to the Examining Authority's First Round of
Written Questions, Question 1.14 (DCO Document Reference SPM NWWFC
ExA1).
2. Section 5.3 of the Planning Statement (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 Welsh 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
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
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where the SSA have been identified, the policy makers also recognised that
electricity distribution 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
characterised by rock. The traffic and transport assessment presented in
Chapter 12 of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.12) also established 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.
13. The assessment of the Proposed Development has been undertaken using
the methodologies in recognised guidance. With these mitigation measures in
place the Proposed Development 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.
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Technical Advice Note 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 in terms of
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 a requirement 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.
Technical Advice Note 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.
Other TANs
22. Although the Planning Statement only refers to four Technical Advice Notes in
particular, a number of other TANs were considered. The outcome of those
considerations is summarised below:
TAN 5: Nature Conservation and Planning – this was considered 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.
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TAN 6: Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities – this was considered
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 – this was considered 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. It does not provide advice on the assessment of potential
impacts of a development on tourism, and as such was not considered
applicable to the Proposed Development.
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Planning Policy and Guidance
CCBC
Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

Local Impact The following Welsh Office / Welsh Government circulars are also
Report
relevant:
Welsh
Government
Planning
Policies –
Paragraph
3.2.3.

60/96: Planning and the Historic Environment: Archaeology
61/96: Planning and the Historic Environment: Historic Buildings and
Conservation Areas
11/99: Environmental Impact Assessment
016/2014: The Use of Conditions for Development Management

60/96: Planning and the Historic Environment: Archaeology
1. This circular sets out advice on legislation and procedures relating to
archaeological remains and was published in 1996.
2. The circular covers:


The importance of archaeology;



Advice on the handling of archaeological matters in the planning
process; and



Cancellation of PPG 16 (Wales).

3. Chapter 8 ‘Historic Environment’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.8) has
considered and assessed the archaeological resource in relation to the
Proposed Development.
4. Section B of the circular provides advice to local authorities including advice
on development plans, sites and monuments records and planning
applications. As the circular primarily provides advice to local authorities,
rather than developers, and relates to planning applications, it was not
considered within the Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref 7.4).
5. The circular does, however, state that developers should consult with the
regional Sites and Monuments Records and undertake a desk based
evaluation (Sections 11 and 12). This was undertaken and the findings are
presented in Chapter 8 ‘Historic Environment’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref
6.8) and Appendices 8.1 and 8.2 (DCO Document Ref 6.21).
6. Sections 13 and 14 of the circular refer to the potential need for field
evaluations where important archaeological remains may exist, and the
expectation that the results will be provided to local authorities. A field
reconnaissance survey has been undertaken and the findings are presented
in Chapter 8 ‘Historic Environment’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.8) and
Appendices 8.1 and 8.2 (DCO Document Ref 6.21).
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7. Mitigation measures for the archaeological assets identified are set out in the
ES and secured within the CEMP (DCO Document Ref 6.18) (secured
through a requirement in the draft DCO).
8. As noted the circular primarily provides advice to local authorities, rather than
developers, and relates to planning applications, and as such it was not
considered within the Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref 7.4).
However, through its approach and the information presented within the ES
and its Appendices, SP Manweb has complied with the advice provided in the
circular.
9. It is further noted that CCBC, in response to FWQ 9.1, states that it "does not
disagree with the findings of the historic assessment."
61/96: Planning and the Historic Environment: Historic Buildings and
Conservation Areas
10. This circular sets out advice on legislation and procedures relating to historic
buildings and conservation areas and was last updated in 1996.
11. As the circular primarily provides advice to local authorities, rather than
developers, and relates to planning applications, it was not considered within
the Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref 7.4).
12. Chapter 8 ‘Historic Environment’ of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.8) has
however considered and assessed conservation areas and listed buildings in
relation to the Proposed Development. No significant effects to conservation
areas have been identified as a result of the Proposed Development.
Predicted effects are moderate / large and therefore potentially significant for
four listed buildings (forming an agricultural range at Berain).
13. The circular does not provide advice on the interaction between listed
buildings and new developments and focuses instead on listed buildings
themselves, and the rules applying in relation to alterations and demolitions of
listed buildings. As such it was not considered within the Planning Statement
(DCO Document Ref 7.4).
14. As noted the circular primarily provides advice to local authorities, rather than
developers, and relates to planning applications, and as such it was not
considered within the Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref 7.4).
However, through its approach and the information presented within the ES
and its Appendices, SP Manweb has complied with the advice provided in the
circular.
15. It is further noted that CCBC, in response to FWQ 9.1, states that it "does not
disagree with the findings of the historic assessment."
11/99: Environmental Impact Assessment
16. This circular gives guidance on the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999.
17. As the Proposed Development is an NSIP, it is the subject of an application
for a DCO. The Proposed Development has been assessed under the
requirements of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
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Assessment) Regulations 2009, as amended, and Advice Notes published by
the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) directly relevant to the EIA. These were as
follows:


Advice Note Three: The Planning Inspectorate and Nationally Significant
Infrastructure Projects. (Subtitled ‘EIA Consultation and Notification’) (July
2013 – Version 5);



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



Advice Note Seven: Environmental Impact Assessment: Screening,
Scoping and Preliminary Environmental Information (July 2013 – Version
4);



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



Advice Note Ten: Habitat Regulations Assessment relevant to nationally
significant infrastructure projects (August 2013 – Version 5); and



Advice Note Twelve – Developments with Significant Transboundary
Impacts Consultation (April 2012 – Version 3).

18. The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
(England and Wales) Regulations 1999 do not apply to the Proposed
Development, and as such Circular 11/99 is not of relevance to the Proposed
Development and as such it was not considered.
016/2014: The Use of Conditions for Development Management
19. This circular provides guidance and references to legislation, as well as an
updated list of model conditions to promote best practice in Wales.
20. As the Proposed Development is an NSIP, it is the subject of an application
for a DCO, guidance on drafting development consent orders is provided in
PINS Advice Note Thirteen – Preparation of a draft order granting
development consent and Advice Note Fifteen – Drafting Development
Consent Orders.
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Planning Policy and Guidance

CCBC
Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

Local Impact The LiR cites the Welsh Government’s document ‘Planning
Report
Implications of Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Energy
Development’ as relevant national planning policy guidance for the
Welsh
purpose of determining the Proposed Development.
Government
Planning
Policies –
Paragraph
3.2.4.

1. SP Manweb does not consider that the guidance document titled "Planning
Implications of Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Energy Development"
(Welsh Government, February 2011) (the "Guidance") is a directly relevant
local consideration for the Examining Authority (ExA) to review when deciding
whether to grant consent for the Proposed Development. The Guidance
specifically relates to the local determination of renewable and low carbon
developments, rather than the grid infrastructure necessary to connect those
developments from the substation to the national grid. Nonetheless, SP
Manweb considers that the Guidance provides a helpful indication of the
Welsh Government's position on the ways in which renewable energy and low
carbon projects may be determined at a local level. It is also SP Manweb's
view that the Proposed Development entirely complies with the Guidance, for
the reasons set out below.
2. As stated at paragraph 1.2 of the document, the Guidance 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. It also provides guidance on how local planning officers can
engage in a meaningful and proactive manner with developers when dealing
with these planning applications.
3. The guidance 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 change, the financial drivers and barriers that exist and the role of
community involvement and community benefits. It is noted that the
Guidance recognises that community benefits have been focused on wind
energy developments, i.e. wind farms themselves.
Furthermore, then
Guidance states at paragraph 18.5 that "any contribution from a renewable
energy developer for the benefit of the community is not mandatory in the UK.
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It cannot be a condition of planning, unless it is justified to mitigate a negative
impact of the development..." Paragraph 18.5 goes on to state that "Beyond
impact mitigation, the local planning authority has little power to enforce any
community benefit. Any proposed benefits that are offered are not a material
consideration unless they are directly relevant to planning and the proposed
development." This is because any community benefit it a voluntary payment
donated by the developer (see paragraph 18.2 of the Guidance).
4. The Guidance acknowledges at paragraph 2.1.6 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.
5. The Guidance identifies at paragraph 3.1.6 that District Network Operators
(or, in SP Manweb's case, a Distribution Network Operator) as responsible for
establishing a connection between a substation and the national grid. The
Guidance goes on to state:
“This connection is routed via overhead cables on poles or by the
considerably more expensive option of underground cabling.” The Welsh
Government therefore acknowledges that underground cabling is a far more
costly connection option than overhead cables or poles.
6. Grid connection is identified as one of the main technical constraints to the
siting of wind power and one that can affect the economic viability of the
scheme. The Guidance 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 (see paragraph 3.2.5).
7. At paragraph 20.4, the Guidance explains 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.
8. SP Manweb considers that the Proposed Development is in compliance with
the Guidance 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 Wind Farms to the Collector
Substation;
c. Without the joint approach to the connection of the Wind Farms (as
provided for by the Proposed Development), each connection may not
be economically viable for each individual Wind Farm; and,
d. SP Manweb has worked closely with the developers of the Wind
Farms, and where possible has provided information regarding the grid
connection for inclusion in the developer’s own consent applications
and EIA.
9. 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
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Proposed Development would also contribute to Wales’ ambitions to transition
to a low carbon economy.
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Local Planning Policies
CCBC Ref.

CCBC Comment

Local Impact The Conwy Local Development Plan (LDP) was adopted in 2013, and
Report
comprises the statutory development plan for the whole of the County
Borough (excluding the Snowdonia National Park). The LDP does not
Local
contain specific policies on electricity connections, but does include
Planning
policies on other matters which are relevant to the DCO application.
Policies –
These include:
Paragraph
3.3.1.
DP/1: Sustainable Development Principles
DP/3: Promoting Design Quality and Reducing Crime
DP/4: Development Criteria
DP/6: National Planning Policy and Guidance
NTE/1: The Natural Environment
NTE/3: Biodiversity
NTE/4: The Landscape and Protecting Special Landscape Area
NTE/7: Onshore Wind Turbine Development
CTH/1: Cultural Heritage
CTH2: Developments Affecting Heritage Assets
MWS3: Safeguarding Hard Rock and Sand and Gravel Resources

1. The Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref 7.4) provides a review of the
Proposed Development’s compliance with a number of the polices listed:
DP/1: Sustainable Development Principles
NTE/1: The Natural Environment
NTE/3: Biodiversity
NTE/4: The Landscape and Protecting Special Landscape Area
NTE/7: Onshore Wind Turbine Development
CTH/1: Cultural Heritage
CTH2: Developments Affecting Heritage Assets
MWS3: Safeguarding Hard Rock and Sand and Gravel Resources
2. It is noted that in its response to the First Round of Written Questions,
(Question 1.3(b)) CCBC confirmed that:
The Council considers that the proposal complies with the relevant
policies except with regard to the following matters:
i) The Council considers that the proposal would not preserve or
enhance the setting of the listed buildings at Berain. The Council does
not therefore agree with the applicant’s conclusions in paragraph
5.3.39 of the Planning Statement that the proposal complies with
paragraph CTH/2 in this respect.
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ii) Whilst the Council agrees with the applicant that the proposal would
not be located within the boundaries of any designated landscape
areas in Conwy, it notes that the proposal would affect the setting of
the Elwy and Aled Valleys Special Landscape Area (SLA) in the vicinity
of the crossing of the A543. The Council considers that when viewed in
this location, the proposal would disrupt views towards the SLA which
forms an elevated backdrop to the west. The Council therefore
considers that the proposal would not be satisfactorily integrated into
the landscape, and is therefore contrary to Policy NTE/4.
3. These polices are therefore not considered further in this response. A
response to CCBC's concerns regarding Berain is provided under SP
Manweb's Response to Section 6.3 of CCBC's LiR. A response to the
CCBC's concerns with respect to the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA is provided
under SP Manweb's Response to Section 6.2 of CCBC's LiR.
4. The remainder of this response deals with:
Policy DP/3: Promoting Design Quality and Reducing Crime
Policy DP/4: Development Criteria
Policy DP/6: National Planning Policy and Guidance
Policy DP/3 – Promoting Design Quality And Reducing Crime
Policy DP/3 – Promoting Design Quality And Reducing Crime states that:
1. All new development will be of high quality, sustainable design which
provides usable, safe, durable and adaptable places, and protects local
character and distinctiveness of the Plan area’s built historic and natural
environment. The Council will require development to:
a) Be appropriate to, and enhance, its locality in terms of form, scale,
massing, elevation detail and use of materials;
b) Meet the Council’s approved standards of open space provision and
parking, while providing for all ages, accessibility needs, and people
with disabilities;
c) Have regard to the impact on adjacent properties and areas and
habitats supporting protected species;
d) Have regard to appropriate orientation, energy efficiency and the use of
renewable energy in design, layout, materials and technology in
accordance with NTE/7 – ‘Energy Efficiency and Renewable
Technologies in New Development’;
e) Provide sustainable urban drainage systems to limit waste water and
water pollution and reduce flood risk in line with national guidance and
Policy NTE/9 – ‘Sustainable Drainage Systems’.
2. The Council will also seek, where appropriate, to:
a) Enhance the local character of buildings, heritage and open spaces;
b) Provide for a compatible mix of uses, particularly in town and village
centres;
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c) Incorporate landscaping within and around the development
appropriate to the scale and impact of the development;
d) Integrate with existing routes to provide linked up places connecting
with the wider area, in particular public facilities and green transport
routes;
e) Provide developments that offer transport alternatives and promote
walking, cycling and use of public transport;
f) Create safe places through the adoption of ‘designing-out-crime’
principles to provide natural surveillance, visibility, and well lit
environments and areas of public movement;
g) Secure the retention and enhancement of features of biodiversity;
h) Incorporate areas and facilities for waste management, rainwater
harvesting/storage, grey water reuse and recycling;
i) Have regard to the Authority’s Road Adoption Guidelines in road
design.
3. The Council will seek the contribution of an agreed percentage of the total
development costs for the provision or commissioning of publicly
accessible art or design improvement works in accordance with DP/5 –
‘Infrastructure and New Developments’ where appropriate to its location
and viability.
5. The explanation of this Policy in the Local Development Plan states that:
‘Any development, from an urban extension to an extension to an
existing household, must respond to its context, including existing
buildings, open spaces and village edges, and ensure an integrated
scheme that does not harm local amenity and, wherever possible,
brings benefits to the area. High quality design is a priority issue for the
Council to encourage the younger population to remain and return to
the area to work and live. Sustainable development can be achieved
where attractive and functional places are created that have substantial
benefits for the development itself, the residents, the environment and
community. Minimum requirements for accessibility to buildings are
included in Approved document Part M of the Building Regulations and
assessed separately from the Planning system; however the Council
will look favourably on proposals that seek to provide higher levels of
accessibility than are required. Poorly designed developments are
unacceptable; they can reduce the perception of safety, increase
crime, discourage recycling, increase energy consumption and
discourage residents from exercising and using local open spaces…
To assist good design, a Householder Design SPG has been prepared
and a Design SPG will be prepared in line with the monitoring section
to support Policy DP/3’. (para 4.1.3.2)
6. The Local Development Plan goes on to state:
‘All new buildings should be of high quality, sustainable design and
must respect and enhance their surroundings without harming local
amenity. They should protect and enhance local distinctiveness and
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character. They should be of an appropriate scale, design and
materials which are appropriate to their location including landscaping.
Public art may make a significant contribution to enhancing local
character and identity, and will be supported where appropriate in
accordance with DP/4 – ‘Development Criteria’ and the supporting
Planning Obligations SPG’. (para 4.1.3.3)
7. Although the wording in the policy refers to ‘new development’ the explanatory
text defines this as ‘buildings’. As the Proposed Development does not
include any new buildings this policy was not considered within the Planning
Statement (DCO Document Ref 7.4).
8. In any event, SP Manweb considers that the Proposed Development complies
with this policy:
a. high quality, sustainable design - CCBC considers that the Proposed
Development has demonstrated ‘good design’, subject to its concerns
expressed in response to Question 1.3(b)1
b. protect local character and distinctiveness of the Plan area's built
historic and natural environment – apart from CCBC's concerns in
relation to Berain and the impact on the local landscape character in
the vicinity of the A543, CCBC raises no other concerns in respect of
the built historic and natural environment.
c. appropriate to and enhance its locality – apart from the impact on the
local landscape character in the vicinity of the A543, CCBC's LiR at
paragraph 6.2.5 confirms that CCBC agrees with the conclusions of the
ES.
d. have regard to the impact on adjacent properties and areas and
habitats supporting protected species – apart from the impact on
Berain, CCBC's LiR concludes at paragraph 6.7.4 that the Proposed
Development "would not have an unacceptable adverse impact on
communities…" and at paragraph 6.5.4 CCBC confirms that it "does
not dispute the methodology of the [ecology and biodiversity]
assessment and does not raise substantive concerns with regard to the
impact of the proposal on Biodiversity and Ecology..."
9. Accordingly, SP Manweb considers that, in any event, it has satisfied policy
DP/3 save, in CCBC's opinion, in respect of the listed buildings at Berain and
in the vicinity of the crossing of the A543. SP Manweb responds to these to
points elsewhere in this Response document.
Policy DP/4 – Development Criteria
10. Policy DP/4 - Policy Development Criteria states that:
1. Development proposals, where appropriate and in accordance with the
policies of the Plan and the Council’s Standards and Supplementary
Planning Guidance, should provide the following:
1

See para 2 of this response above
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a) Affordable Housing for Local Need;
b) Safe access from the highway network and enhancement of public
transport, cycling and pedestrian infrastructure;
c) Car parking;
d) Safe and secure cycle parking;
e) Open Space;
f) Safe and convenient access for all to public buildings and spaces,
including those with limited mobility or those with other impairments
such as of sight or hearing;
g) Screened storage of refuse, including recyclable materials;
h) A design and layout that minimises opportunities for crime;
i) Financial contributions towards the provision and maintenance of
infrastructure, services and facilities required by the development.
2. Planning permission will not be granted where the proposed development
would have an unacceptable adverse impact:
a) On residential amenity;
b) From traffic generated;
c) On archaeological interests and the built form;
d) On the Welsh language;
e) On environmental conditions arising from noise, lighting, vibration,
odour, noxious emissions or dust;
f) On ecological and wildlife interests and landscape character;
g) On flooding and flood risk;
h) On the best and most versatile agricultural land;
i) On quality of ground or surface water;
j) On essential community facilities.

11. The explanatory text to this policy states that
‘It is important that development proposals make proper provision to
meet the needs generated. Read together with Policies DP/1 and DP/3
on ‘Sustainable Development Principles’ and ‘Promoting Design
Quality and Reducing Crime’ respectively, this policy provides a checklist for developers to help ensure that all requirements are met. To
avoid an overly lengthy and complex policy, many of the criteria crossrefer to other policies in the Plan, which provide the full detail’ (para
4.1.4.2).
12. It is identified that this policy provides a checklist, a number of the elements of
which are not of relevance to the Proposed Development, and that many of
the criteria cross reference other policies.
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13. Although not referenced within the Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref
7.4) the Proposed Development can demonstrate compliance with the
relevant parts of the policy requirements and the checklist has been
completed below.

Policy

Response

1. Development proposals, where appropriate and in accordance with the
policies of the Plan and the Council’s Standards, should provide the
following:
a) Affordable Housing for Local
Need;

Not applicable to the Proposed
Development

b) Safe access from the highway
network and enhancement of
public transport, cycling and
pedestrian infrastructure;

Access
to
the
Proposed
Development is shown on the
Access and Rights of Way Plans
(DCO Document Refs 2.4.1-2.4.13)
and has been described in the
Design and Construction Report
(DCO Document Ref 7.1). The
remainder of the requirements of
this policy are not applicable to the
Proposed Development as no
permanent access will be required.

c) Car parking;

Not applicable to the Proposed
Development as no permanent car
parking will be required.

d) Safe and secure cycle parking;

Not applicable to the Proposed
Development as no permanent
access will be required.

e) Open Space;

Not applicable to the Proposed
Development.

f) Safe and convenient access for
all to public buildings and spaces,
including those with limited
mobility or those with other
impairments such as of sight or
hearing;

Not applicable to the Proposed
Development as no permanent
buildings will be constructed as part
of the Proposed Development. The
location
of
the
construction
compound was chosen due to
being one of the few locations with
good access.

g) Screened storage of refuse,
including recyclable materials;

Not applicable to the Proposed
Development as minimal waste will
be generated by the operation of
the Proposed Development.
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Policy

Response

h) A design and layout that
Not applicable to the Proposed
minimises opportunities for crime; Development (see response to
Policy DP/3 above).
i) Financial contributions towards
the provision and maintenance of
infrastructure, services and
facilities required by the
development.

Not applicable to the Proposed
Development as the Proposed
Development does not rely on
infrastructure,
services
and
facilities
other
than
those
maintained as part of its operation.

2. Planning permission will not be granted where the proposed development
would have an unacceptable adverse impact:
a) On residential amenity;

The potential effects on residential
visual amenity have been assessed
within Chapter 7 of the ES
‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO
Document Ref 6.7). No significant
effects on visual amenity have
been identified.

b) From traffic generated;

The potential effects due to traffic
generated have been identified and
assessed within Chapter 12 of the
ES ‘Traffic and Transport (DCO
Document Ref 6.12). No significant
effects have been identified.

c) On archaeological interests and
the built form;

The Planning Statement (DCO
Document Ref 7.4) provides a
review
of
the
Proposed
Development against Strategic
Policy CTH/1: Cultural Heritage
and Policy CTH2: Developments
Affecting Heritage Assets.

d) On the Welsh language;

Not applicable to the Proposed
Development. In their response to
the First Round of Written
Questions (Question 1.6(c)) CCBC
commented that … ‘On the basis of
the labour requirements identified
in the Design and Construction
Report, the Council does not
consider that the proposal would
have a material impact on the
linguistic
balance
of
those
communities’. No further comments
are made in the Local Impact
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Policy

Response
Report or the Council's Written
Representation.

e) On environmental conditions
arising from noise, lighting,
vibration, odour, noxious
emissions or dust;

The potential effects arising from
noise, lighting, vibration, odour,
noxious emissions or dust have
been identified and assessed within
Chapter 13 of the ES ‘Emissions’
(DCO Document Ref 6.13). No
significant effects have been
identified other than for noise and
vibration in a limited number of
locations
during
construction.
Mitigation measures have been
identified within the Construction
Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) (DCO Document Ref 6.18)
and are secured through a draft
requirement to the DCO (DCO
Document Ref 3.1).

f) On ecological and wildlife
interests and landscape
character;

The Planning Statement (DCO
Document Ref 7.4) provides a
review
of
the
Proposed
Development against Strategic
Policy
NTE/1:
The
Natural
Environment,
Policy
NTE/3
Biodiversity and Policy NTE/4 The
Landscape an Protecting Special
Landscape Areas.

g) On flooding and flood risk;

The potential effects on flooding
and flood risk have been identified
and assessed within Chapter 9 of
the ES ‘Flood Risk and Water
Quality’ (DCO Document Ref 6.9).
No significant effects have been
identified.

h) On the best and most versatile
agricultural land;

The potential effects on agricultural
land flooding and flood risk have
been identified and assessed within
Chapter 10 of the ES ‘Land Use
and Agriculture (DCO Document
Ref 6.9). No significant effects
have been identified. Further if a
conservative approach is taken and
it is assumed that all Grade 3 land
along the Order Limits is Grade 3a,
it is considered that SP Manweb
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Policy

Response
remains compliant with the policy
on the basis that the Order Limits
has been reduced as far as
reasonably practicable and the
actual loss of any land would be
limited to the poles themselves.

i) On quality of ground or surface
water;

The potential effects on flooding
and flood risk have been identified
and assessed within Chapter 9 of
the ES ‘Flood Risk and Water
Quality’ (DCO Document Ref 6.9).
No significant effects have been
identified.

j) On essential community facilities.

Not applicable to the Proposed
Development as there are no
essential
community
facilities
affected
by
the
Proposed
Development.

Policy DP/6 – National Planning Policy and Guidance
14. Policy DP/6 National Planning Policy and Guidance states that:
Development proposals must comply with national planning policy and
guidance.
15. The Proposed Development is an NSIP and as such, as set out in the
Planning Statement (DCO Document Ref 7.4), the most relevant policy
documents are the national policy statements, in this instance EN-1 and EN-5.
Although the Planning Statement has not specifically referenced Policy DP/6,
it sets out how the Proposed Development accords with national guidance.
16. CCBC, in response to FWQ 1.9, states that it accepts the need case for the
Proposed Development.
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Land Use and Agriculture
CCBC
Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

LiR

The LiR at paragraph 5.1.2 states that, "The DCO proposal would
affect small areas of safeguarded sand and gravel resources to the
south of B5382 and in the vicinity of Berain, and a small area of
safeguarded hard rock resource to the north of Berain".

Development
Plan
Constraints
within the
Order Site –
5.1.2

1. SP Manweb has fully assessed the extent to which the Proposed
Development would affect safeguarded mineral resources. SP Manweb
concludes that the Proposed Development could potentially affect small areas
of safeguarded sand and gravel resources to the south of the B5382 and in
the vicinity of Berain, and a small area of safeguarded hard rock resource to
the north of Berain. SP Manweb does not agree that there will definitely be an
effect on such allocations, as stated by CCBC, for the reasons outlined below
and in its response to the ExA's FWQ 1.8. SP Manweb has provided a full
response to the ExA's FWQ 1.8, which relates to mineral safeguarding.
2. 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. 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. The Proposed Development
does not, therefore, affect the Safeguarded Areas and potential effects are
minor and not significant.
3. 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.
4. SP Manweb would also note that Denbighshire County Council in its response
to FWQ 1.8 does not consider that there would be a significant impact on the
safeguarded minerals within its administrative boundary.
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Landscape and Visual Effects

Response prepared by SP Manweb to Conwy County Borough Council's
(CCBC) Local Impact Report and Written Representations in relation to
landscape and visual impact
1.

2.

In responding to CCBC's WR and LiR, SP Manweb considers that the
Council's representations made in relation to landscape and visual impact
can be summarised as follows:
(a)

Effect on the setting of the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA
(including the settings of the Elwy and Aled Valley Moorland
VSAA and the Central Ridges and Valleys VSAA);

(b)

Impact on the local landscape character in the vicinity of the
A543 (forming part of the Llannefydd Lowlands VSAA);

(c)

Visual Impacts of those travelling along the A453;

(d)

The wireframe and visualisations for Viewpoint 11; and

(e)

Compliance with SP Manweb's statutory duty under
Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 to do what it
reasonably can to mitigate effects on natural beauty and its
compliance with national policy.

SP Manweb has provided a response to each of these representations
below, in order to consider the specific points raised by CCBC. As already
explained in the suite of application documents (including the Planning
Statement and Technical Appendix 7.5), consideration has been given as to
whether the Proposed Development satisfies the planning policy and
guidance tests pursuant to the Electricity Act 1989, National Policy
Statements (NPS) EN-1 and NPS EN-5, Planning Policy Wales and
Technical Advice Note 8.

CCBC's summary of the landscape in the vicinity of the A453
3.

In its Written Representation, CCBC considers the landscape in the vicinity
of the A543 to be:
“particularly sensitive to landscape change, due to the open field
pattern, the low height of the boundary hedges and the relatively
sparse tree cover. As noted in the Landmap evaluation, the upland
areas to the west provide a distinctive sense of place. Furthermore,
the undulating alignment of the A543 provides travellers with frequent
changes of view. Whereas westward views from viewpoints east of
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this location are contained by topography and tree cover, the location
of the proposed crossing provides an uninterrupted view from the
lowland landscape of the Vale of Clwyd towards the upland area west
of Groes, which forms a distinctive backdrop to it.” (paragraph 4.11)
4.

The assessment for this area presented in the ES was revisited for the
purposes of responding to the LiR and WR.
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Effect on the
setting of
the Elwy and
Aled Valleys
SLACCBC

Summary of Matter Contained within the LiR
Setting of the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA

Reference
Local Impact
Report
Development
Plan
Constraints
Affecting the
surrounding
Area –
Paragraph
5.2.2

The Council in their written representation and LiR, raise concerns
about the effect on the setting of the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA and
Elwy and Aled Valley Moorland VSAA which both serve to provide a
backcloth to the adjacent valleys and impart a distinctive sense of
place.
In the Written Representation:
“4.9
The DCO proposal would affect the setting of the Elwy and
Aled Valleys SLA includes the range of hills to the east of Aled
Valleys as far south of the settlement of Bylchau, and comes within
1.8km of the Order Site. This SLA forms a backdrop to a number of
sections of the DCO proposal when viewed from the east. The extent
of the SLA is shown on the LDP Proposals Map.

Summary of
Local Impacts
– Paragraph
4.10 The erstwhile Countryside Council for Wales carried out a
6.2.1 (ii),
LANDMAP evaluation of the landscape character over the whole of
6.2.2
Wales, based on identified Aspect Areas. This part of the SLA is
WR
located within the Elwy and Aled Valley Moorland Hills Visual and
Section 4 –
Sensory Aspect Area (VSAA). This VSAA is evaluated as being High
Amplification in respect of both scenic quality and character, Moderate in terms of
of the Ground integrity, and Rare. The VSAA is given an overall evaluation as High,
B Objection
with reference made to its function in providing a backcloth to the
(4.9 and 4.10) adjacent valleys with a distinctive sense of place.

Paragraph 6.2.2 of the LiR states that “The DCO proposal would
affect the setting of the following neighbouring VSAAs:
iii) Central Ridges and Valleys – This area includes the areas to the
west of Llannefydd and Groes, (excluding the more elevated areas
within the Elwy and Aled Valley Moorland Hills VSAA), which form
part of the backdrop to the DCO proposal. The VSAA is assessed as
being Moderate (but High in respect of Integrity) on the basis of
forming a pleasing undulating landscape with changing views from
enclosure in wooded valleys to more open hilltops. The area is
generally in good condition, unspoilt and of consistent character. The
area has a pleasing rhythm of ridge and valley and is typical of much
of the core of Conwy.
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iv) Elwy and Aled Valley Moorland Hills – This area includes the more
elevated areas west of Llannefydd and Groes, which (together with
the Central Ridges and Valleys VSAA) form part of the backdrop to
the DCO proposal. The VSAA is evaluated as High (but Moderate in
respect of Integrity) on the basis of attractive and dramatic steep
27
sloping hills with a rugged character with rock outcrops which provide
a positive backcloth to the valleys and provide scenic views. The hills
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have a diverse but consistent, unified and unspoilt character. They
form a backdrop to the adjacent valleys with a distinctive sense of
place. These landforms are rare within the County and Region in
terms of their consistency along the valleys sides.”

1.

The LiR notes that the Proposed Development would affect the setting of the
Elwy and Aled Valley SLA, as far south as the settlement of Bylchau, and
within 1.8km of the Order Limits.

2.

The LiR also notes that the Proposed Development would affect the setting
of the Central Ridges and Valleys VSAA and the Elwy and Aled Valley
Moorland Hills, including the areas to the west of Groes and Llannefydd, and
the more elevated areas to the west of Groes and Llannefydd.

3.

By setting, it is assumed the LiR refers not just to the individual SLA, but the
visible elements of the landscapes surrounding the SLA, which in turn
influence its character including its sense of scale, enclosure, skylines,
tranquillity and human influence.

4.

This response collates relevant information from Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and
Visual’ of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.7), which assesses and
concludes that there will not be a significant adverse effect on the settings of
the two VSAAs under consideration.

5.

The Elwy and Aled Valley SLA covers parts of the Elwy and Aled Valley
Moorland Hills VSAA and sections of the Central Ridges and Valleys VSAA,
and the Afon Elwy Valley East VSAA.
Landscape Effects

6.

Landscape Effects associated with the Proposed Development, as extracted
from Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Reference 6.7,
Section 7.7) and Appendix 7.4 ‘Effects on Landscape Character Tables’
(DCO Document Reference 6.20.4), are as follows:
Central Valleys and Ridges VSAA

7.

8.

As noted in Appendix 7.4 to the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.20.4), the
effects of the Proposed Development on the landscape of this VSAA are
predicted to be negligible. The Proposed Development does not pass through
the VSAA, but parallels its eastern boundary at a distance of approximately
1km. At this distance the size and scale of the Proposed Development and
the distances involved would not alter the perception of the landscape.
This judgement was informed by both desk top and on-site survey, by the
representative Viewpoint Assessments (see below), and by use of the
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apparent height2 calculator. This indicates that a 15m high structure (such as
the proposed double wood pole structures) located 1 km from the viewer,
would appear approximately 1cm tall. As such, it is reasonable to conclude
that the structure would represent a small scale feature in the landscape when
viewed from the SLA. As such it is reasonable to conclude that likely
significant effects would be small or negligible. In addition, the landform and
landcover (gently undulating or sloping pasture cut through by localised
wooded valleys containing small watercourses, scattered woodland blocks
and many mature hedgerow trees) would assist in screening wider views of
the Proposed Development.
Afon Elwy Valley East VSAA
9.

As noted in Appendix 7.4 to the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.20.4), the
effect of the Proposed Development on the landscape of this VSAA is
predicted to be moderate. The Proposed Development passes through this
VSAA, and due to the size and scale of the Proposed Development, and the
nature of the landscape through which it passes (a well-wooded valley and
wooded river valley), these effects are likely to be localised.

10.

The Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA is located in the western section of the VSAA,
some 2 km from the Proposed Development. The assessment of potential
landscape impacts was informed by both desk top and on-site survey, the
representative Viewpoint Assessments (see below), and by use of the
apparent height3 calculator. This indicates that a 15m high structure (such as
the proposed double wood pole structures) located 2 km from the viewer,
would appear approximately 0.5cm tall. As such, it is reasonable to conclude
that the structure would represent a small scale feature in the landscape when
viewed from the SLA. As such it is reasonable to conclude that likely
significant effects would be negligible.
Elwy and Aled Valley Moorland Hills VSAA

11.

The effects of the Proposed Development on this VSAA were not assessed
since the Aspect Area lies outside the 2km study area, and at these
distances the size and scale of the Proposed Development (approximately
15m tall double wood pole structures) would not alter the perception of the
landscape. This indicates that a 15m high structure (such as the proposed
double wood pole structures) located 2 km from the viewer, would appear
approximately 0.5cm tall. As such, it is reasonable to conclude that the
structure would represent a small scale feature in the landscape when
viewed from the VSAA. As such it is reasonable to conclude that likely
significant effects would be negligible.

2

For the purposes of this study the ‘apparent height’ of a structure is defined as, the height that the structure would appear at arm’s
length (61 cm) from the viewer (i.e. the structure would appear to be the same height as an X cm high object held at arm’s length (61
cm) from the viewer).
3
For the purposes of this study the ‘apparent height’ of a structure is defined as, the height that the structure would appear at arm’s
length (61 cm) from the viewer (i.e. the structure would appear to be the same height as an X cm high object held at arm’s length (61
cm) from the viewer).
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Visual Effects
12.

The relevant Viewpoint Assessments within or close to the SLA are as
follows:
Viewpoint Assessment 28 at Moel Fodiar

13.

This viewpoint lies on the edge of the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA, close to the
boundary of the Central Valleys and Ridges VSAA and the Elwy and Aled
Valley Moorland Hills VSAA. The conclusion of the assessment as presented
in Appendix 7.3 of the ES ‘Viewpoint Assessment’ (DCO Document
Reference 6.20.3D) notes that:
“The Proposed 132kV Overhead Line introduces a manmade feature in
a rural landscape. The Proposed Development would be just
perceptible in the wider landscape as it crosses higher open ground
near Peniel, Eriviat, Hafod, Berain and Croen llwm Mawr, but would
generally be obscured by intervening trees and topography, and would
be largely backclothed, and greater than 2.2km from the viewpoint at
its closest point. Wood poles would be in scale with the surrounding
landscape features (mature trees) and would recede in the wider
pastureland. The Proposed Development would follow the pattern of
the landscape. The Proposed 132kV Overhead Line would add to the
effect of a small number of existing scattered 11kV Overhead Lines,
but due to intervening distance and backgrounding, these combined
effects are considered not significant. These factors and the low-lying
position of the Proposed 132kV Overhead Line would reduce the
overall magnitude of the visual effect, from what may be otherwise
medium, to small.”

14.

In conclusion at this viewpoint, the effect on visual amenity at this viewpoint
arising from the 132kV Overhead Line would be minor and therefore not
significant.
Viewpoint Assessment 29 at Mynydd y Gaer

15.

This viewpoint lies on the edge of the SLA, close to the boundary of the Elwy
and Aled Valley Moorland Hills, the Central Valleys and Ridges, the Afon Elwy
Valley East and the Llannefydd Lowlands. The conclusion of the assessment
as presented in Appendix 7.3 of the ES ‘Viewpoint Assessment’ (DCO
Document Ref 6.20.3D) notes that:
“The Proposed 132kV Overhead Line introduces a manmade feature
in a rural landscape that experiences wide views over more distant
settlements and existing electricity networks. The Proposed
Development would run through half of the width of the view and would
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be entirely backclothed by the landscape to the east of the proposed
route alignment. Poles would be perceptible in the middle distance but
fully backclothed and greater than 2.2km from the viewpoint at its
closest point. Wood poles would be in scale with the surrounding
landscape features (mature trees) and would recede in the wider
pastureland. The Proposed 132kV Overhead Line would follow the
pattern of the landscape and would add to the effect of a small number
of existing scattered 11kV and 33kV Overhead Lines, and the 400kV
line, but due to intervening distance and backgrounding, these
combined effects are considered not significant. These factors and the
low-lying position of the Proposed 132kV Overhead Line would reduce
the overall magnitude of the visual effect, from what may be otherwise
medium, to small.”
16.

In conclusion, the effect on visual amenity at this viewpoint arising from the
132kV Overhead Line would be minor and therefore not significant.
Conclusion

17.

18.

SP Manweb considers it highly unlikely that the Proposed Development would
have an effect on the setting of the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA, since:


the scale and distance of the Proposed Development from the SLA is
likely to render the Proposed Development barely perceptible in views
from the SLA;



intervening screening provided by trees, woodland blocks and localised
topography further renders the Proposed Development imperceptible in
views from the SLA;



the nature of the Proposed Development (approximately 15m high
double wood poles) is such that they are of a similar scale to mature
trees and are therefore more likely to be accommodated within the
well-treed landscapes through which the Proposed Development
passes; and



any tree and hedgerow losses resulting from the Proposed
Development are likely to be localised and therefore at such a distance
that they are likely to be barely perceptible in views from the SLA under
consideration.

Section 7.7.25 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.7) concludes that,
“Although parts of this SLA lie within the fringes of the Study Area, the
Proposed Development would not cause loss or alteration to any elements of
this landscape, nor would it alter the perception of the landscape. The
Proposed Development would be barely perceptible due to distance. The
overall significance of landscape effects on the SLA is therefore predicted to
be negligible.”
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19.

SP Manweb maintains the view that the effect on the SLA itself (including its
setting) would be negligible, due to the distance of the Proposed Development
from the designated landscape.
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Impact on the local landscape character in the vicinity of the A543 (forming
part of the Llannefydd Lowlands VSAA);
CCBC

Summary of Matter Contained within the LiR

Reference

Impact on the local landscape character in the vicinity of the
A543 (forming part of the Llannefydd Lowlands VSAA)

Paragraph 6.2.1(ii) of the LiR states that the "Llannefydd Lowlands
includes the most of the Order Site within Conwy. The VSAA
extends from Tyddyn Bartley and the southern county boundary on
Summary of
Afon Ystrad. The overall evaluation is Moderate, and is described as
Local Impacts
being quietly pleasing generally with the pleasant views to the hills to
– Paragraph
the west and lower land to the east. This rural landscape is generally
6.2.1 (ii) and
in good condition with few detractors. The area has a moderate
6.2.5
sense of place as a quiet rural area with some parkland. The
landscape type is fairly common in Conwy".
Local Impact
Report

Paragraph 6.2.5 states, “The Council agrees with the conclusion
provided in the ES, but notes that the impact of the overhead
connection would have a more significant impact on the local
landscape character in the vicinity of the A543 (forming part of the
Llannefydd Lowlands VSAA), due to the open character of the
landscape in that location.”

1.

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).

2.

The assessment of the landscape effects in the vicinity of the A543 crossing
as presented in Section 7.7 of Chapter 7 of the ES ‘Landscape and Visual’
(DCO Document Reference 6.7) is as follows:
Assessment of Landscape Sensitivity (extracted from Table 7.18 of the
ES)
Area

Receptor
(VSAAs)

Value

Susceptibility Sensitivity

5

Llannefydd
Lowlands

Mediumhigh

Medium

Medium-high

Assessment of Magnitude of Landscape Effect (extracted from Table
7.19 of the ES)
Area

VSAA

Size/ scale
of Effect

Geographical
extent

Overall magnitude of
landscape effect

5

Llannefydd

Small -

Small

Small - medium
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Lowlands

medium

Assessment of Effect on Landscape Character (extracted from Table of
the ES 7.20)
Area

VSAA

Sensitivity Magnitude
of Effect

Overall
Significance
of landscape
effect

Significant
landscape
effect

5

Llannefydd
Lowlands

Medium high

Moderate

Yes

Small medium

3.

Paragraph 7.7.48 of Chapter 7 of the ES ‘Landscape and Visual’ concludes
that moderate and therefore significant effects are likely to arise in some
parts of the Llannefydd Lowlands VSAA, including the open landscape
around the A543 crossing. CCBC agrees with this conclusion, as stated in
paragraph 6.2.8 of the LiR.

4.

Although the area around the A543 crossing is attractive and the backdrop
of the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA is a valued and locally designated
landscape, none of the affected landscape is nationally designated. It has
been assessed as medium-high sensitivity in Appendix 7.4 of the ES
‘Effects on Landscape Character’ (DCO Document Reference 6.20.4).
Assessment of Sensitivity

5.

Estate and parkland character is evident within the landscape but there are
no nationally designated landscapes within this area of the Llannefydd
Lowlands, and whilst the VSAA contains several small areas of land
classified as outstanding (LANDMAP Landscape Habitats), the Proposed
Development lies 200m to the east of the largest area. The area is tranquil
in places, with relatively open views to the south and west, but also
containing clusters of settlements. It is transected by a busy A road and two
B roads in addition to a network of rural roads and lanes. It also contains
existing low voltage overhead lines and telegraph poles. Whilst scenic and
in good condition, the landscape is not rare. SP Manweb reiterates its view
that the sensitivity of the landscape is medium-high rather than high and is
not, therefore "particularly sensitive."
Assessment of Magnitude of Change

6.

In accordance with GLVIA3, the size and/ or scale of change in the
landscape takes into consideration the following factors:
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the extent/ proportion of landscape elements and features are lost
or added and/ or the degree to which aesthetic or/ perceptual
aspects are altered; and
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the contribution of that element/ feature or aesthetic or perceptual
aspect to landscape character and especially whether the effect is
likely to change the key characteristics of the landscape, which
are critical to its distinctive character.

7.

The geographical extent of landscape effects is assessed by determining
the area over which the effects will influence the landscape. At 1km a 15m
pole would appear approximately 1cm high and at 2km would appear 0.5cm
high. Therefore in most situations, even though skylining may increase this
effect, the geographical extent of effects for the Proposed Development is
unlikely to be extensive.

8.

SP Manweb is of the view that the magnitude of landscape effects in the
vicinity of the A543 would remain small-medium according to the guidance
set out in Table 7.7 of Chapter 7 of the ES ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO
Document Reference 6.7) and in the additional indicative guidelines for
assessing magnitude of landscape change presented in the table below.
Indicative criteria for judging the size/ scale of landscape change
Category
Indicative Description
Large
The development will result in a large amount of change in
landscape character and would conflict with or override its
key characteristics. There will be a major loss of/ or
change to existing elements/ features or aesthetic aspects
of the landscape and/ or the introduction of major new and
uncharacteristic elements/ features or major change to
aesthetic attributes. Overall the development will be very
prominent and have a strong influence on the perception
of the landscape.
Medium
The development will result in a moderate amount of
change in landscape character. There will be a moderate
loss of/ or change to existing elements/ features or
aesthetic aspects of the landscape and/ or the introduction
of moderate new and uncharacteristic elements/ features
or moderate change to aesthetic attributes. Overall the
development will be conspicuous and will have some
influence on the perception of the landscape.
Small
The development will result in a minor amount of change
in landscape character. There will be a minor loss of/ or
change to existing elements/ features or aesthetic aspects
of the landscape and/ or the introduction of minor new and
uncharacteristic elements/ features or minor change to
aesthetic attributes. Overall the development will blend
into its surroundings and have little influence on the
perception of the landscape.
Negligible
The development will result in no or barely discernible
amount of change in landscape character. There will be
very little loss of/ or change to existing elements/ features
or aesthetic aspects of the landscape and/ or negligible
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effects from the introduction of new and uncharacteristic
elements/ features. Overall the development will blend
into its surroundings and have neglible influence on the
perception of the landscape.
Indicative criteria for judging the geographic extent of landscape
change
Category
Indicative Description
Large
The effects will extend over a large geographic area and
will influence landscape character at some distance from
the development and may cover several landscape
character types/ areas.
Medium
The effects will extend over a moderate geographic area
and will influence landscape character a medium distance
from the development, including the immediate setting of
the site and the landscape character area within which it
lies.
Small
The effects will extend over a small geographic area and
will influence landscape character within the immediate
vicinity of the development, including the landscape
character of the area within which it lies.
Negligible
There will be little or no effect from the development on
the landscape.
9.

The Proposed Development would be a visible new man made feature but it
would not cause the total loss or alteration of the baseline landscape or be
totally uncharacteristic as there are existing 11 kV overhead lines and
telegraph poles present in the area. The wood poles would be in scale with
the mature trees and would blend into the background of pastures,
vegetation and landform.
Assessment of Landscape Significance

10.

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 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.

11.

In terms of whether the effects should be identified as significant and
whether this is ‘moderate’ or ‘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.

12.

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 darker shaded areas indicating likely
significant effects (both moderate and major).

13.

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 minor/ moderate or moderate/ major.

14.

In terms of the effects on the landscape around the A543 crossing, when
the medium-high assessment of sensitivity of the landscape is combined
with the small - medium magnitude of change predicted in this location, the
overall significance of effects on the landscape is considered to remain
moderate according to the guidance set out in Table 7.8 of Chapter 7 of the
ES ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Reference 6.7).

15.

Thresholds of significance for landscape and visual effects cannot be easily
quantified, as they tend to be abstract and relate to scenic quality, cultural
values and perceptions. Another difficulty is that there can be a divergence
of opinion on what constitutes ‘acceptable’ change. The four threshold
categories applied in the LVIA (negligible, minor, moderate and major)
represent a continuum of effect. Each category can include a range of
effects. Therefore although the landscape assessment concludes that the
overall effect on the landscape of the Llannefydd Lowlands VSAA would be
moderate (significant), there will be variation within this threshold category
across the VSAA. SP Manweb acknowledges that the effect on the local
landscape around the A543 may be higher than in other parts of the
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Llannefydd Lowlands but maintains that although it would be at the upper
end of the moderate significance category, it would not be high enough to
fall into the category of major significance.
16.

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.

17.

Having regard to what SP Manweb can reasonably do to minimise and
mitigate the effects of the 132kV Overhead Line in this locality, the
proposed specific mitigation measures presented in Table 7.23 of the ES
(DCO document reference 6.7) are localised and have been designed to
provide an element of screening in immediate proximity to the structures
adjacent to the road, whilst retaining the long views to distant uplands,
which car users enjoy. In addition, any planting would be subject to visibility
clearance guidance from the relevant highways specialists.

The visual effects of the Proposed Development in the vicinity of the A543
CCBC

Summary of the Matter contained within the LiR

Reference

Visual Impacts of those travelling along the A453

WR

The following paragraphs
representation.

Section 4 –
Amplification
of the
Ground B
Objection
(4.11 – 4.12)

are

reproduced

from

the

written

4.11 The Council considers that the DCO proposal is generally
compliant with statutory and policy requirements, but raises specific
concerns in respect of its visual and landscape impact in the vicinity
of the A543 east of Groes. The Council considers this area to be
particularly sensitive to landscape change, due to the open field
pattern, the low height of the boundary hedges and the relatively
sparse tree cover. As noted in the Landmap evaluation, the upland
areas to the west provide a distinctive sense of place. Furthermore,
the undulating alignment of the A543 provides travellers with frequent
changes of view. Whereas westward views from viewpoints east of
this location are contained by topography and tree cover, the location
of the proposed crossing provides an uninterrupted view from the
lowland landscape of the Vale of Clwyd towards the upland area
west of Groes, which forms a distinctive backdrop to it.
4.13 The visual and landscape effects of the DCO proposal at this
location are two-fold. First, there would be an adverse effect on
landscape character, in that the proposal would introduce visual
clutter into an open landscape. Second, the proposal would present
a significant visual detractor to receptors travelling along the A543
when viewed against the backdrop of the SLA.
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Landscape Effects
1.

SP Manweb’s response to the Local Impact Report Summary of Local
Impacts – Paragraph 6.2.1 (ii) and 6.2.5 explains that SP Manweb
acknowledges that the effect of the Proposed Development on the local
landscape around the A543 may be higher than in other parts of the
Llannefydd Lowlands but maintains that although it would be at the upper
end of the moderate significance category, it would not be high enough to
fall into the category of major significance. It also explains why the
assessment considers the sensitivity of the landscape around the A543 to
be of medium-high landscape sensitivity rather than ‘high’.
Visual Effects

2.

The visual effects of the Proposed Development in the vicinity of the A543
are illustrated in Viewpoint 11, which is presented in Technical Appendix 7.3
Part A (DCO Document Ref 6.20.3a). The effects likely to be experienced
at this viewpoint are summarised in Appendix 7.3 of the ES (DCO
Document Reference 6.20.3b). An extract of the latter document is
provided in the table below.
Ref No
Description of
Location
Reason for
Selecting
Viewpoint
(Likely
Receptors/Users
of/Receptors
Drawn to the
Viewpoint by):
Distance to
Nearest Visible
Wood Pole and
Limits of
Deviation,
East or West of
Alignment
Description of
Susceptibility of
Visual
Receptors to
Change, Value
of View and
Overall
Sensitivity of the
Viewpoint
Description of

EN020014

Viewpoint 11
From the A543 as it runs from Groes to Denbigh, approx.
184m AOD
Users of roads:
 A543

Approx. 43m to nearest wooden pole.
Distance to centre line of Limits of Deviation: 34m east of
alignment.

The susceptibility of the A543 users to change is
considered medium.
The viewpoint is adjacent to the A543 near Beacon Hill.
The value of this view is considered medium (local
value/county boundary/road users).
Overall, the sensitivity of the viewpoint to the Overhead
Line is considered medium.
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Ref No
Current View,
Predicted View
and Overall
Magnitude of
Visual Effect

Viewpoint 11
View is a 90 degree panorama looking south west from
the A543 near Beacon Hill on the county boundary
between Denbighshire and Conwy and extends from the
local landscape (Llannefydd Lowlands) toward distant
upland areas including the Clocaenog and Llyn Brenig
Moorland Forest VSAAs.
The view is representative of sequential views (road
users).
The foreground consists of gently sloping
pastureland bounded by post/wire fences, hedgerows and
scattered mature trees with the A543 winding through the
landscape to the left in the direction of Groes. There are
scattered residential properties and farmsteads in the
view including properties to the left some 650m away,
Bodeiliog Uchaf to the centre of the views is some 800m
away and the settlement around Groes Bach to the right,
is some 700m from the viewpoint, and is adjacent to the
A543. The rugged bracken clad ridge of Foel Gasyth
forms the horizon some 2km to the left. The wind farms
and managed forest on the ridge of Tir Mostyn are
perceptible on the horizon to the centre of the view some
6km away and 3km to the right of the view is the sparsely
clad Moel Fechan. Telegraph poles are perceptible along
the A543 and 11kV Overhead Lines are visible in the
fields adjacent to the road.
Predicted View
The Proposed 132kV Overhead Line would be distantly
visible on the distant upland ridge at Tir Mostyn. Eleven
poles would be just perceptible on the skyline but as a
very small feature in the view. Similarly, to the left of the
view some 3km away 2 poles would skyline above the
ridge at Peniel. A further four or five poles would also be
visible but backclothed. Ten further poles would be
visible but backclothed as they traverse fields near Plas
Captain over 1.5km from the viewpoint. The Proposed
132kV Overhead Line would pass through Pandy Wood in
the middle distance, however, intervening topography and
vegetation would entirely screen this section.
The
Proposed 132kV Overhead Line would become just
perceptible in the middle of the view some 750m distant
but would be largely obscured by intervening vegetation
as it runs past Bodeiliog Uchaf Farm. Six poles would
become increasingly visible as the Proposed
Development runs from the centre of the view towards the
road where it would be skylined as it reaches the road
some 35m from the viewpoint. It would disappear from
the view as it crosses the road into the grounds of Eriviat
Hall.
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Ref No

Significance of
Visual Effect

Viewpoint 11
This view covers some 1.7km of the entire Overhead
Line.
Magnitude of Visual Effect (Scale of Change and
Geographic Extent)
The Proposed 132kV Overhead Line would introduce an
additional manmade feature in a landscape which is
presently semi-rural and serviced by the fast moving
A543. The proposed wood poles would be visible on the
skylines of some distant ridges and would be barely
perceptible. Intervening trees, backclothing afforded by
local vegetation and local topography and proximity limits
perceptibility of closer poles. Generally the wood poles
would be in scale with the surrounding landscape features
(mature trees) and would quickly recede in views of the
wider pastureland. Six poles would be perceptible as the
route approaches and crosses the A543 and these would
add to the local effect of a small number of existing
scattered 11kV Overhead Lines.
However, due to
intervening distance and some backgrounding these
combined effects are considered not significant. The
overall magnitude of the visual effect, is predicted to be
medium.
When the magnitude of visual effect (medium) is
correlated against the overall sensitivity of the viewpoint
(medium), the effect on visual amenity arising from the
Proposed 132kV Overhead Line will be moderate and
therefore significant.

3.

The visual assessment presented in Appendix 7.3 (DCO Document
Reference 6.20.3b) concludes that the main receptors in this area are users
of the A543, which links Pentrefoelas with Denbigh. These road users are
considered to be of medium sensitivity to the Proposed Development. They
would experience a moderate and therefore significant effect (albeit that this
effect is transient and only likely to be experienced very briefly).

4.

SP Manweb maintains that the magnitude of visual effects would remain
medium according to the guidance set out in Table 7.13 of Chapter 7
‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Reference 6.7). According to
Table 7.13, for a visual effect to be judged of “large” magnitude “The
development would dominate and become the main focus in the view and/
or the effects would be perceived over a wide geographical area by a large
number of receptors.”

5.

Views from the road would be transient and typically experienced only
briefly. In most views the poles would blend into the background of
pastures, vegetation and landform and would be barely perceptible. Six of
the poles would be more visible as the line approaches and overflies the
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A453 but most of these would appear partially backclothed and the effect
would diminish rapidly with distance. Although resulting significant visual
effects are predicted, the actual length of road likely to be significantly
affected is relatively short and most of the A543 through this area would be
unaffected.
Significant visual effects would be experienced from
approximately 150m of this road when travelling from the east (Denbigh)
since the road bends to the south west in the direction of the Proposed
Development, and passes a mature tree before a full view of the Proposed
Development enters the foreground. Significant visual effects would be
experienced from approximately 250m of this road when travelling from the
west (Groes), since the road is bound by hedgerows and occasional
individual mature trees which act as a distraction before a full view of the
Proposed Development enters foreground views.
6.

When the medium assessment of sensitivity of road users is combined with
the medium magnitude of change predicted in this location, the overall
significance of effects on views from the A543 is considered to remain
moderate according to the guidance set out in Table 7.14 Chapter 7 of the
ES ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7). According to Table
7.14, for a visual effect to be judged significant “the development would be
prominent or contrasting within the view, and/ or would be a large feature
within a highly valued view and/ or a view that is experienced by more
sensitive receptors.”

7.

Where the proposed 132kV Overhead Line would oversail the A453 near
Pandy, a direct rather than oblique route has been selected to limit the
effects on views from the road. Nevertheless the 132kV Overhead Line
would be visible as it oversails the road where it is slightly elevated. It will
interrupt views towards distant upland areas including the Clwydian Range
and Dee Valley AONB and with predicted moderate effects. These effects
would, however, be intermittent (depending on the screening effect of
roadside vegetation) and transient.

8.

Having regard to what SP Manweb can reasonably do to minimise and
mitigate the effects of the 132kV Overhead Line in this locality, the proposed
specific mitigation measures presented in Table 7.23 of the ES (DCO
document reference 6.7) are localised and have been designed to provide
an element of screening in immediate proximity to the structures adjacent to
the road, whilst retaining the long views to distant uplands, which car users
enjoy. In addition, any planting would be subject to visibility clearance
guidance from the relevant highways specialists. Residual effects are likely
to remain moderate.
Summary

9.

SP Manweb acknowledges that a part of the 132kV Overhead Line would
be a detractor in views experienced by travellers on the A543 when viewed
against the backdrop of the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA and Elwy and Aled
Valley Moorland VSAA, and that these would result in significant effects.
Where the poles appear directly in the foreground of views from the road,
these effects may be at the higher end of the moderate threshold although
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they would be transient and typically experienced only briefly. None are
judged to be major and SP Manweb does not consider them to be
“unacceptable” for a development of this type.
The wireframe and visualisations for Viewpoint 11
CCBC

Summary of Matter Contained within the LiR

Reference

Viewpoint 11

Local Impact
Report

Paragraph 6.2.8 of the LiR refers to visual effects as assessed from
viewpoints within or on the boundary of Conwy, noting that:

Section 6.2.8
– Landscape
and Visual

“Visual effects from five of the viewpoints are assessed as
‘Significant’ and five as ‘Not Significant’. The Council agrees with
these conclusions and considers the impact from Viewpoint no. 11
would be particularly significant, as the A543 forms a regionally
important tourist route into Conwy from the east. The DCO proposal
would adversely affect views from this viewpoint to the range of hills
to the west which are included within the Elwy and Aled Valleys
Special Landscape Area.”

WR
Section 4 –
Amplification
of the Ground
B Objection
(4.12)

1.

4.12 Technical Appendix 7.3 Part A of the ES includes both
wireframe and photomontage visualisations in this area from
Viewpoint 11. The SLA includes part of the upland area which can
be seen in these images (i.e. beyond and to the right of the double
pole at the right hand side of the image). Whilst the proportion of the
image landscape that is located within the SLA is fairly minor, it
should be noted that the visualisations do not show the full extent of
the SLA’s visibility from this location.

SP Manweb's assessment of visual impacts from Viewpoint 11 is set out in
section 7.7.125 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.7):
“Moderate and therefore significant visual effects have been predicted
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).”

2.

Thresholds of significance for landscape and visual effects cannot be easily
quantified, as they tend to be abstract and relate to scenic quality, cultural
values and perceptions. Another difficulty is that there can be a divergence
of opinion on what constitutes ‘acceptable’ change. Within each of the four
threshold categories applies in the LVIA (negligible, minor, moderate and
major) there is a wide range of effects.

3.

Therefore, although the Section 7.21 (DCO Document Reference 6.7) has
concluded that the overall effect on Viewpoint 11 would be moderate, the
Applicant accepts that the effect would be at the higher end of the threshold
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category but would not be of such significance as to fall into the category of
major significance. To tip the effect into the ‘major’ category, the
combination of sensitivity and magnitude of predicted change would have to
result in an effect which would cause a complete or substantial change in
the view, resulting from the loss of important features or the addition of
significant new ones to the degree that this would substantially alter the
composition of the view and the visual amenity it offers. Essentially it
would have to dominate the view which SP Manweb maintains is not the
case. Although the Proposed Development would adversely affect views
from this location and these effects are likely to be significant, the visual
permeability of the wood pole structures means that the wider view isn’t
obscured and, although the two nearest wood pole structures are
conspicuous they only partly alter the composition of the view. The degree
of effect isn’t considered large enough to give rise to major effects. It
should also be noted that this effect will be perceived transiently and only
briefly by the majority of road users. This presents the realistic worst case
scenario of views from a short (circa < 0.5km) section of the A543, much of
which will remain unaffected.
Assessment of Magnitude of Change
4.

In accordance with GLVIA3, the size and/ or scale of change in the
landscape takes into consideration the following factors:


the extent/ proportion of landscape elements and features are lost
or added and/ or the degree to which aesthetic or/ perceptual
aspects are altered; and



the contribution of that element/ feature or aesthetic or perceptual
aspect to landscape character and especially whether the effect is
likely to change the key characteristics of the landscape, which
are critical to its distinctive character.

5.

The geographical extent of landscape effects is assessed by determining
the area over which the effects will influence the landscape. At 1km a 15m
pole would appear approximately 1cm high and at 2km would appear 0.5cm
high. Therefore in most situations (skylining may increase this effect) the
geographical extent of effects for the Proposed Development are unlikely to
be extensive.

6.

SP Manweb is of the view that the magnitude of landscape effects in the
vicinity of the A543 would remain small-medium according to the guidance
set out in Table 7.7 of Chapter 7 of the ES ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO
Document Reference 6.7) and in the additional indicative guidelines for
assessing magnitude of landscape change presented in the table below.

Indicative criteria for judging the size/ scale of landscape change
Category
Indicative Description
Large
The development will result in a large amount of change in
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landscape character and would conflict with or override its
key characteristics. There will be a major loss of/ or
change to existing elements/ features or aesthetic aspects
of the landscape and/ or the introduction of major new and
uncharacteristic elements/ features or major change to
aesthetic attributes. Overall the development will be very
prominent and have a strong influence on the perception
of the landscape.
Medium
The development will result in a moderate amount of
change in landscape character. There will be a moderate
loss of/ or change to existing elements/ features or
aesthetic aspects of the landscape and/ or the introduction
of moderate new and uncharacteristic elements/ features
or moderate change to aesthetic attributes. Overall the
development will be conspicuous and will have some
influence on the perception of the landscape.
Small
The development will result in a minor amount of change
in landscape character. There will be a minor loss of/ or
change to existing elements/ features or aesthetic aspects
of the landscape and/ or the introduction of minor new and
uncharacteristic elements/ features or minor change to
aesthetic attributes. Overall the development will blend
into its surroundings and have little influence on the
perception of the landscape.
Negligible
The development will result in no or barely discernible
amount of change in landscape character. There will be
very little loss of/ or change to existing elements/ features
or aesthetic aspects of the landscape and/ or negligible
effects from the introduction of new and uncharacteristic
elements/ features. Overall the development will blend
into its surroundings and have neglible influence on the
perception of the landscape.
Indicative criteria for judging the geographic extent of landscape
change
Category
Indicative Description
Large
The effects will extend over a large geographic area and
will influence landscape character at some distance from
the development and may cover several landscape
character types/ areas.
Medium
The effects will extend over a moderate geographic area
and will influence landscape character a medium distance
from the development, including the immediate setting of
the site and the landscape character area within which it
lies.
Small
The effects will extend over a small geographic area and
will influence landscape character within the immediate
vicinity of the development, including the landscape
character of the area within which it lies.
Negligible
There will be little or no effect from the development on
the landscape.
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Compliance by SP Manweb with its Statutory Duty under Schedule 9 of
the Electricity Act 1989 and with national policy
CCBC

Summary of Matter Contained within the LiR

Reference

Failure to comply with statutory duty

WR

The following paragraphs are reproduced from the written
representation.

Section 4 –
Amplification
of the
Ground B
Objection
(4.14)

4.14 The Council therefore considers that the proposal is
contrary to the Applicant’s duty under Schedule 9 of the
Electricity Act 1989 to do what it reasonably can to
mitigate effects on natural beauty. The Council also
considers that the visual and landscape impacts in the
vicinity of the proposed A543 crossing would be so
exceptional as to justify a requirement to bury the
connection underground in this area, in accordance with
paragraphs 2.8.2 of EN-5 and 2.12 of Annex C of TAN8.”

Legislation and Planning Policy
The Electricity Act 1989
20.

SP Manweb’s response to First Round Written Question 1.4 explains how
‘good design’ as described in NPS EN-1 and NPS EN-5 Policies has been
built into the development of the Proposed Development, including
application of the Holford Rules and the company’s approach to embedded/
specific mitigation.

21.

The Proposed Development and its design has evolved iteratively through
the North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project from conception to
application.
Early and detailed consideration of route corridors and
overhead line design subject to consultation have all assisted in SP
Manweb’s approach to good design and helped to lessen the potential
impact on natural beauty. In addition to the design, SP Manweb has also
reviewed alternatives to the Proposed Development and to route options
identified. The Strategic Options Report (DCO Document Ref 7.3) and ES
Chapter 3: Alternatives and Design Evolution (DCO Document Ref 6.3)
describe in detail the alternatives considered at the start of the North Wales
Wind Farms Connection Project.

22.

Section 2.0 of the Design and Construction Report (DCO Document Ref 7.1)
explains the design of the permanent elements of the 132 kV Overhead Line
and its associated infrastructure and the construction of those elements,
explaining the operational, safety and security requirements which the
design has to satisfy. It explains the Limits of Deviation for the Proposed
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Development and the other elements that make up the Order Limits. Section
3 of the of the Report sets out SP Manweb’s approach to design and
routeing of overhead lines together with the key considerations that influence
these elements. It describes how the Proposed Development has been
developed through a process of continual refinement and improvement,
taking into account information about the potential adverse effects on people
and the environment identified during the assessment process. It also
explains why particular options (including undergrounding) have been
brought considered and demonstrates how the design development process
has responded positively to consultation. Section 4.0 sets out the design
evolution for the Proposed Development and explains how this been an
iterative and multi staged process. The Report also explains how the design
development process has responded to consultation and where practical,
incorporated consultation responses and environmental assessment
conclusions into the design. Section 5 of the Report provides a description
of the activities associated with the construction of the Proposed
Development.
23.

SP Manweb maintains that is has complied with its duties under Schedule 9
of the Electricity Act, including the need to have regard to, and to do what it
reasonably can to mitigate impacts on, natural beauty.

Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1)
24.

The Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (NPS EN-1) sets the
context for references to undergrounding in 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 132 kV and
above. It is acknowledged in the same paragraph that there will be more
than one technological approach to connect the network such as overhead
lines or underground cables and the costs and benefits of these alternatives
should be properly considered, as set out in NPS EN-5, before any overhead
line is consented. It is further noted that section 4.4 of EN-1 refers to the
need for considering alternatives to the Proposed Development.

25.

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.
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26.

In paragraph 5.9.21 of EN-1 there is reference to mitigation and it is
acknowledged that there may be “exceptional circumstances”, where
reducing the scale or design of a project to mitigate landscape and visual
effects may have a “very significant benefit” which may warrant any
consequent loss in function.
National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks EN-5

27.

The policy set out in section 2.8 of National Policy Statement for Electricity
Networks NPS EN-5 considers undergrounding in the context of the
landscape and visual effects of electricity network infrastructure.

28.

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.

29.

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.’

30.

Paragraph 2.8.6 refers to the Holford Rules and notes that and the need for
developers to follows these when designing their proposals.

31.

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).”

32.

Government policy on undergrounding is continued in paragraph 2.8.9 which
states:
“The impacts and costs of both overhead and underground options vary
considerably between individual projects (both in absolute and relative
terms). Therefore, each project should be assessed individually on the
basis of its specific circumstances and taking account of the fact that
Government has not laid down any general rule about when an overhead
line should be considered unacceptable. The [Secretary of State] 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 nonoverhead line alternative will clearly outweigh any extra economic, social
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and environmental impacts and the technical difficulties are surmountable.
In this context it should consider:
•
•

•

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).”

Planning Policy Wales Edition 7
33.

Planning Policy Wales (PPW) sets out the land use planning policies of the
Welsh Government and is supplemented by a series of Technical Advice
Notes.
Section 5.3 sets out policies for conserving landscape and
biodiversity. Paragraph 5.3.11 states:
“Non-statutory designations, such as Special Landscape Areas or Sites
of Interest for Nature Conservation, should be soundly based on a
formal scientific assessment of the nature conservation, landscape or
geological value of the site. Local non-statutory sites can add value to
the planning process particularly if such designations are informed by
community participation and reflect community values. Local planning
authorities should apply these designations to areas of substantive
conservation value where there is good reason to believe that normal
planning policies cannot provide the necessary protection. Such
designations should not unduly restrict acceptable development.”

34.

Paragraph 12.10.3 states that "Developers for renewable and low carbon
energy developments should seek to avoid or where possible minimise
adverse impacts through careful consideration of location, scale, design and
other measures".
Technical Advice Note (Wales) 8

15.

Paragraph 2.12 of Annex C recognises the higher cost of installing
underground cables rather than overhead lines and acknowledges that it is
only likely to be justified for “limited lengths and/ or in special
circumstances”.
Interpretation and Assessment of compliance with Legislation and
Planning Policy
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16.

Consideration of the relevant policy tests are set out in the supporting
Planning Statement (DCO Document Reference 7.4) and are summarised
below
Compliance with the Electricity Act 1989

17.

A route for the Proposed Development in the vicinity of the A453 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. The
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.

18.

Where the proposed 132kV Overhead Line would oversail the A453 near
Pandy, a direct rather than oblique route has been selected to limit the
effects on views from the road. The significant effects that have been
identified would be intermittent (depending on the screening effect of
roadside vegetation) and transient.

19.

The proposed specific mitigation measures presented in Table 7.23 of the
ES (DCO document reference 6.7) are localised and have been designed to
provide an element of screening in immediate proximity to the structures
adjacent to the road, whilst retaining the long views to distant uplands,
which car users enjoy. Residual effects are likely to remain moderate due to
the nature of the Proposed Development.

20.

SP Manweb therefore concludes that:
a) Due to undertaking detailed and carefully considered embedded
mitigation, in order to avoid designated landscapes and select the
preferred route in the vicinity of the A543 with the least environmental
constraints, whilst also being technically feasible;
b) Through compliance with the Holford Rules; and
c)

Through undertaking localised specific mitigation measures;

it has done as much as it reasonably can to mitigate impacts on natural
beauty.
Compliance with paragraph 5.9.21 of NPS EN-1 – whether there are
"exceptional circumstances
21.

SP Manweb does not consider that any "exceptional circumstances" exist,
which should require amending the design of the Proposed Development in
the vicinity of the A543 through undergrounding. Undertaking such
mitigation to reduce the landscape and/or visual effects is not warranted for
the following reasons:
a) The area is not a statutory designated landscape;
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b) The area does not adversely affect or impact upon any neighbouring
statutory designated sites;
c) The landscape contains within it existing wooden pole infrastructure;
d) The wood poles would be in scale with the mature trees and would
blend into the background of pastures, vegetation and landform;
e) The landscape is capable of absorbing the effects of the Proposed
Development; and
f) No major adverse significant effects were identified, which would give
rise to any "serious concerns", as detailed within NPS EN-5 2.8.8 and
2.8.9.
Compliance with Welsh Planning Policy – PPW
22.

SP Manweb has already explained in detail in this response and also in the
Relevant Representations Section 16 (DCO Document Reference SPM
NWWFC RR Document 1) the way in which the Proposed Development has
sought to minimise adverse impacts through its location, scale and design.
The Strategic Options Report (DCO Document Reference 7.3) explains how
the Preferred Route Corridor was finally selected through consultation and
assessment of environmental impacts.

23.

Mitigation has been considered as an integral part of the overall design
strategy, not just ‘add-on’ measures to ameliorate significant environmental
effects. SP Manweb has attempted to adopt a positive and proactive
approach whereby mitigation is assessed and considered at all stages of a
project (environmental constraints, initial and on-going design, predicted
construction method and predicted operation method).

24.

The responses contained within this section relating to LVIA explain the way
in which impacts have been minimised as much as possible SP Manweb
considers that the Proposed Development fully complies with paragraph
12.10.3 of PPW.
Compliance with Welsh Planning Policy - TAN 8 paragraph 2.12, Annex C

25.

SP Manweb acknowledges the position outlined in TAN 8 and agrees with
CCBC that it is an important policy consideration. The policy explicitly
acknowledges that underground will only be justified in limited lengths and
special circumstances.

26.

For the same reasons as outlined in relation to "exceptional circumstances"
and EN-1, SP Manweb’s view is that the A543 is not a section of the
Proposed Development where there are special circumstances justifying
undergrounding any part of the 132kV Overhead Line as it:
a) The area is not a statutory designated landscape;
b) The area does not adversely affect or impact upon any neighbouring
statutory designated sites;
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c) The landscape contains within it existing wooden pole infrastructure;
d) The wood poles would be in scale with the mature trees and would
blend into the background of pastures, vegetation and landform;
e) The landscape is capable of absorbing the effects of the Proposed
Development; and
f) No major adverse significant effects were identified, which would give
rise to any "serious concerns", as detailed within NPS EN-5 2.8.8 and
2.8.9.

Compliance with NPS EN-5
27.

The Technical Appendix to the Planning Statement (DCO Document
Reference 7.5) sets out the context and identifies key issues that must be
taken into account in the consideration of undergrounding, as referred to in
EN-5.

28.

The Strategic Options Report (the “SOR”) (DCO Document Reference 7.3)
includes a review of a wholly underground design, which was discounted for
the reasons set out in the SOR paragraph 4.25 and also assessed within
the Technical Appendix to the Planning Statement (DCO Document
Reference 7,5). In summary:
Government policy in NPS EN-5 accepts overhead lines are not
incompatible with licence operators’ obligations pursuant to Schedule 9 of
the Electricity Act 1989 to preserve the environment;
No major adverse landscape and visual effects were identified in relation to
the Proposed Development; and
Relatively high costs of a wholly undergrounded design in this case do not
justify undergrounding the Proposed Development.

29.

This response to CCBC's WR and LiR considers whether undergrounding of
the 132kV Overhead Line in the vicinity of the A543 can be justified in
planning terms. Key to this is whether this is a “particularly sensitive
location”, whether the effects in this locality give rise to “serious concerns”
and whether 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".
Each of these are considered in turn below.
Whether the effects in this locality give rise to “serious concerns”

30.

The following extract from the Technical Appendix to the Planning
Statement (DCO Document Reference 7.5) sets out SP Manweb’s
interpretation of paragraphs 2.8.8 and 2.8.9 of NPS EN-5.
“2.3.1 SP Manweb notes that the first bullet point of paragraph 2.8.9
of EN-5 indicates that it is particularly areas of natural beauty or
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historic importance such as National Parks, Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONBs) and the Broads that are to be considered in
determining whether it is appropriate to underground an overhead
line. Whilst it is clear that such designated landscapes are not the
only ones that should be considered, the guidance also clearly
recognises that it will be the more important and sensitive
landscapes that attract most weight in decision-making. Likewise, it
is noted that in terms of visual effects, paragraph 2.8.9 refers to
residential areas, which SP Manweb considers attract more
weight than individual viewpoints.
2.3.2 In terms of defining ‘serious concerns’, this has previously
been interpreted by SP Manweb in its submissions in respect of the
Llandinam Scheme, as referred to above, 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.
2.3.3 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. This is the approach that has been
adopted in this paper.
2.3.4
SP Manweb then takes a planning view by balancing on
the one hand the findings of its evaluation of whether there are
serious concerns, with, on the other, the availability and
comparative cost of alternative schemes, technical difficulties and
likely costs of undergrounding, as well as the benefits and any
impacts of undergrounding along any of the identified sections.
This includes having regard to relevant consultation feedback.”
31.

Section 3 of the Technical Appendix to the Planning Statement (DCO
Document Reference 7.5) explains the background to the assessment and
the approach taken to identifying whether the Proposed Development gives
rise to any “serious concerns”.

32.

As is noted in paragraph 3.1.3 the approach taken in the Technical
Appendix is to “first identify any major adverse landscape and visual
effects of the Proposed Development, and therefore “serious concerns”.
This identification has come from the ES and has been informed by relevant
consultation responses received during statutory consultation. For those
sections of the Proposed Development where potential ‘serious concerns’
are identified, the paper then sets out in Section 4.0 the balancing exercise
referred to in paragraph 2.8.8 and paragraph 2.8.9 of EN-5”.
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33.

In identifying “serious concerns” it is important to note that the appearance
of the 132kV Overhead Line and the nature of the landscape in which it is
located mean that its effects are likely to be perceived as adverse. Even
with mitigation and any additional enhancement measures in place, the
Proposed Development is likely to be perceived as a potentially discordant
man-made feature in what is essentially a rural landscape. For the
Proposed Development to result in “serious concerns” or “unacceptable
effects” it is necessary for any likely effects to be over and above those
expected for an overhead line on wood pole supports as demonstrated by a
major adverse effect (identified through the ES and having regard to
consultation responses).

34.

Indeed, the Inspector for the Mid-Wales Inquiry at paragraph 410 of his
Report (published September 2015) equates "major, rather than moderate
significance" and adverse" as raising serious concerns.

35.

“Unacceptable effects” and “serious concerns” may arise either because a
location is particularly sensitive to the Proposed Development and/or
because the magnitude of change predicted to arise as a result of the
Proposed Development is very large (or a combination of both). Although
ultimately a matter of professional judgement it is SP Manweb’s view that
unacceptable (i.e. major) landscape and/ or visual effects are likely to occur
where an impact or accumulation of impacts would be so severe and/ or
widespread on a highly valued landscape and/ or range of receptors, so as
to substantially diminish that value into the longer term.

36.

In reviewing the outcome of the above assessment of landscape and visual
impacts against its duty under Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 and
national policies, in particular, EN-5, SP Manweb considers that the level of
significance of effect does not give rise to serious concerns as required by
the policy tests including the tests for undergrounding in NPS EN-5. As
such, SP Manweb has not needed to assess the area around the A543
where these effects arise further against the balancing exercise referred to
in paragraph 2.8.8 and 2.8.9 of NPS EN-5.
Whether the vicinity of the A543 is a "Particularly Sensitive Location", as
stated by CCBC

37.

Although the area around the A543 crossing is attractive and the backdrop
of the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA is a valued and locally designated
landscape, none of the affected landscape is nationally designated. It has
been assessed as medium-high sensitivity in Appendix 7.4 of the ES
‘Effects on Landscape Character’ (DCO Document Reference 6.20.4).
Assessment of Sensitivity

38.

Estate and parkland character is evident within the landscape but there are
no nationally designated landscapes within this area of the Llannefydd
Lowlands, and whilst the VSAA contains several small areas of land
classified as outstanding (LANDMAP Landscape Habitats), the Proposed
Development lies 200m to the east of the largest area. The area is tranquil

EN020014

54

September 2015
in places, with relatively open views to the south and west, but also
containing clusters of settlements. It is transected by a busy A road and two
B roads in addition to a network of rural roads and lanes. It also contains
existing low voltage overhead lines and telegraph poles. Whilst scenic and
in good condition, the landscape is not rare. SP Manweb reiterates its view
that the sensitivity of the landscape is medium-high rather than high and is
not, therefore "particularly sensitive." as described in NPS En-1 and NPS
EN-5 policies.
39.

In reviewing the Proposed Development in the vicinity of the A543 against
the various policy tests SP Manweb has demonstrated that the project
complies with tests and requirements. The requirements of the Electricity
Act with respect to mitigating impacts on natural beauty have been
considered. With regard to EN-1 and TAN 8 SP Manweb does not consider
that the "exceptional circumstances " exist, which should require amending
the design of the Proposed Development in the vicinity of the A543 through
undergrounding and with regard to EN-5, Government policy accepts
overhead lines are not incompatible with licence operators’ obligations
pursuant to Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 to preserve the
environment. No major adverse landscape and visual effects were identified
in relation to the Proposed Development in the vicinity of the A543 and the
relatively high costs of a wholly undergrounded design in this case do not
justify undergrounding the Proposed Development.

40.

The ES has demonstrated that the A543 is not a “particularly sensitive
location”, and therefore the effects in this locality do not give rise to “serious
concerns”. This aside undergrounding the line would not bring the “very
significant benefits”, which would "clearly outweigh any extra economic,
social and environmental impacts… ".
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Landscape and Visual Impacts
CCBC

Summary of Matter Contained in LiR

Reference
Local Impact
Report

Paragraph 6.2.8 of the LiR refers to visual effects as assessed
from viewpoints within or on the boundary of Conwy, noting that:

Section 6.2.8
– Landscape
and Visual

“Visual effects from five of the viewpoints are assessed as
‘Significant’ and five as ‘Not Significant’. The Council agrees with
these conclusions and considers the impact from Viewpoint no.
11 would be particularly significant, as the A543 forms a
regionally important tourist route into Conwy from the east. The
DCO proposal would adversely affect views from this viewpoint to
the range of hills to the west which are included within the Elwy
and Aled Valleys Special Landscape Area.”

1. SP Manweb's assessment of visual impacts from Viewpoint 11 is set out in
section 7.7.125 of the ES (DCO Document Ref 6.7):
“Moderate and therefore significant visual effects have been predicted
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).”
2. Refer also to SP Manweb’s response to Conwy County Borough Council’s
Written Representation (4.12, 6.2.1 (ii) and 6.2.5).
3. Viewpoint 11 is located on the A543 near Beacon Hill between Groes and
Denbigh. It presents a south westerly view along the road with a backdrop
hills including the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA. The wind farms and managed
forest on the ridge of Tir Mostyn are perceptible on the horizon to the centre of
the view some 6km away and 3km to the right of the view is the sparsely
vegetated Moel Fechan. Telegraph poles are perceptible along the A543 and
11 kV overhead lines are visible in the fields adjacent to the road.
4. The main receptors affected by this viewpoint would be road users and, as
with a number of other roads within Conwy, this will be used by tourists
heading into west Wales. Receptors Road users would experience sequential
views and are considered to be of medium sensitivity to the Proposed
Development. This particular location does not have any landscape or
landscape related designations attached to it and the value is considered
medium.
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5. Paragraphs 7.7.105 – 7.7.110 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and Visual’ describe
the general effect of the Proposed Development between Bwlch and Eriviat
which includes this viewpoint.
6. The table in Appendix 7.3 ‘Assessment of Operational Effects Upon Selected
Viewpoints (DC Document Ref 6.20.3D) provides a more detailed description
of the likely effect on views at this viewpoint.
7. The assessment concludes that the Proposed Development would be an
additional man-made feature which will add to the effects of the road and
existing scattered 11kV Overhead Lines and telegraph poles. Whilst the two
wood pole structures nearest the road would be very visible the remainder of
the wood poles and conductors would blend into the backdrop of landform,
hedgerows and trees. The magnitude of visual effect is considered to be
medium and the overall significance of effect is predicted to be moderate
(significant).
8. SP Manweb acknowledges that the effect would be at the higher end of the
threshold category (due mainly to the proximity of the two closest wood pole
structures) but maintains that it would not be of such significance as to fall into
the category of major significance.
9. The view would typically be experienced only briefly (this road carries fast
moving traffic). Only a short section of this road would be affected and
Viewpoint 11 represent the realistic worst case scenario as it is the point
where the wood poles structures would be closest to the viewer. Elsewhere
the overall effects on the road users would vary depending on distance,
direction of view and screening effect of roadside vegetation, but overall
would be lower overall significance. In many views the line would not be
noticeable. The actual length of road likely to be significantly affected is
localised and most of the A543 through this area will be unaffected.
10. Plan 6 of the Landscaping Plans (DCO Document Re 2.60) shows an area of
mitigation planting comprising hedgerows with tree planting. When the
proposals show in this document are developed into detailed planting plans,
SP Manweb will endeavour to ensure that trees are planted to obscure as
much of the two closest wood pole structures as possible, whilst maintaining
views towards the distant hills and SLA.
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Historic Environment
CCBC Ref.

CCBC Comment

Local Impact
Report –
Summary of
Local Impacts –
Paragraph 6.3.3

The Council considers that the DCO proposal is certain to have a
Significant (Major) Impact on the group of Grade 2* and Grade II
listed buildings at Berain, for the reasons stated in its Written
Representations.

Written
Representations

The Amplification of Ground A Objection, contained within the
Written Representations, can be summarised as follows.
The Ground A objection relates to the impact of the proposal on
the group of four listed buildings which are collectively known as
‘Berain’. These comprise:
i) The farmhouse, which was first listed in 1952. The building is
now subject to a Grade II* listing for its special architectural
significance as an important early Tudor gentry house and for its
special historic importance as the home of Katherine (Tudor) or
Berain, ‘The Mother of Wales’.
ii) The L-shaped agricultural range, which is also listed as Grade II*
for the special interest of its origins as an exceptionally large and
scarce example of a timber-framed Elizabethan barn, retaining its
original roof trusses, and for Berain’s important historic
associations.
iii) The former carthouse, which is listed for group value with other
listed items in this exceptionally interesting farm group.
iv) The brewhouse and pigsty range, which are also listed for group
value.
The Applicant has a statutory duty under Schedule 9 of the
Electricity Act 1989 to have regard to the preservation of amenity.
Specifically, paragraph 1(2) states SPM shall " have regard to the
desirability of protecting sites, buildings and objects of
architectural, historic or archaeological interest; and
(b) shall do what he reasonably can to mitigate any effect which
the proposals would have on any such flora, fauna, features, sites,
buildings or objects.”
The duty under Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Area) Act 1990) is also cited.
CCBC also cited Section 5.8 of EN-1, specifically 5.8.12, 5.8.14,
5.8.15 and 5.8.15.
CCBC refers to PPW7, paragraph 6.5.9 and Paragraph 11 of
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Welsh Office circular 61/96, both of which cite the test as written
within the 1990 Act.
CCBC include four coloured photographs (labelled Figures 1 – 4)
in order to explain and evidence the distinctive architectural
features that are referred to in the listing description. CCBC's
technical response can be summarised as follows:
The line proceeds in a northerly direction, and at its closest point,
runs within approximately 115m west of the Grade II* range.
Technical Appendix 7.3 Part B of the Environmental Statement
includes both wireframe and photomontage visualisations which
were taken from a viewpoint to the south east of Berain (Viewpoint
26). Whilst these visualisations provide an indication of the impact
of the proposal from that viewpoint, they do not fully show the
extent of that impact from viewpoints closer to Berain and the
connection route.
As the terrain along the proposed connection is more elevated than
the location of the listed buildings, it is anticipated that the
overhead infrastructure would be distinctly visible as a discrete
feature above the profiles of the buildings.
The Council acknowledges that the setting of the listed buildings
has already been affected by modern farm buildings, some of
which are significant in scale. However, the impact of these
buildings on the setting of the traditional buildings has been
mitigated by their position to the west / north west of those
buildings and by the use of neutral colours and generally low roof
profiles.
The DCO proposal by contrast would form an extensive linear
feature that would be seen above the roof profiles of the buildings.
CCBC propose that a short section of the route, in the vicinity of
Berain, is undergrounded.

SP Manweb Response
1.

Please refer also to Chapter 8 ‘Historic Environment’ of the ES (DCO
Document Reference 6.8), FWQ response 2.8, and Section 5 of the
Relevant Representations.
Planning policy and guidance

2.

Under Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act 1989, the Applicant is required to
have regard to the preservation of amenity and specifically, in paragraph
1(2) of that Schedule, to have regard to the desirability of protecting sites,
buildings and objects of architectural, historic or archaeological interest; and
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to do what he reasonably can to mitigate any effect on such. In respect of its
duties under Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act 1989, SP Manweb has had
regard for the preservation of amenity throughout, from the initial routeing
studies, through the development of the Preferred Route to the compilation
of the historic environment assessment which fully describes, assesses and
considers mitigation for those heritage assets which are potentially affected
by the proposals.
3.

NPS EN-1 provides guidance on designated sites. Paragraph 5.8.14 states
that there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of
designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated heritage
asset, the greater should be the presumption in favour of its conservation.
Paragraph 5.8.14 goes on to say that "Substantial harm to or loss of a grade
II listed building park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to
or loss of designated assets of the highest significance, including...grade I
and II* listed buildings.... should be wholly exceptional."

4.

The guiding principle that heritage assets constitute a finite and nonrenewable resource that must be preserved, unless there are convincing and
overriding reasons for their damage or destruction, is outlined in Paragraph
8.4.55 of Chapter 8 of the ES. The greater the presumption in favour the
conservation of assets of more significance, with the conservation of
designated assets carrying the highest weighting, is addressed in
Paragraphs 8.4.56-8.4.58 and in Section 8.6 of the ES chapter. The
response adopted by this assessment to this guiding principle, preservation
in situ by avoidance, is outlined in Section 8.4.75 of Chapter 8. Section 8.6
of the Historic Environment chapter of the ES explains that the engineering
design selected, double wood poles, is at the lower size end of electricity
infrastructure. In addition, the design process for the Proposed Development
has sought to avoid heritage assets, at all stages, and throughout this
process attention has been paid to minimising potential effects on
designated assets. Specifically, the Proposed Development has no
assessed direct impacts on designated or registered assets and the only
assessed indirect effects on designated or registered assets which are
Significant are on the four listed buildings at Berain, of which two are Grade
II* and two are Grade II. For the reasons expressed below, it is assessed
that there is no substantial harm to or loss of those assets.

5.

Paragraph 5.8.15 of NPS EN-1 advises that any harmful effects on the
significance of designated heritage assets should be weighed against the
public benefit of the development. The needs/benefits case, to connect to
new sources of electricity generation, improve the reliability of the national
energy supply, and provide crucial national benefits, is cited in Section 3.7 of
NPS EN-1.

6.

Paragraph 5.8.18 of NPS EN-1 states that “When considering applications
for development affecting the setting of a designated heritage asset, the IPC
should treat favourably applications that preserve those elements of the
setting that make a positive contribution to, or better reveal the significance
of, the asset. When considering applications that do not do this, the IPC
should weigh any negative effects against the wider benefits of the
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application. The greater the negative impact on the significance of the
designated heritage asset, the greater the benefits that will be needed to
justify approval.” The applied historic environment assessment was based
on the methodology set out within the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges
(DMRB), Volume 11 Section 3 Part 2 (Highways Agency, rev. 2013), which
considers all components of the historic environment, and addresses both
direct and indirect effects on assets and their settings. A comprehensive
summary of relevant policy and guidance on the setting of heritage assets
can be found in paragraphs 8.4.38 to 8.4.53 of SP Manweb's historic
environment assessment chapter. This guided both the field assessment
and desk-based assessment of assets and their settings, the results of which
are presented in Section 8.7 of SP Manweb's historic environment
assessment chapter and in Appendix 8.1.
7.

The balancing between potential public benefits and harmful effects on
designated heritage assets of the Proposed Development in policy terms is
applied in Section 8.4 of the Historic Environment chapter of the ES.

8.

Effects judged to be significant under the terms of the EIA Regulations do
not necessarily equate in policy terms to ‘Substantial Harm’ and do not mean
that the Proposed Development becomes unacceptable in planning terms.
Ratings of significance are independent of ‘acceptability’, which is a
judgement above and beyond that of significance. Acceptability is about the
overall balance of benefits and harm from the proposals as viewed or
weighted by national policy and development plan policies and determined in
this case through the DCO examination process. It should be noted that the
Inspector at paragraph 441 of his report on the Mid-Wales Inquiry (published
7 September 2015), states that "[I]n the light of EN-1 guidance it is important
to establish which, if any, of the above effects would result in substantial
harm. This is a very high level of harm and I accept that it must lie at the
upper end of the spectrum of major adverse effects."

9.

The primary requirement on the Secretary of State pursuant to Regulation 3
of the Infrastructure Planning (Decisions) Regulations 2010, is to have
regard to the desirability of preserving the listed building or its setting or any
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.
Critically, this test does not require “special regard” to be paid.

10.

Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990 (to have "special regard" to the desirability of preserving listed
buildings or their settings) is not engaged in respect of an application made
under the Planning Act 2008. However, it is acknowledged that the
Secretary of State could determine that section 66 is something that is both
important and relevant to her decision under section 104(2)(d) of the
Planning Act 2008.
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11.

The Court of Appeal decision in Barnwell Manor4 is also of importance in
relation to the application of Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 which provides:
In considering whether to grant planning permission for development which
affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority or, as the
case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special regard to the
desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses

12.

The Court of Appeal made it clear that in enacting section 66(1), Parliament
had intended that the desirability of preserving the settings of listed buildings
should not simply be given careful consideration by the decision-maker for
the purpose of deciding whether there would be some harm, but should be
given "considerable importance and weight" when the decision-maker
carried out the balancing exercise.

13.

PPW also seeks to preserve, protect and enhance listed buildings and their
settings. In particular, Section 6.5.1 states that “The desirability of preserving
an ancient monument and its setting is a material consideration in
determining a planning application, whether that monument is scheduled or
unscheduled’, and as such this is a consideration for the application for a
DCO.”

14.

In light of the importance placed by the above policy on listed buildings, all
listed buildings, including both Grade II* and both Grade II listed buildings at
Berain, have been ascribed “High” value in SP Manweb's historic
environment assessment (Table 8.4, Table 8.12). Within this grade of
importance, however, Grade II listed buildings are considered to be towards
the lower end of High, Grade I listed buildings are towards the upper end of
High and Grade II* listed buildings fall in-between.

15.

Welsh national policy, paragraph 6.5.9 of Planning Policy Wales (Ed. 7) and
Paragraph 11 of Welsh Office circular 61/96 refer to the need to have
“special regard”.

16.

Policy CTH/2 (Development Affecting Heritage Assets) of the Conwy Local
Development Plan (LDP) refers to the need for development proposals to
preserve defined heritage assets and their settings.
Further analysis of the effects of the Proposed Development on Berain

17.

Berain House (LB 163) is Listed Grade II* for its ‘special architectural
significance as an important early Tudor gentry house and for its special
historic importance as the home of Katherine (Tudor) of Berain, 'The Mother
of Wales.' The agricultural range (LB 19855) is Listed Grade II* for the
special interest of its origins as an exceptionally large and scarce example of
a timber-framed Elizabethan barn, retaining its original roof trusses, and for

4

Barnwell Manor Wind Energy Limited v East Northamptonshire District Council, English Heritage, National Trust, The
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2014] EWCA Civ 137 at paragraphs 38-44
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Berain's important historic associations’. The former carthouse (LB 19856)
and brewhouse/pigsty (LB 19857) are included for their group value. The
buildings at Berain is considered as a single group in the below discussion.
18.

The Berain complex, therefore, primarily derives its significance from a) the
form, fabric, age, rarity, condition and architectural importance of the
buildings themselves, and b) their historical significance and associations.
SP Manweb's historic environment assessment has not identified any direct
impacts on the above.

19.

Berain’s significance is also partially derived from its relationship with the
surrounding pasture fields forming part of its extended setting as a working
farm. The existing agricultural sheds at the farm, however, have an adverse
effect on the setting of the listed buildings and thereby adversely affect their
significance. Specifically, they dominate their immediate setting and notably
affect their relationship with land to the north, west and east. The relationship
of the farm, to the lane on its south side and agricultural land beyond,
however, is affected to a far lesser degree.

20.

SP Manweb's historic environment assessment has identified potential visual
effects resulting from near and middle distance views of the 132kV
Overhead Line to and from the farm and its immediate setting. It is important
to recognise that visual effects will be different depending on the viewpoint.
No single viewpoint fully demonstrates the impacts of the Proposed
Development. Viewpoint 26 shows the visual effects when looking from the
south east across the farm’s setting to the buildings and beyond to the
Proposed Development. Viewpoint 26 records the blocking and filtering
effects of landform and mature trees respectively and also shows the
potential for the 132kV Overhead Line to be intermittently sky-lined over
short distances. A viewpoint taken further north-west along the lane from
Viewpoint 26 and to the east of the Berain Farm would record similar effects
and would additionally record the 132kV Overhead Line as a distinct linear
feature above the farm.

21.

In near and middle-distance views looking west and south west to Berain
Farm from elevated land to the north of Viewpoint 26, the Proposed
Development is back-clothed against sloping land to the east of the farm. In
near and middle-distance views looking west and south west to Berain Farm
from land below c.150m AOD (the approximate height of the farm), the
Proposed Development is potentially sky-lined. Further north and northwest,
potential views are blocked by landform and agricultural sheds respectively.

22.

The 132kV Overhead Line would be visible as a distinct linear feature for
short intermittent sections between mature trees in some middle-distance
views from the south east and east sides of the farm. In some of these
views, the132kV Overhead Line would be sky-lined. The 132kV Overhead
Line might be visible above Berain Farm in middle distance views from the
east. An existing low voltage line is also visible in some of the above views,
where it crosses the field to the west of the farm, but this line is never skylined. Telegraph wires and a wind turbine are also visible in some views
to/from the south and south east. In views looking east from the farm itself,
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the Proposed Development would be visible upslope (and possibly sky-lined)
to the east of the existing low voltage line.
23.

The overall visual effects at Berain have been determined in the historic
environment assessment as “moderate”, primarily due to the proximity of the
132kV Overhead Line on the west side of the farm. This assessment,
however, is considered conservative, the actual effect being towards the
lower end of “moderate”, on account of the fact that a) views of the 132kV
Overhead Line from the east and south east are mostly back-clothed against
sloping land to the west of the farm; b) views from the south and south east
are partially filtered by intervening trees; c) views from the north and north
west are blocked by landform and the existing agricultural sheds; d) there
are limited views in which the 132kV Overhead Line appears sky-lined; e)
views diminish rapidly with distance due to the twin pole design of the 132kV
Overhead Line; f) the immediate setting of the farm has been compromised
by modern sheds and g) the pre-existence of overhead lines in the
immediate landscape of the farm means that the Proposed Development
does not introduce an entirely new form of modern infrastructure into the
landscape.

24.

This moderate effect is assessed as being significant. SP Manweb is of the
opinion that the visual effects would not be higher than “moderate” on
account of the facts that a) the assessed effect is a conservative one as
explained above, and b) the group of buildings does not primarily derive its
significance from setting. Mitigation planting within the order limits may help
to alleviate visual effects, but the effects at Berain are likely to remain
significant.

25.

As stated above, effects judged to be significant under the terms of the EIA
Regulations do not necessarily equate in policy terms to ‘Substantial Harm’
and do not mean that the Proposed Development becomes unacceptable in
planning terms. The Applicant is of the opinion that ‘Substantial Harm’ is a
very high level of harm, which equates to a serious impact on the
significance of an asset and therefore the upper end of the spectrum of
“Major” adverse effects. The determined effect at Berain is “Moderate” and
does not, therefore, constitute ‘Substantial Harm’.

26.

This determination has also been reached by giving special regard to the
desirability of preserving listed buildings or their settings.
Assessment of Mitigation

27.

SP Manweb has reviewed the outcome of the above assessment of impacts
on the historic environment against its duty under Schedule 9 of the
Electricity Act 1989 and national policies, in particular, NPS EN-1 and NPS
EN-5. The above assessment, and the conclusions reached in Chapter 8 of
the ES, demonstrate that SP Manweb’s assessments of the Proposed
Development against Schedule 9 and NPS EN-1, complies with these
requirements. SP Manweb notes that the Welsh Government in its response
to First Written Question 9.1 has stated that "Cadw has agreed the results
and the findings of the heritage assessment and have no particular
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concerns. The route has been informed by the heritage assessment and
avoids any direct impacts on designated historic assets whilst minimising
any setting impacts on Scheduled Monuments / historic landscapes. The
wooden pole and line is unlikely to raise any significant issues in this case."
28.

NPS EN-1 provides guidance on cultural heritage matters. Specifically, the
requirement placed on SP Manweb to provide a description of the
significance of heritage assets affected by the Proposed Development (in a
manner proportionate to the importance of the asset) and to ensure the
extent of the impact of the Proposed Development on the significance of the
assets (including their setting) can be understood.

29.

Chapter 8 of the ES ‘Historic Environment (DCO Document Reference 6.8)
contains an assessment of significance and therefore, fulfils precisely the
requirements imposed on the Applicant by NPS EN-1.

30.

In relation to EN-5, there is no specific guidance in NPS EN-5 on cultural
heritage and nor is there any indication that undergrounding should be
considered as a result of cultural heritage impacts. In any event, should
"substantial harm" in EN-1 be treated as the bar for when a balance has to
be struck with other relevant factors, including the need for the Proposed
Development, the availability and cost of alternative sites and routes and
methods of installation (including undergrounding) (i.e. akin to "serious
concerns" in landscape and visual terms set out in paragraph 2.8.8 of EN-5),
then this bar is not met in respect of the Proposed Development as the
assessed effects of the Proposed development at Berain, although
significant, are assessed towards the lower end of “moderate” (i.e. they do
not fall in the highest magnitude of effect category, which is “major”).

31.

The moderate effects at Berain do not, therefore, equate to "substantial
harm." As such, SP Manweb has not seen a need to assess the area around
Berain where these effects arise further against the balancing exercise
referred to in paragraphs 2.8.8 and 2.8.9 of NPS EN-5.
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CCBC
Reference

Summary of Matter contained in the LiR

LiR
–
Summary of
Local Impacts
– Paragraph
6.3.4

The Council has stated the following at paragraph 6.3.4 of the LiR:
"The Council considers that the DCO proposal would have a lesser
impact on other listed buildings (in particular, those at Llechryd and
Tal y Bryn) but does not object on this basis. However, it considers
that it imperative that the historic landscaping and field boundaries
are retained/replanted as a part of the scheme".

1. SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's comment that it does no object on the basis of
the impact on other listed buildings in its administrative boundary.
2. Chapter 8 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.8) assesses the impact of
the Proposed Development on Llechryd and Tal y Bryn.
3. Llechryd, and its barn and stables, (LB 161, 209, 210, 211) are located on a
rolling hillside immediately to the north of the Hafod Dingle. The buildings
have historical significance. Documentary references to Llechryd date back to
1334, and it is traditionally taken to be the birthplace of the fourteenth-century
poet Iolo Goch. The present house dates to the sixteenth century but
incorporates various later additions. As a working farm, the pasture fields that
would be crossed by the 132kV Overhead Line, several hundred metres to the
west, are an integral part of its extended setting. The immediate setting and
views to/from the buildings are compromised by a modern steel barn locally,
by a turbine to the north and also by telegraph poles to the south, east and
west. The effect of the Proposed Development on setting is, therefore,
considered adverse minor (see paragraph 8.7.42 of ES Chapter 8).
4. The Proposed Development oversails 145 field boundaries of which 60 meet
the archaeological criteria of the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 (see Section
2.3.3 of the ‘Historic Environment: Desk Based Assessment and
Reconnaissance’ included within Appendix 8.1 to the ES (DCO Document
Refrence 6.21.1)). Of these potentially ‘historic’ boundaries, 40 incorporate an
‘Important Hedge’ under the Regulations. The field boundaries oversailed by
the Proposed Development have been assessed in Appendix 8.1 ‘Historic
Environment Technical Assessment Report’ (DCO Document Reference 6.21)
and are shown on Figures 6-32 at Appendix 8.2 Figures (DCO Document Ref
6.21). As suggested by CCBC, hedgerows in proximity to Llechryd are
classed as important and have been assessed as such as part of Chapter 8
(DCO Document Reference 6.8). The hedgerows identified as important are
also shown on Landscaping Plan Sheet 10 (DCO document reference 2.6.10).
5. During construction a short section of hedgerow in proximity to Llechryd may
need to be removed to allow construction traffic to enter the fields to construct
the Proposed Development. SP Manweb will restore and improve these
hedgerows in line with the Hedgerow Management Plan (DCO Document
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Reference 6.18C) secured through Requirement 13 to Schedule 2 of the draft
DCO (DCO Document Reference 3.1) and the Outline Landscape
Management Plan (DCO Document Reference 6.20.6) secured through
requirement 5 to Schedule 2 of the draft DCO (DCO Document Reference
3.1).
6. Specific mitigation planting has been identified for the landscape in the vicinity
of Llechryd (see Table 7.23 of Chapter 7 of the ES). In addition to woodland
enhancement to improve linkage of woodland/hedgerow elements, edge
planting to reduce linear corridor effect and planting to mitigate against losses,
SP Manweb is proposing existing hedgerow improvements and hedgerow
trees are planted along field boundaries and the B5382. Landscaping Plan
Sheet 10 (DCO Document Reference 2.6.10) outlines the proposals in this
area. SP Manweb can confirm that the proposals include the replanting of
important hedgerows in the vicinity of Llechryd.
7. Tal-y-Bryn farmhouse and outbuildings occupy a hillslope, benefiting from far
reaching views to the west, north and east and most notably to the north east.
Given that the land associated with the farm is primarily located to the west
and south, the 132kV Overhead Line to the east would not affect the farm’s
immediate setting or its broader farmscape. The immediate setting is
compromised in part by modern farm buildings including a steel dairy shed,
and telegraph poles. The farm would have middle-distance views of the
132kV Overhead Line to the east, but this section of the line would be
backdropped against the valley floor and woodland. The overall effect on
setting is considered minor.
8. As Tal-y-Bryn lies approximately 200m away from the edge of the Order
Limits, the important hedgerows and field boundaries associated with the
property are not affected by the Proposed Development and will not require
removal. Chapter 8 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.8) does identify
important hedgerows in the vicinity of the Proposed Development to the north
west of Tal-y-Bryn though. These are shown on the Landscaping Plan Sheet
11 (DCO Document Reference 2.6.11).
9. During construction a sort section of hedgerow in proximity to the Proposed
Development in this location may need to be removed to allow construction
traffic to enter the fields to construct the Proposed Development. SP Manweb
will restore and improve these hedgerows in line with the Hedgerow
Management Plan (DCO Document Reference 6.18C) secured through
requirement 13 to Schedule 2 of the draft DCO (DCO Document Reference
3.1) and the Outline Landscape Management Plan (DCO Document
Reference 6.20.6) secured through requirement 5 to Schedule 2 of the draft
DCO (DCO Document Reference 3.1).
10. Specific mitigation planting has been identified for the landscape in the vicinity
of the Proposed Development where it passes Tal-y-Bryn (see Table 7.23 of
Chapter 7 of the ES). Due to the distance of Tal-y-Bryn from the Proposed
Development the improvements will not be adjacent to the property itself. In
addition to woodland enhancement to improve linkage of woodland/hedgerow
elements, edge planting to reduce linear corridor effect and planting to
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mitigate against losses, SP Manweb is proposing existing hedgerow
improvements and hedgerow trees are planted along field boundaries and the
B5382. Landscaping Plan Sheet 11 (DCO Document Reference 2.6.11)
outlines the proposals in this area. SP Manweb can confirm that the proposals
include the replanting of important hedgerows in the vicinity of the proposed
Development where it passes Tal-y-Bryn.
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Ecology and Biodiversity
CCBC
Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

LiR
–
Summary of
Local Impacts
– Paragraphs
6.4.1
and
6.5.2

The LiR lists the statutory designated sites and local wildlife sites
(LWS) within the administrative boundary of CCBC. CCBC state
that of the statutory designated sites identified in Section 6.5 of the
ES, the following are wholly or partly within Conwy:









Coedwigoedd Dyffryn Elwy / Elwy Valley Woods (SAC /
SSSI);
Migneint-Arenig-Dduallt (SPA);
Mynydd Hiraethog (SSSI);
Coed y Gopa (SSSI);
Traeth Pensarn (SSSI);
Coedydd Derw Elwy (SSSI);
Llanddulas Limestone and Gwrych Castle Woods (SSSI);
and
Llyn Creiniog (SSSI).

CCBC also note that section 6.5 of the ES identifies a total of 33
Local Wildlife Sites within 2km, seven of which are, at least in part,
within the Order Limits. CCBC state that of these seven, five are
within Conwy:






Coed Mawr / Pandy;
Hafod Dingle;
Coed Bont Newydd;
Coed Nant-y-Graig; and
Coed Wig.

1. SP Manweb is in agreement with those statutory designated sites and local
wildlife sites that CCBC has summarised in paragraphs 6.4.1 and 6.5.2 as
being within its administrative boundary.
2. SP Manweb also welcomes CCBC's confirmation that it "does not dispute the
methodology of the [ecology and biodiversity] assessment and does not raise
substantive concerns with regard to the impact of the proposal on Biodiversity
and Ecology..."
3. SP Manweb would also note that in its Written Representation, Natural
Resources Wales states:
a. at paragraph 3.5, that in its opinion "significant effects on European
sites (either alone or in combination with effects from other plans or
projects of which we are aware) are unlikely to occur as a result of
granting a development consent order for the scheme."
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b. at paragraph 3.6.1 that "no part of the Scheme or its associated works
will be within the boundaries of a Sites of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI), and granting the application is unlikely to damage the features
of any SSSI."
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Tree removal and impacts on hedgerows
CCBC
Reference
LiR–
Summary of
Local Impacts
– Paragraphs
6.5.3 to 6.5.5

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

Paragraph 6.5.3 of the LiR states:
"The Arboricultural Survey Report (ASR) lists each tree and tree
group with a unique identification number. It should be noted that not
all the tree locations are identified on the submitted plans
(Pecology/NWales/Arb_Survey, Fig.1 Arboricultural Survey) but are
shown on the plans included in the ASR. A number of important trees
have been noted by the surveyor and listed within the ASR but their
number is not identified on any of the plans, and it is unclear whether
these trees are to be removed".
Paragraph 6.5.4 of the LiR states:
"The scope of the ASR does not appear to include identifying trees
for removal due to “development”, and this does not appear either
within Chapter 8 of the ES. With this in mind there is no clear
indication, as far as the Council’s Tree Officer can see, as to the tree
numbers, or their importance, proposed for removal".
Paragraph 6.5.5 of the LiR states
"In respect of hedgerows, Chapter 8 of the ES identifies a number of
hedgerows which are deemed to be ‘important’ by virtue of their
historic significance, but there does not appear to be any assessment
of the importance of hedgerows by virtue of the wildlife or landscape
features identified in Schedule 1 of the Hedgerow Regulations 1997".

Paragraph 6.5.3
1. Chapter 6 of the ES summarises the Arboricultural Survey carried out for the
assessment. The full details of the data collated and plans displaying where
the trees are located is included within the Arboricultural Survey Appendix
6.19.9 (DCO Document Reference 6.19.9). SP Manweb can confirm that all
trees listed on the schedule in Annex 5.1 – Tree Survey Schedule - are
included on the Arboricultural Survey plans contained in the Arboricultural
Survey Report (DCO document reference 6.19.9).
2. Chapter 6 identifies that 110 mature trees will be lost. The Arboricultural
Survey Annex 5.1 includes a Tree Survey Schedule. This schedule identifies
those trees that are mature and over 1.5 metres in diameter and identified by
the report as ‘important’. These important trees are not identified separately
on the Annex 5.1 plans but it is possible to identify the location by checking
the number reference in the tree schedule and then identifying the location on
the associated plans. Listed below at Table 1 are the mature trees identified
as ‘important’ as part of the assessment. The number reference is listed along
with the species, height, stem diameter and age class.
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Table 1 Mature Trees identified as part of the Arboricultural Survey
Tree
Survey Species
Schedule No

Height

Age
Class

16

Stem
Diameter
(mm)
1600

32.

28

Oak

33.

36

Oak

11

1800

Mat

34.

48

Oak

17

2000

Mat

35.

70

Oak

17

1800

Mat

36.

71

Oak

17

1500

Mat

37.

72

Oak

21

1800

Mat

38.

73

Ash

16

1700

Mat

39.

90

Oak

10

2000

Mat

40.

107

Oak

20

1800

Mat

41.

123

Oak

20

1500

Mat

42.

124

Oak

18

1500

Mat

43.

126

Oak

15

1500

Mat

44.

128A

Ash

20

1500

Mat

45.

168

Ash

20

1600

Mat

46.

191

Oak

18

1500

Mat

47.

219

Oak

18

1600

Mat

48.

223

Ash

12

1600

Mat

49.

225

Oak

20

1500

Mat

50.

226

Oak

20

1500

Mat

51.

230

Oak

15

1500

Mat

52.

236

Oak

18

2000

Mat

53.

237

Oak

18

1700

Mat

54.

238

Oak

20

2000

Mat

55.

239

Oak

16

1500

Mat

56.

240

Oak

16

1700

Mat
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Tree
Survey Species
Schedule No

Height

Age
Class

16

Stem
Diameter
(mm)
1500

57.

241

Oak

58.

245

Oak

20

1500

Mat

59.

247

Oak

20

1600

Mat

60.

255

Oak

17

1600

Mat

61.

256

Sycamore

22

2000

Mat

62.

257

Oak

20

1700

Mat

63.

264

Oak

18

2000

Mat

64.

265

Oak

7

1600

Mat

65.

320

Oak

17

1600

Mat

66.

321

Oak

10

1600

Mat

67.

322

Ash

18

2200

Mat

68.

323

Oak

15

1600

Mat

69.

326

Oak

17

1500

Mat

70.

327

Ash

22

1500

Mat

71.

337

Oak

10

1600

Mat

72.

338

Oak

10

1500

Mat

73.

340

Oak

11

1500

Mat

74.

341

Oak

15

1500

Mat

75.

341A

Oak

15

1500

Mat

76.

343

Oak

11

1500

Mat

77.

344

Oak

9

2000

Mat

78.

346

Oak

14

2000

Mat

79.

348

Ash

17

2000

Mat

80.

371

Sycamore

18

2000

Mat

81.

381

Ash

12

2000

Mat

82.

384

Oak

14

1500

Mat

83.

385

Oak

16

1500

Mat
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Tree
Survey Species
Schedule No

Height

Age
Class

17

Stem
Diameter
(mm)
1500

84.

386

Oak

85.

388

Oak

16

1500

Mat

86.

389

Oak

18

2000

Mat

87.

412

Oak

16

1600

Mat

88.

413

Oak

11

1500

Mat

89.

421

Sycamore

14

1600

Mat

90.

422

Oak

12

1700

Mat

91.

431

Oak

18

1700

Mat

92.

434

Oak

16

1800

Mat

93.

437

Oak

18

1700

Mat

94.

438

Ash

18

2000

Mat

95.

439

Ash

13

2200

Mat

96.

443

Oak

16

1500

Mat

97.

444

Oak

18

1700

Mat

98.

445

Oak

18

1700

Mat

99.

446

Oak

18

1500

Mat

100.

447

Oak

17

1500

Mat

101.

450

Ash

21

1500

Mat

102.

458

Ash

20

1700

Mat

103.

465

Oak

18

1500

Mat

104.

467

Ash

23

1700

Mat

105.

502

Ash

22

2200

Mat

106.

516

Ash

18

2000

Mat

Mat

Paragraph 6.5.4
1. Paragraph 6.7.29 of Chapter 6 of the ES confirms that trees to be felled are
those that are growing within 6.1m of the Proposed Development, as
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described in Section 6.7.7. Trees which are tall enough to fall across the
conductors, plus a 2.5m margin for growth, also need to be removed.
2. As set out above, Chapter 6 identifies that 110 mature trees will need to be
felled (paragraph 6.7.30).
3. The Arboricultural Survey at Annex 5.1 identifies that 75 trees are important.
The tree schedule, as referenced above, lists all those trees identified as part
of the survey but it is not possible to identify at this stage which of these trees
will definitely need to be removed to facilitate construction.
4. The actual final number of important trees to be removed to facilitate the
construction of the Proposed Development will be determined by preconstruction surveys. The numbers provided as part of the assessment are
considered worst case for the basis of the assessment.
5. Any further trees to be felled will be determined in pre-construction surveys
and controlled by the Outline Ecological Management Plan (DCO Document
Reference 6.18D), secured through Requirement 13 in Schedule 2 of the draft
DCO (DCO Document Reference 3.1). The Outline Ecological Management
Plan at paragraphs 2.7.26 – 2.7.28 (DCO Document Reference 6.18D) states
that during the operation of the Proposed Development SP Manweb will carry
out a five yearly tree maintenance regime to maintain safe clearances from
the overhead line. SP Manweb has statutory obligations and powers to
maintain clearance distances from networks to proximate vegetation, pursuant
to the Electricity Act 1989 and therefore may need to fell trees during
maintenance of the overhead lines owing to these obligations.
Paragraph 6.5.5
1. Chapter 6 of the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.6) identifies that
hedgerows are one of many habitats with biodiversity value within the
landscape through which the Proposed Development traverses.
2. Appendix 6.10 to the ES (DCO Document Reference 6.19.10) includes a
'Hedgerow Regulations 1997 Assessment Data Report'. This report states
that all hedgerows within the 1km wide survey area (based on the original
100m wide preferred route corridor) have been assessed pursuant to
Schedule 1 of the Hedgerow Regulations 1997. All hedgerows identified as
'Important' pursuant to Schedule 1 are shown in Table 3 of that report and
highlighted in the Impact Maps (DCO Document Reference 6.19.11).
Schedule 11 of the draft DCO identifies those parts of "important" hedgerows
that are to be removed, and cross refers to the corresponding points shown
on the Landscaping Plans so that they are easily identifiable.
3. SP Manweb therefore considers that a detailed assessment has been made
of hedgerows against Schedule 1 the Hedgerow Regulations 1997.
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Public Rights of Way
CCBC
Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

LiR–
Summary of
Local Impacts Paragraph 6.6.2 of the LiR states:
– Paragraph "…It is not envisaged that the proposed development would be to the
6.6.2
detriment of the network as a whole or adversely affect any walkers
or user groups"

1.

SP Manweb welcomes CCBC's confirmation that the Proposed Development
would not be to the detriment of the public right of way network.
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Construction Working Hours and Potential Noise Impacts

CCBC Ref.

Summary of Matter Contained in the Local Impact Report

Local Impact Paragraph 6.7.4 states, in relation to impacts on communities, that:
Report
“The Council does not consider that the proposal would have an
Section 6 – unacceptable adverse impact on communities, subject to the
Summary of amendments requested to Requirements 10 and 13 in Appendix
Local Impacts CCBC2.”
Sub-section
Requirement 10
6.7 – Impacts
Requirement 10 relates to construction hours. CCBC's comments
on
Communities. in respect of this requirement are:
“(1) Construction works (including tree felling and site clearance
Paragraph
works) involving plant or machinery should be limited to: 0800 –
6.7.4.
1800 Monday to Friday; 0800 – 1300 Saturday, and not on
Sundays or public holidays. The phrase “unless otherwise
Appendix
approved by the local planning authority” is contrary to paragraph
CCBC
1– 3.37 of Welsh Government circular 16/20143) The reference to
Comments on “start up and close down activities” must be clarified – Does this
DCO
mean any activities not involving plant or machinery?”
Requirements
Requirement 13
Section 7 Comments on Requirement 13 relates to the Construction Environmental
Requirements Management Plan (CEMP). CCBC's comments in respect of this
requirement are:1) Include new paragraph to require the local
Requirements authority approval of noise mitigation measures (including reversing
10
alarm systems). The Traffic Management Plan shall provide for
(Construction adequate parking for all vehicles connected with the scheme to
Hours) and 13 ensure that they do not park on verges etc.
(Construction (2) The phrase “unless otherwise approved by the local planning
Environmental authority” is contrary to paragraph 3.37 of Welsh Government
Management
circular 16/2014.
Plan)
In relation to CCBC’s comments above regarding the Traffic
Management Plan, CCBC expands on this in further detail in
paragraph 6.8.2, which provides that:
"...The Council also requests that the traffic management plan
pursuant to Requirement 13 should provide for adequate parking to
avoid the need for parking along highway verges etc."
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1. SPM responds to each of CCBC's comments in relation to Requirements 10
and 13 separately below.
Requirement 10
Construction hours
2. In relation to CCBC’s request that Requirement 10 be amended to provide
that construction working hours are limited to 0800 – 1800 Monday to Friday,
0800 – 1300 Saturday and not on Sundays or public holidays, SPM does not
agree to this amendment and submits that this amendment is not required in
the circumstances.
3. The proposed construction hours are set out in the outline CEMP and secured
through requirement 10 of the draft DCO (DCO document reference 3.1).
These hours are 07.00 to 19.00 in the months of March to October and 07.30
to 17.30 or as daylight allows in the months November to February.
Requirement 10 (and the outline CEMP provides) that the following works
may be required outside of these core hours:
a. the installation and removal of protective netting across highways or
watercourses.
b. the completion of operations commenced during the core working hours
which cannot be safely stopped.
c. start up and close down activities 1 hour either side of the core working
hours to enable efficient mobilisation of construction activities.
4. Requirement 10(2) provides that any piling activities that are required will only
take place between 09.00 and 17.00 Mondays to Friday, excluding public
holidays.
5. The outline CEMP includes a comprehensive management framework for
mitigating any environmental effects associated with construction activities.
These include embedded mitigations measures (which are set out in the
section 2 (‘guiding principles’) of the outline CEMP) and specific mitigation
measures that have been recommended in the ES (section 3 of the outline
CEMP).
6. Given that CCBC has recommended that construction works be limited to
weekdays and Saturday morning, SP Manweb considers that it can be
reasonably inferred that the underlying premise of CCBC's argument is that
the construction works will be noisy and should therefore be confined to
business hours. This is contrary to the conclusion of Chapter 13 of the ES
(DCO document reference 6.13), which concludes that with the mitigation
proposed, no significant effects are predicted.
7. In this regard, SP Manweb notes that the outline CEMP provides an array of
measures to mitigate potential these effects including (at paragraph 2.6.4):
a. where practicable, inherently quiet plant will be selected to provide
reduction of noise at source (reducing the number of plant can reduce the
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b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

intensity of the activity, although this will serve to prolong the period of
activity and consequently noise generation);
controlling noise at source by using effective silencers on machines;
the use, where necessary and practicable, of enclosures and screens
around noisy fixed plant;
the location and orientation of plant shall be away from nearest sensitive
receptors wherever possible;
avoiding unnecessary running of machinery, and;
construction contractors will be required to adhere to the Code of
Construction Practice given in BS 5228 and the Control of Pollution Act
1974 to minimise noise emissions.

8. A specific mitigation measure is also set out in the outline CEMP to mitigate noise
impacts on two locations where the Proposed Development is in proximity to
sensitive receptors and there is the potential for poor ground conditions which
may require the use of an excavator with a hydraulic jackhammer. In those
locations it is proposed that a portable noise screen be used in close proximity to
the hydraulic jackhammer at relevant points between the noise source and the
receptors.
9. Having regard to the measures in the outline CEMP, SP Manweb considers that
there is no justification to amend Requirement 10 as proposed by CCBC The
primary reason for this 12 hour period, 7 days a week, is because of the nature of
the proposed development – an overhead electric line. In the construction of an
overhead electric line, there are some tasks, such as erecting conductors, that
must be undertaken in one step. By way of example, it is always necessary to
ensure that individual conductors can be pulled through a section completely in
order that they can be can be safely secured at the two termination positions until
the next working day. The 12 hour period, 7 days a week, will enable SP Manweb
to string the overhead electric line as quickly as possible, which is preferable from
a construction and safety point of view, as well as from an amenity perspective as
the construction timescale will be reduced.

Welsh Government circular 16/2014.
10. SP Manweb will delete reference to "unless otherwise agreed in writing by the
relevant planning authority" in the next version of the draft DCO.
Start up and close down activities
11. CCBC considers that the reference to 'start up and close down activities' in
Requirement 10(3)(c) should be clarified and has questioned whether this means
activities ‘not involving plant or machinery’. Requirement 10(3)(c) is as follows:
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(3)The following operations may take place outside the core working hours
referred to in sub-paragraph (1)—
….
(c) start up and close down activities up to 1 hour either side of core working
hours;
…”
12. Paragraph 2.1.4(c) of the outline CEMP gives further information about the nature
of ‘start up and close down activities’. It provides that:
“…This [sic] [activities] would include the arrival at the construction compound
of staff members and the preparation of material required for the day’s
activities. This would also include the return of staff and materials to the
construction compound at the end of the day following construction activities
not local to the compound.”
13. Start up and close down activities will not include the operation of plant and
machinery.
Requirement 13
Local authority approval of noise mitigation measures
14. CCBC considers that a new paragraph should be included in Requirement 13 to
require noise mitigation measures to be approved by the local planning authority.
CCBC specifically refers to the implementation of noise resulting from reversing
alarm systems.
15. Requirement 13(1) of the draft DCO provides that:
“No stage of the authorised development may commence until a construction
environmental management plan for that stage, which is substantially in
accordance with the outline construction environmental management plan,
has been submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority. The
construction and environmental management plan must include measures to
minimise impacts of construction works…”
16. As outlined above, the outline CEMP includes a number of embedded mitigation
measures to minimise the potential for noise disturbance (section 2.6 of the
outline CEMP). Paragraph 2.6.2 of the outline CEMP states that "Where
necessary, suitable plant and working methods that have the potential to cause a
noise nuisance will be discussed and agreed in consultation with the relevant
local authority”.
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17. A specific noise mitigation measure is also identified at section 3.9 of the outline
CEMP.
18. Given that Requirement 13(1) would preclude SP Manweb from commencing
construction of the Proposed Development until a CEMP which is substantially in
accordance with the outline CEMP has been approved for the construction
phase, SP Manweb considers that CCBC’s requested amendment is not required
or necessary.
19. In relation to CCBC's specific reference to ‘reversing alarm systems’ the details
would be discussed with CCBC prior to the submission of and approval by CCBC
of the CEMP.
Traffic Management Plan
20. The preparation of an outline traffic management plan is a requirement of
Requirement 13(1)(c), which provides that the outline CEMP must incorporate an
outline traffic management plan which sets out:
a. details of haulages routes for HGVs to use to deliver materials to the
authorised development (Requirement 13(1)(c)(i));
b. communication of
13(1)(c)(ii)); and

the

routes

to

drivers

of

HGVs(Requirement

c. details of timing for deliveries (Requirement 13(1)(c)(iii)).
21. CCBC is requesting that the outline traffic management plan also include
measures to ensure that vehicles associated with construction activities should
be provided with adequate parking to avoid the need for vehicles to park along
highway verges.
22. Parking will be restricted to the construction compound and to the site
construction areas where adequate parking will be provided, there will be no
parking on the road. Loading and un-loading facilities for deliveries will also be
restricted to the construction compound.
"Unless otherwise approved by the local planning authority” and the Welsh
Government circular 16/2014.
23. Requirement 13(2) provides that:
"The authorised development must be carried out in accordance with the
approved plan"
24. SP Manweb refers CCBC and the Examining Authority to its response to
Question 12.21 of the First Written Questionsm which provides that:
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" SP Manweb agrees to the deletion of the wording "unless otherwise
approved by the relevant planning authority" in requirements 6(2), 7(1), 10(2),
13(2) and 14(2). The next version of the draft DCO, to be submitted at
deadline 2, will include these amendments."
25. Therefore, SP Manweb confirms that Version 2 of the Draft DCO that will be
submitted at Deadline 2 will include a revised Requirement 13(2) which excludes
the phrase "unless otherwise approved by the relevant planning authority".
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CCBC Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

Local Impact Report –
Appendix CCBC 1 CCBC's comments on
the DCO Requirements

CCBC states, in relation to Requirement 5 in the draft
DCO, that:
"The requirement to provide details of the maintenance
regime in respect of replacement planting (Requirement
7) should apply equally to the new planting proposed in
Requirement 5."

Section 7
Requirement
Landscaping

5

-

1. SP Manweb agrees to amend Requirement 5 as proposed by CCBC in its
comment referred to above.
2. Requirement 5 of the draft DCO is as follows:
"5. No stage of the authorised development must commence until a
written landscaping scheme for that stage, which is substantially in
accordance with the outline landscape management plan and accord
with the planting principle contained in the ecological management
plan, has been submitted to and approved by the relevant planning
authority. The landscaping scheme must include details of all proposed
soft landscaping works, including—
(a) location, number, species, size and planting density of any
proposed planting;
(b) cultivation, importing of materials and other operations to
ensure plant establishment;
(c) vehicular and pedestrian access, parking and circulation
areas; and
(d) implementation timetable for all landscaping works."
3. CCBC considers that the maintenance regime in relation to replacement
planting provided for in Requirement 7 (Replacement Planting) should be
included in Requirement 5. CCBC has requested that Requirement 7 does not
refer to "5 years" when requesting details of the maintenance regime, and
SPM Manweb is content to delete that reference.
4. SP Manweb will, therefore, amend Requirement 5 so that the details to be
submitted with also include "details of a maintenance regime of all soft
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landscaping works." This amendment will be included in the revised DCO
submitted for Deadline 2.
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Replacement Planting
CCBC Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

LiR

CCBC states the following in relation to Requirement 7 of the
draft DCO:

Appendix CCBC 1
– CCBC's
Comments on
DCO
Requirements –
Requirement 7

"2(c) Whilst a 5-year maintenance regime is generally
adequate, there may be specific cases where a longer period
is required. It is therefore suggested that the reference to “5
years” be omitted.
(3) This provision should be amended to require
maintenance as well as planning in accordance with the
approved planting scheme”.

1. Requirement 7 of the draft DCO provides that:
7.—(1) Unless otherwise agreed with the relevant planning authority, no
stage of the authorised development may commence until, for that
stage, a scheme for the planting of trees and groups of trees to replace
those broad leafed trees to be removed during that stage of the
authorised development has been submitted to and approved by the
relevant planning authority, such scheme to accord with the planting
principle contained in the ecological management plan.
(2) The planting scheme submitted under sub-paragraph (1) must
include details of—
(a) the location and a schedule of trees noting number, species, size and
planting density of any proposed planting;
(b) cultivation, importing of materials and other operations to ensure tree
establishment; and
(c) details of the five year maintenance regime.
(3) The trees and groups of trees planted pursuant to sub-paragraph (1)
must be planted in accordance with the approved planting scheme.
2. SP Manweb agrees to CCBC's request to amend Requirement 7(2)(c) and
7(3) as set out above. These revisions are included in the version of
Requirement 7 set out below. The deletions are shown with 'strikethrough'
text and the insertion of new text is shown with underlined text.
7.—(1) Unless otherwise agreed with the relevant planning authority, no
stage of the authorised development may commence until, for that
stage, a scheme for the planting of trees and groups of trees to replace
those broad leafed trees to be removed during that stage of the
authorised development has been submitted to and approved by the
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relevant planning authority, such scheme to accord with the planting
principle contained in the ecological management plan.
(2) The planting scheme submitted under sub-paragraph (1) must
include details of—
(a) the location and a schedule of trees noting number, species, size and
planting density of any proposed planting;
(b) cultivation, importing of materials and other operations to ensure tree
establishment; and
(c) details of the five year maintenance regime.
(3) The trees and groups of trees planted pursuant to sub-paragraph (1)
must be planted and maintained in accordance with the approved
planting scheme.
3. This revised version of Requirement 7 will be included in the revised draft
DCO which will form part of SP Manweb's submission for Deadline 2.
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Traffic and Transport
CCBC
Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

Local Impact
Report
–
Summary of
Impacts
–
Section 6.8.2

The Council does not raise substantial concerns in respect of the
highway and traffic implications, but does identify the need for a
dilapidation survey prior to construction works. The Council also
requests that the traffic management plan pursuant to Requirement
13 should provide for adequate parking to avoid the need for parking
along highway verges etc.
Requirement 13 comments (CEMP):

Appendix
CCBC 1 –
Comments on
DCO
Requirements
–
Requirement
13

(1) Include new paragraph to require the local authority approval of
noise mitigation measures (including reversing alarm systems).
The Traffic Management Plan shall provide for adequate parking for
all vehicles connected with the scheme to ensure that they do not
park on verges etc.
(2) The phrase “unless otherwise approved by the local planning
authority” is contrary to paragraph 3.37 of Welsh Government circular
16/2014.

1. The road network has been assessed by SP Manweb in terms of its capacity
to accommodate the construction vehicles identified in the Design and
Construction Report (DCO Document Reference 7.1). During the assessment
for the road capacity, SP Manweb did not identify any roads in a poor
condition. The Environmental Statement demonstrates that the road network
is capable of accommodating the level and type of traffic which will be
generated during the construction and operation of the Proposed
Development. The vehicle numbers and size are such that it would not be
justified, or indeed necessary, to require SP Manweb to repair any damage to
the road network. SP Manweb’s response to FWQ 3.3 provides further
information regarding the local road network.
2. 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 prepared for Clocaenog
Forest 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 of the ES for the wind farm) over a 10 day period, it is shown that the trip
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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.
3. Notwithstanding the above SP Manweb considers, if the local highway
network does deteriorate during the construction period, that it would be
difficult to determine which development was responsible for that deterioration
and therefore a requirement on the terms suggested would be very difficult to
enforce.
4. The Construction Compound, as shown in DCO document 2.7.4, includes
construction parking. During construction of the Proposed Development,
vehicles associated with construction will be located in proximity to the
Proposed Development and therefore off the local road network. SP Manweb
therefore does not consider that the Requirement needs to be amended.
5. SPM has agreed to remove the wording “unless otherwise approved by the
local planning authority” and this is shown in Schedule 2 of the revised DCO
submitted at deadline 2.
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Reinstatement of Land used for Construction
CCBC
Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the Local Impact Report

Local Impact Council states in relation to Requirement 15 of the draft DCO that it
Report
has no objection to this requirement, subject to the inclusion of the
following text:
Appendix
CCBC 1 – “... and the relevant planning authority shall be notified in writing
Conwy
upon reinstatement”.
County
Borough
Council's
Comments on
the
DCO
Requirements
Section 7 –
Comments on
Requirements
Requirement
15

1. SP Manweb considers that CCBC's proposed amendments to Requirement
15 are acceptable.
2. SP Manweb proposes to submit the following revised wording for
Requirement 15 to the draft DCO as part of its submission for Deadline 2.
The proposed revisions are shown in underlined text below:
Restoration of land used temporarily for construction
“15. Any land within the Order limits which is used temporarily for
construction must be reinstated to its former condition, or such condition as
the relevant planning authority may approve, within six months of completion
of the authorised development and the relevant planning authority shall be
notified in writing upon reinstatement.”
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Decommissioning
CCBC
Reference

Summary of Matter Contained in the LiR

Local Impact
Report
–
Appendix
CCBC 1 –
Comments on
Requirements
– Section 7.1

The Council has made the following comments on the requirements
within the LiR:

Requirement
18

The Council proposes the following additional Requirement
18. – (1) This development consent shall expire upon 30 years from
the date of this Order.
(2) Prior to the date referred to in (1) above, the operator shall
submit a Decommissioning Management Plan for the approval of
the relevant planning authority. The scheme shall make provision
for:
i) the complete dismantling and removal from the land of all above
ground structures;
ii) the reinstatement of the land to its pre-development use and
condition;
iii) The ecological management of sensitive habitats during
decommissioning works;
iv) The management of traffic and construction impacts during
decommissioning works.
The decommissioning works shall be completed as approved by the
1st March during the first calendar year following the expiry of the
development consent.

1. SP Manweb does not agree that a new additional Requirement should be
included within the draft DCO, which requires that the Proposed Development
is decommissioned after a period of time.
2. SP Manweb has provided a full response on decommissioning in its answer to
FWQ 5.2 and does not repeat that answer in full here.
3. In summary, whilst the current need for the connection is due to the Wind
Farms, the 132kV Overhead Line, once constructed, will form part of the local
electricity network.
SP Manweb continuously reviews the operational
requirements of the local network, which in turn determines whether a line is
decommissioned or whether there is an operational need for that line to
continue to the end of its operational life (which in the case of the 132kV
Overhead Line is 40 years).
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4. In SP Manweb's opinion, it would be a poor precedent to set for network
infrastructure generally to be tied to any particular generating asset,
regardless of the network asset’s utility going forward
5. Therefore, it is not appropriate for the development consent order for the
132kV Overhead Line to be subject to a time limited requirement, which would
require it to be decommissioned once the Wind Farms have been
decommissioned, which is the proposal put forward by CCBC.
6. However, as stated in SP Manweb's response to FWQ 5.2, SP Manweb
accepts that it is not appropriate that the 132kV Overhead Line should be left
in situ if it is not being used for the purposes of carrying electricity. Therefore,
SP Manweb would agree to a requirement which required the 132kV
Overhead Line to be decommissioned if it has not been used for a period of
12 months and there is no realistic prospect of it being utilised. It is proposed
that the requirement would:
(a)

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

(b)

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

(c)

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