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WRITTEN SUMMARY OF SP MANWEB'S (THE "APPLICANT") ORAL CASE
PUT AT THE ISSUE SPECIFIC HEARING ON PRINCIPLES OF
DEVELOPMENT (INCLUDING ASSESSMENT APPROACH, COSTS AND
POLICY), CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS AND DECOMMISSIONING
29 SEPTEMBER 2015

1.

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

1.1

This document summarises the Applicant's case as presented at the Issue Specific
Hearing (the "IS Hearing") held on 29 September 2015 at Denbigh Town Hall,
Denbigh.

1.2

The note addresses each of the agenda items set by the Examining Authority, as
published on the Planning Inspectorate's website on 24 September 2015 (the
"Agenda"). Issues on which submissions were made are grouped under the headings
provided in the Agenda.

2.

INTRODUCTION OF THE PARTICIPATING PARTIES

2.1

Speaking on behalf of the Applicant:2.1.1

Mark Westmoreland Smith of Counsel (Francis Taylor Building); and

2.1.2

Richard Griffiths (Partner at Pinsent Masons LLP)

2.2

The Applicant also invited a number of members of its consultant team to provide
further specialist, technical input where required. This summary introduces each of
those witnesses where applicable.

2.3

The Examining Authority confirmed that it was still deciding whether or not to accept
the Applicant's application for Option B. In response to the Examining Authority's
question as to whether the Applicant would be submitting applications for any further
changes, Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that at this stage no further changes are
anticipated.

3.

ITEM 4 PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT:
COSTINGS AND PLANNING POLICY

3.1

Examination of the principles of the development in light of national and local
policy and the Holford Rules (Agenda Item 4(i))

ASSESSMENT

APPROACH,

3.1.1

At the request of the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland Smith explained
how the Proposed Development is in accordance with national policy, local
policy and the Holford Rules.

3.1.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith referred the Examining Authority to the Applicant's
Planning Statement (Examination Library Reference APP-157). In particular,
section 5.2 provides detailed analysis of how the Proposed Development
complies with National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-5. Compliance with
Welsh national planning policy is set out in section 5.3 and compliance with
local planning policy is set out in section 5.4.

3.1.3

Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that the Planning Statement notes the
hierarchy imposed, which is also explained in National Policy Statement EN-
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1 at paragraph 4.1.5. Section 104(3) of the Planning Act 2008 provides that
the decision maker must decide an application in accordance with any
relevant National Policy Statement. This is a statutory test which is reflected
in policy. EN-1 states that whilst other matters may be considered important,
including local development plans, in the event of conflict the National Policy
Statement prevails given the national significance of the infrastructure. The
detailed analysis in the Planning Statement concludes that the Proposed
Development would facilitate national energy requirements as set out in
National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-5.
3.1.4

Mr Westmoreland Smith added that the Applicant has sought to minimise
any impacts of the Proposed Development in so far as is possible as
required by EN-1 and EN-5.

3.1.5

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that the detail of the conclusion will be
picked up in subsequent agenda items. For example, the Holford Rules are
applied during the routing decision.

3.1.6

In the absence of Conway County Borough Council (CCBC) and
Denbighshire County Council (DCC), Mr Westmoreland Smith referred the
Examining Authority to the local authorities' responses to First Written
Question 1.3 (Examination Library Document Reference REP1-056). In
summary, DCC confirmed that the Applicant had addressed all the right
national and local policies. DCC referred to three additional local policies in
its Local Impact Report (Examination Library Document Reference LIR-002)
(Policy RD5, Policy BSC 3 and Policy VOE 6). CCBC had said the same but
referred to four additional government circulars being:
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

3.1.7

It was noted that Natural Resources Wales (NRW) did not have comments
on the issue of policy.

3.1.8

The Examining Authority noted that DCC had queried whether its
Supplementary Planning Guidance entitled "The Conwy and Denbighshire
Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Assessment of Wind Energy
Developments 2013" was used by the Applicant. Mr Westmoreland Smith
introduced Jacquie Critchley, Associate Partner of Gillespies who is EIA
Project Director on behalf of the Applicant. Ms Critchley confirmed that this
guidance note was used.

3.1.9

The Examining Authority asked whether the Applicant had an IS 14001
Environmental Management System, and if so, whether it contains a
corporate policy on undergrounding.

3.1.10

Mr Westmoreland Smith introduced Alyn Jones of SP Manweb who is the
132kV General Manager. Mr Jones said that he believed the Applicant did
have an Environmental Management System but he would confirm that point
in writing and provide a copy to the Examining Authority. A written response
on this issue is contained at Appendix One (this will be submitted for
Deadline 4).
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3.2

The interpretation of ‘sensitive location’ as defined by EN-5 (Agenda Item 4(iv))
3.2.1

Mr Westmoreland Smith was asked by the Examining Authority to define
"sensitive locations" as set out in EN-5.

3.2.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that it is important to read words in
context. The phrase is contained within the introduction to the landscaping
section. Paragraph 2.8.2 of EN-5 states:
"Government does not believe that development of overhead lines is
generally incompatible in principle with developers’ statutory duty under
section 9 of the Electricity Act to have regard to amenity and to mitigate
impacts (see paragraph 2.2.6 above). In practice new above ground
electricity lines, whether supported by lattice steel towers/pylons or wooden
poles, can give rise to adverse landscape and visual impacts, dependent
upon their scale, siting, degree of screening and the nature of the landscape
and local environment through which they are routed. For the most part
these 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. New substations, sealing end
compounds and other above ground installations that form connection,
switching and voltage transformation points on the electricity networks can
also give rise to landscape and visual impacts. Cumulative landscape and
visual impacts can arise where new overhead lines are required along with
other related developments such as substations, wind farms and/or other
new sources of power generation"

3.2.3

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that "sensitive location" is not defined in
EN-5 or elsewhere. Reading the sentence in which the term is employed as
a whole, it is clear that it is used to mean an area in landscape and visual
matters where the potential adverse landscape effects of the 132kV
Overhead Line are unacceptable in planning terms. The landscape and
visual effects of the 132kV Overhead Line are assessed in Chapter 7 of the
ES (Examination Library document Reference APP-098). That chapter
identifies a range of landscape and visual effects. The question arises as to
where ‘unacceptability in planning terms’ falls within that range. It cannot be
simply a significant effect for planning consents (DCOs and 1990 Act
consents), as planning consents are frequently granted even where
significant effects are identified.

3.2.4

Mr Westmoreland Smith said that in order to understand where
unacceptability lies, one has to read on from the introduction and into the
substance of the landscape and visual section of EN-5.

3.2.5

Under a sub-heading of ‘Undergrounding’, paragraph 2.8.8 states:
"Paragraph 3.7.10 of EN-1 sets out the need for new electricity lines of
132kV and above, including overhead lines. Although Government expects
that fulfilling this need through the development of overhead lines will often
be appropriate, it recognises that there will be cases where this is not so.
Where there are serious concerns about the potential adverse landscape
and visual effects of a proposed overhead line, the IPC will have to balance
these against other relevant factors, including the need for the proposed
infrastructure, the availability and cost of alternative sites and routes and
methods of installation (including undergrounding)".

3.2.6

There is a relationship between “sensitive locations” and “serious concerns”.
It is clear from paragraph 2.8.8 that “serious concerns” operates as a trigger
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for the consideration of undergrounding which is a balancing exercise
against other relevant factors. Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that
"serious concerns" is not defined in EN-5 or elsewhere. The concept has
been sparsely dealt with in other decisions. The Applicant's interpretation is
that "serious concerns" means adverse impacts over and above what you
would expect for an overhead line. Otherwise the Government’s clear
starting point that overhead lines are not generally incompatible with national
policy and the obligations in section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 would not
be possible to maintain. The Applicant considers that effects that are over
and above the effects you would normal associate with an overhead line are
the equivalent of a major adverse effect in EIA terms.
3.2.7

Mr Westmoreland Smith informed the Examining Authority to the fact that
this approach was discussed on the Llandinam scheme (an application
under section 37 of the Electricity Act 1989, but where the National Policy
Statements, being the latest Government policy, were given significant
weight). The Inspector accepted the Applicant's major adverse interpretation
of serious concerns but did not consider the issue in depth.
The
interpretation was not considered by the Secretary of State.

3.2.8

Mr Westmoreland Smith referred the Examining Authority to the Appendix to
the Planning Statement (Examination Library Document Reference APP159) which contains an assessment of compliance with EN-5 and which
addressed the need to underground. There are no major adverse effects
identified in the landscape and visual chapter (Chapter 7) of the ES
(Examination Library Document Reference APP-098) and, consequently, the
trigger – “serious concerns” – for the consideration of undergrounding is not
met. However, the EN-5 assessment, on a pre-cautionary basis, considered
whether or not undergrounding would be appropriate at the Tir Mostyn Ridge
where the effects had been assessed as moderate/ major adverse impacts.
It concluded that undergrounding is not justified in that area.

3.2.9

A sensitive location – where the planning impacts in landscape and visual
terms are unacceptable – must, therefore be an area, where: (a) the impacts
are sufficient (major adverse) to trigger “serious concerns” and the need to
carry out the balancing exercise to determine if the overhead line should be
underground and (b) where the result of the balancing exercise is that it is
concluded that the overhead line should be undergrounded.

3.2.10

The Examining Authority asked for clarification on the question of landscape
classification. The Examining Authority noted that the Applicant has
interpreted sensitive locations in the landscape and visual chapter (Chapter
7) of the ES as being nationally important landscapes such as AONBs and
national parks.

3.2.11

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that there is a distinction between
landscape sensitivity and “sensitive locations” within the meaning of EN-5.
The two are wholly distinct and unrelated terms. Landscape sensitivity (to
the proposed development in question) is part of the process of ES
assessment on landscape and visual matters. The ES methodology is that
landscape sensitivity considers two factors. Firstly landscape susceptibility
which is the ability of a defined landscape receptor to accept the proposed
development without undue negative consequences. Secondly, it considers
relative landscape value which is linked to a number of criteria including
designation. For example, designation as a National Park is one of the
criteria which is likely to result in an area being of higher value. The two
factors are then combined to get landscape sensitivity which operates
alongside magnitude of effect to identify whether or not a likely effect is
significant.
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3.2.12
3.3

The meaning of “sensitive location” is set out above at paragraph 3.2.9.

The use of a double pole (Agenda Item 4(ii))
3.3.1

The Examining Authority asked whether the double pole was the only
technical solution. Mr Westmoreland Smith introduced Stephen Gendler,
Chartered Electrical Consultant of WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff who is lead
electrical engineer on behalf of the Applicant.

3.3.2

Mr Gendler informed the Examining Authority that he was a chartered
engineer with 40 years' experience in the power industry, particularly in
distribution.

3.3.3

Mr Gendler explained that the earthing system is required due to ground
conditions at the substation. For an overhead line earth wire, the only
approved technology for a wooden pole line is the Heavy Duty Wood Pole
(HDWP). The earth wire is to mitigate against electrical shock in the
substation and surrounding area. Earth rise potential can be lethal and
therefore an earth system must be in place for persons and livestock. It is a
critical safety issue.

3.3.4

Mr Gendler explained that the Applicant, like other DNOs, can only use
equipment that has been fully approved nationally and that complies with
company standards. In this case, the design for the double pole has been
tested and approved so it can be used on the network. Mr Gendler
acknowledged that there are other solutions that other companies use, both
nationally and internationally, but these are not approved for use by the
Applicant. The Applicant can only use an approved shortlist of equipment to
ensure that there are sufficient spares.

3.3.5

The Examining Authority asked whether additional land take is required for
double poles as opposed to single poles. Mr Gendler reiterated that a single
pole cannot be used for this design. Whilst a single pole can be used for the
conductors, it cannot be used for an earthed wire. The spacing is determined
by conductor weight and sag requirements, including the earth wire sag.
These factors are built into line route design and depend on changes of
terrain. Mr Gendler confirmed that the Applicant hasn't looked at the number
of single poles that would be required as a single pole design is not available
for this project which requires the earth wire above ground and the size of
conductor. Only if the earth wire was placed underground, which is not a
preferred approach by the Applicant for safety reasons due to the difficulty in
monitoring and maintaining the integrity of a separately routed
undergrounded earth conductor, could there be a single pole design but
such a design would likely to require more poles closer together. A written
response on this issue is contained at Appendix Two (to be submitted for
Deadline 4).

3.3.6

In response to a comment from Robin Barlow regarding the Loch Urr grid
connection, Mr Gendler confirmed that the photograph for a single pole
design being used on consultation documents for the Loch Urr grid
connection is a mistake. Mr Gendler apologised for any confusion and
explained that there is currently no solution available for a trident system
carrying an earth wire (the wood pole solution is HDWP, otherwise a lattice
tower would be required). A written response on this issue is contained at
Appendix Three.

3.3.7

In response to comments on other technologies from Mr Barlow, Mr Gendler
confirmed that the Applicant is aware of other technologies. Dynamic line
rating is being trialled but is not yet proven for use on the system. Other
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conductors are being used on towers but not on wooden poles. The
Applicant is mitigating the effect of the overhead line by using HDWP rather
than lattice towers, which would be the default.
3.3.8

3.4

Mr Gendler explained that whilst an earth conductor can be dug alongside
the overhead line the impacts of construction are doubled. The integrity of an
underground earth conductor is difficult to maintain and the Applicant
concludes therefore that this is not a safe solution. The Applicant has
therefore discounted this option for technical reasons.

The refusal of consent for the Clocaenog Forest collector substation and the
impact that this may have on the starting point of the proposed route and
project timescales (Agenda Item 4(iii))
3.4.1

At the request of the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland Smith provided
an update on the status of the appeal against the refusal of planning
permission for the substation. Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the
appeal has been lodged. The Applicant has been in discussions with the
Planning Inspectorate, and the Applicant understands that the start date is
likely to be the second week of October, with an indicative hearing date of
beginning of January 2016. Applying the 18 week target date set by PINS for
determining appeals, a decision is anticipated in March/April 2016.
[Applicant Note: The Planning Inspectorate has since confirmed that the
start date is 13 October 2015].

3.4.2

The Examining Authority noted that the appeal decision may therefore be
issued whilst the Examining Authority is writing its report. If the appeal is
refused, the Examining Authority asked what would be used instead and
how will this affect the start location of the 132kV Overhead Line, the use of
the contractors' compound, the timescales for the project and the need for
an earth wire.

3.4.3

Mr Gendler explained that the Applicant had assessed this situation and the
need for the overhead line with an earth wire is still the same. In the event
the appeal is refused, the Applicant would have to take the connection to the
wind farms themselves. The 132kV Overhead Line would be on the same
route and finish in the same location as is currently shown on the Land Plans
(Examination Library Document References App-006-019) and Works Plans
(Examination Library Document References App-021-033) (i.e. there would
be no change) to a smaller termination compound adjacent to the RWE
substation. From there underground cables would run to the other wind
farms (which is the case now). Equipment would be required at each
windfarm to reduce the voltage from 132kV to 33kV.

3.4.4

The Examining Authority asked whether the use of the contractors'
compound would remain the same. Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that
the Applicant would provide a written answer to this question. The written
answer is contained at Appendix Four (this will be submitted for Deadline 4).

3.4.5

To alleviate concerns that a DCO could be approved with nothing to connect
the 132kV Overhead Line to the wind farms, the Examining Authority asked
the Applicant to consider inserting a requirement into the DCO to prevent
implementation of the DCO until the issue of the substation consent or
equivalent has been resolved. Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the
Applicant would consider this issue in advance of the DCO Hearing on 2
October 2015. The Applicant refers to Appendix Five and requirement 19 of
the revised draft DCO submitted at Deadline 3 which addresses this issue.
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3.5

3.4.6

The Examining Authority requested an update on the wider scheme
consents and whether DCC had confirmed that the connection at St Asaph
was permitted development.

3.4.7

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the Applicant had discussed this at a
meeting with DCC and DCC had confirmed that it was permitted
development. The Applicant was expecting this to be confirmed in writing
but it had not received anything to date.

3.4.8

Mr Westmoreland Smith anticipated that it would form part of the Statement
of Common Ground and it was hoped that this would be signed soon.

Consideration of the reasons why the applicant decided that the cables in the
northern most part of the Order limit should be put underground (Agenda Item
4(vi))
3.5.1

3.6

In response to the Examining Authority's question, Mr Gendler explained that
the reason for the decision to underground the northern part of the line was
due to it being a very congested area with dwellings and other overhead
lines that needed to be crossed such that there are significant technical
constraints. The Applicant needed to find a route out of the substation. The
closest point to terminate the 132kV Overhead Line was identified and then
the line was forced underground due to congestion, rather than mitigation.

The approach taken by the applicant for assessing the route and alternatives
(Agenda Item 4(v))
3.6.1

In response to the Examining Authority's request to outline how the preferred
route was selected and the consultation that was undertaken, Ms Critchley
explained that the approach to routeing was based on the Applicant's
experience of overhead lines and uses established methodologies such as
the Holford Rules.

3.6.2

It is a staged approach. The Applicant started by looking at strategic options
based on system requirements. The Applicant then considered high level
environmental constraints such as National Parks and AONB. The outcome
of the Strategic Options Report (Examination Library Document Reference
APP-156) was to identify the proposed start and end points for the line.

3.6.3

Ms Critchley explained that 1km routing corridors are then considered. A
broad study area was identified with a degree of flexibility to ensure that the
corridors were not too constrained. The key constraint to the east was the
AONB and to the west was the Special Landscape Areas. These features
helped draw the east and west boundaries of the study area.

3.6.4

Within the study area, areas of high environmental sensitivity
(Environmentally Sensitive Areas) are identified and mapped. Mapped
features include AONBs, SSSIs, historic parks and gardens, conservation
areas, listed buildings, general amenity areas (settlements, towns and
villages), registered historic landscapes, SLAs, wildlife trust sites, local
nature reserves and ancient woodlands. Using this information, broad route
corridors are mapped. LANDMAP is also considered at this stage. This is
the approach in EN-5 and Holford Rules 1 and 2. Rule 1 of the Holford Rules
relates to avoidance and Rule 2 relates to small areas of high amenity. Once
that exercise has been done, technical and planning constraints are
considered as well. Following all of that, a series of route corridors were
identified. The red, blue, green, red/blue and blue/green corridors were the
subject of the Stage 1 consultation (5 corridors).
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3.6.5

Ms Critchley explained that these corridors are roughly 1km wide but
narrower where there are constraints. The corridors are then reviewed
against each other. Routeing is an iterative process, building up the picture
of the issues in each of the corridors. Using this information a preferred
corridor is selected to take forward.

3.6.6

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Ms Critchley
confirmed that costings were not looked at during this stage. Ms Critchley
explained that costings would have only formed part of the analysis if one of
the corridors was a significantly longer route. In this case the difference in
length between the corridors is 2-3km which was not considered material.
Each of the corridors was then reviewed looking at the responses to the
consultation and any other constraints.

3.6.7

Ms Critchley concluded by stating that selecting the preferred corridor is not
just a numbers exercise. The consultation responses were looked at in
detail as specific corridors can get significant objections in one area that
skews results.

3.6.8

The Examining Authority referred to the comments made by Mr D Hughes
relating to the number of responses for each corridor and asked whether it is
taken into account whether a route goes past a town and therefore more
people will comment on it.

3.6.9

Ms Critchley explained that, looking at the detail of the responses, the
southern section of the blue corridor was preferred over the red and green.
Very few comments were received on the central section of the red corridor.
A written response on how the responses were taken into account for the
route selection is contained at Appendix Six (this will be submitted for
Deadline 4).

3.6.10

Ms Critchley explained that due to ecologically sensitive sites and for a
variety of reasons, the blue section past Denbigh was discounted. The
red/green corridor in the south was discounted due to residential amenity
and potential for skylining. The green corridor was selected as where the
two route corridors parallel each other the red corridor is elevated and closer
to the SLA and settlements. An overlay plan for the final route compared to
the corridors is attached at Appendix Seven. Further information on the
selection of the preferred route corridor and the option via Hafod will be
submitted at Deadline 4.

3.6.11

NRW confirmed that it had been consulted from an early stage and on the
route corridors.

3.7

Examination of the costings provided
undergrounding (Agenda Item 4(iv))

3.7.1

The Applicant undertook to submit a paper on costings to summarise the Applicant’s
position. This is contained at Appendix Ten (this paper is to be submitted at Deadline
4).

4.

ITEM 6 DECOMMISSIONING

4.1

The Examining Authority requested that the Applicant explain why it did not consider it
appropriate to impose a timescale on the retention of the overhead line.

4.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that once a connection is made, it is absorbed into
the Applicant's network and it becomes a network asset. Whilst that asset is being
used, it is a functioning part of that network. The line is not necessarily linked to any
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particular generator. It is just the fact that electricity is flowing down the conductors.
The life and utility of a network asset can extend beyond the life of a particular
generating station.
4.3

Mr A Jones added that once the connection is made the 132kV Overhead Line will be
part of the Applicant's regulatory asset base and wider network. Wind farms often
repower and there may be an on going requirement for the connection.

4.4

Mr Westmoreland Smith referred to section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 and stated
that these obligations are the genesis of the scheme and the obligations are not time
limited.

4.5

However, the Applicant accepts that if the 132kV Overhead Line is not being used it
should not remain and so in response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr
Westmoreland Smith referred to the draft decommissioning requirement submitted as
part of Deadline 2. This states that if the 132kV Overhead Line is not being used, and
there is no prospect of it being used in the future, then it should be taken down.

4.6

The Examining Authority queried whether the costings for undergrounding should be
reworked on the basis that it will be a permanent asset. Mr Westmoreland Smith said
that the capital cost is the same, the lifetime cost does not change per km per year; it
is simply the number of years that changes. Given that the lifetime costs per km are
more expensive for undergrounding adding more years just increases the difference
between an overhead line and an underground cable such that the balance is skewed
further away from undergrounding. By assuming a lifetime of 25 years for the
purposes of costing and the assessment of undergrounding, the Applicant has taken a
precautionary approach (i.e. reduced the costs so as to make undergrounding more
attractive). See Appendix Eleven for more detail (this will be submitted for Deadline 4).

4.7

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland Smith
clarified the approach taken for the purposes of the ES in respect of the life of the
132kV Overhead Line. A distinction should be made between costings and the EIA
assessment. For the purposes of the ES, the Applicant has not assumed the 132kV
Overhead Line will be removed at any point. Generally speaking the assessment uses
the term long-term effect where the impacts extend over the anticipated operational
life of the development (25 years) and beyond.

4.8

Mr Westmoreland Smith referred to Chapter 4 of the ES (Examination Library
Document Reference APP-095). In paragraph 4.6, the ES states that:
"The need for the 132 kV Overhead Line is dependent on the contracted wind farms,
which have an anticipated operational life of 25 years. Operational requirements of the
local electricity network and associated demand will be kept under continuous review
throughout this period to determine the long term use and retention of the 132 kV
Overhead Line. The following interpretation is applied with regard to temporal effects.

4.9



Short-term effects are those which extend over a short period only and, in the
context of the proposed overhead line, are typically those associated with the
construction or decommissioning period.



Other temporary effects, which persist for less than the life of the overhead
line are described as medium-term,



Effects extending to the full lifetime of the overhead line described as longterm."

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that in the LVIA (Examination Library Document
Reference APP-098), long term is treated as 15 years as opposed to 25 years and
beyond.
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4.10

In response to comments made by NRW, Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that
there is no reliance in the ES on the Proposed Development being reversible. It has
been assessed on the long term basis, which could be more than 25 years.

4.11

Mr Westmoreland Smith agreed to send the Examining Authority a copy of the
decommissioning requirement recommending by the Inspector on the Llandinam
scheme. See Appendix Thirteen.

4.12

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland Smith
confirmed that decommissioning is customer funded and covered by the funding
agreement with Ofgem. The wind farm developers are not paying for decommissioning
and essentially this is a cost that will find its way onto all customer bills. There is no
specific funding set aside for decommissioning costs.

5.

NEED FOR THE SCHEME (ADDITIONAL AGENDA ITEM)

5.1

In respect of the three remaining wind farms requiring the connection, the Examining
Authority asked the Applicant to clarify whether forestry clearance and access track
works were sufficient to constitute implementation of the wind farm permissions.

5.2

Mr Griffiths explained that in respect of Clocaenog Forest, the Applicant understood
from RWE that the access tracks formed part of Work Number 3 in their DCO.
Schedule 1 refers to a series of new tracks that have to be constructed and those are
the works that have been carried out. They have, therefore, implemented their DCO.
Vegetation clearance links into the access tracks.

5.3

For Brenig, the Applicant understands that they have also carried out access tracks
works, the constructed access forms part of their main spine. The description of
development in the Brenig Planning Permission includes access tracks and as they
have constructed the main spine, they have also implemented their planning
permission.

5.4

Mr Griffiths confirmed that on the basis of the information provided by the developers,
the Applicant was satisfied that both consents have been implemented.

5.5

Mr Griffiths stated that the Applicant cannot confirm what a private company may or
may not do in the future. However, there is a need for the 132kV Overhead Line as
there are three connection agreements with three connection dates. Mr Griffiths
explained that as there are connection agreements in place, the Applicant has a
statutory duty to connect them. The Applicant has a contractual obligation to obtain
the necessary consents to provide the connection by the date. That is what the
application is about. The Proposed Development fulfils the need arising from the
connection agreements (as well as the national need for the generation and
distribution of energy set out in National Policy Statements EN-1 and EN-5).

5.6

The Examining Authority asked whether the Applicant would consider a requirement
preventing the implementation of the Proposed Development until such time as the
wind farms were under construction. Mr Griffiths said that the Applicant would
consider it. See Appendix Twenty-Four for further detail (this will be submitted for
Deadline 4).

5.7

Mr Griffiths further explained that the developers are obligated to make milestone
payments. The Applicant would not begin to build out the scheme should the funds not
be provided by the wind farm developers. A written response on funding has been put
together to assist the Examining Authority and is contained in Appendix Seven of the
written summary of the Applicant's oral case of the Compulsory Acquisition Hearings.

6.

ITEM 5 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
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6.1

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that an updated Traffic Management Plan would
be provided (this is to be provided for Deadline 4).

6.2

Hours of Working (Agenda Item 5(i))
6.2.1

The Examining Authority asked whether the hours of working are necessary
and appropriate, given the effect on local residents, and asked the Applicant
to explain the process for stringing a section of the line.

6.2.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith introduced Paul Ralph, Delivery Project Manager
for the Applicant, and Gary Stokes of Energy People, a construction
consultant for the Applicant. Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that in terms of
controls over the construction of a development, the controls need to be
justified. The noise assessment (Examination Library Document Reference
APP-104) (noise being the principle construction impact of concern) finds no
significant adverse effects. In the context of noise, the impacts are
acceptable and therefore there is no justification to impose limited working
hours.

6.2.3

Mr Stokes explained the construction process. The overhead line method of
construction is very similar, regardless of the wooden pole size (11kV, 33kV
or 132kV). Up until 25 years ago, all 132kV lines were exclusively steel
towers with concrete foundations. Wooden poles are simpler. There will be
a bit of up front work. The construction compound will be built, containing
welfare huts and storage facilities etc. Whilst these works are being
developed, some of the accesses will be built. Once that is done, then
deliveries will come from manufacturers to the main compound and then
they will start delivering the equipment to the pole positions where they will
be erected. Once on site, the position of the poles is marked out. A hole is
excavated, the pole is constructed and these are laid out in front of the
excavation. The steel work is assembled and then the pole structure is lifted
and dropped into excavation. This is then back filled and top soil will be
returned.

6.2.4

There will be a number of poles put up through a section which is about 1 to
1.5km in length. Once all the poles are up in place, protected scaffolding is
put up where there are road crossings. Intermediate poles will be installed
and rollers to take the conductor. For a 132kV Overhead Line, it is very
important that the conductors aren't damaged. A tensioner goes at one end,
where the conductor is, and a puller is at the other end of the section. A
bond will be pulled through the section by a Land Rover or tractor which will
take it from one end to the other. It will then be connected to the conductor
by the tensioner which will pull it through until it is right through the section.

6.2.5

The Tensioner makes sure the conductor doesn't sag or become too low to
the ground and it is not damaged. The other three conductors are then
pulled through. Once three are through and clamped on, the tension on each
conductor will be adjusted to the correct sag tension and once done they are
permanently clamped.

6.2.6

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Stokes
confirmed that it takes approximately one day for four contractors to pull
through a section. Mr Stokes confirmed this would be seventeen days in
total for the project.

6.2.7

Mr Stokes explained that the reason for the 7am to 7pm construction hours
was not to protect the conductor per se, but instead because the wires
cannot be left in mid air overnight. They have to be clamped down and it
doesn’t always work according to plan. The site has to be left safe.
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Additionally, excavations should not be left open overnight. All excavations
should be backfilled and this cannot be achieved with a 5pm deadline. There
has to be an allowance for when works do not go according to plan.

6.3

6.2.8

Mr Ralph added that the flexibility is required for safety critical items, such as
netting a highway which may need to be done when traffic flows are lower.

6.2.9

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Ralph explained
that it was difficult to assess exactly what impact reduced working hours
would have on the timetable but it would potentially have an impact on the
connection date. Additional resources may be required as it would still need
to be done safely.

6.2.10

The Examining Authority then asked whether the majority of works could be
carried out during normal working hours. Mr Ralph confirmed that if the
majority of works had to be carried out between 9am and 5pm it would cause
constraints and have an impact on safety.

6.2.11

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Ralph confirmed
that the additional hours (6-7am and 7-8pm) only related to the construction
compound at Broadley's Farm as the other compounds are just for storing
poles. Mr Ralph confirmed that the loading and unloading of vehicles and
preparation of materials would take place during these times.

6.2.12

Mr Westmoreland Smith reiterated that the key point is that construction
noise is not considered to be a potentially significant environmental effect
and that any imposition of controls must be justified.

6.2.13

The Examining Authority asked whether the Applicant has a code of conduct
that its contractors must sign up to. Mr Ralph explained that there are a
number of standard documents on that topic, such as an environment quality
management plan, and these are a condition of the construction contract. Mr
Ralph confirmed that an example document would be provided to the
Examining Authority. A copy of an example document is attached at
Appendix Fourteen.

Fencing (Agenda Item 5(ii))
6.3.1

6.4

It is noted that NRW confirmed that it was satisfied with the post and wire
method and satisfied if this method was used on a permanent basis.

Private Water Courses (Agenda Item 5(iii))
6.4.1

In response to a question from the Examining Authority and comments from
Mr J Mars Jones, Mr Westmoreland Smith referred the Examining Authority
to paragraph 2.16 of the CEMP (Examination Library Document Reference
REP1-082, Appendix 3.33). A number of watercourse have been identified
within the Order limits and, at paragraph 2.16.3, it states that the Applicant
has developed good practice guidelines. This involves a 10 metre minimum
distance from the edge of watercourses. This is all set out in this section.
There are also suitable spill kits and absorbent materials.

6.4.2

The Examining Authority asked whether the 10 metre guideline was based
on experience or national guidelines. Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that the
Applicant would confirm this point in writing and also the distance a pole on
land belonging to Mr Parry would be from a stream. The written response is
contained in Appendix Fifteen (this will be submitted for Deadline 4).
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6.4.3

6.5

6.6

Flooding (Agenda Item 5(iv))
6.5.1

The Examining Authority asked how the Applicant was proposing to secure
its commitment to repair damage caused to drainage during the construction
works. Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that the Applicant would confirm this
point in writing. The written response is contained in Appendix Sixteen (this
will be submitted for Deadline 4).

6.5.2

In response to a question from the Examining Authority on the potential
effect of the Proposed Development on water quality and whether the CEMP
is compliant, Mr Westmoreland Smith referred the Examining Authority to
paragraph 7.2 of the CEMP.

6.5.3

It is noted that NRW confirmed that it was satisfied in respect of the bracing
and foundation design in the flood plain. NRW confirmed that if the 132kV
Overhead Line crossed a main river then it would want to be consulted.

6.5.4

Mr Stokes confirmed that the 132kV Overhead Line will not bridge any
existing watercourses, although there is one manmade watercourse that has
been put in by a landowner.

6.5.5

It was agreed that the issue of Article 32(a) would be discussed further at the
DCO Issue Specific Hearing.

6.5.6

In respect of consents for crossing main rivers, it was noted that NRW was
satisfied with the design of those crossings.

6.5.7

Mr Griffiths confirmed that the Statement of Common Ground with NRW was
under discussion and it was hoped that it would be submitted for Deadline 3.

6.5.8

The Examining Authority asked whether the removal of trees will affect
localised flooding. Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that the Applicant would
confirm this point in writing. The written response is contained in Appendix
Seventeen (this will be submitted for Deadline 4).

Construction Noise Management (Agenda Item 5(v))
6.6.1

6.7

The Examining Authority asked whether the impact on lambing and
watercourses was adequately captured in the CEMP. Mr Westmoreland
Smith stated that the Applicant would confirm this point in writing. The
written response is contained in Appendix Sixteen (this will be submitted for
Deadline 4).

It was discussed that in addition to the Requirement in the DCO to control
working hours and the noise principles set out in the CEMP, noise
management would fall to be managed through the community liaison, which
is also secured in the CEMP.

Pre and Post Commencement Highway Surveys (Agenda Item 5(vi))
6.7.1

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland
Smith confirmed that the Applicant would undertake pre and post
commencement surveys.
The Applicant would draft a mechanism for
assessing any damage and would provide this in the revised Traffic
Management Plan (this will be submitted for Deadline 4).

6.7.2

In response to a comment from Mr I Jones on surveys undertaken near
Henllan Road, Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the assessment in the
ES relates to road utilisation as opposed to undertaking a condition survey of
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the routes themselves. The written response is contained in Appendix
Twenty-Five (this will be submitted for Deadline 4).
6.8

6.9

Waste (New Agenda Item)
6.8.1

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Stokes
confirmed that the amount of soil being exported from the site can only be
estimated at this stage as no ground investigations have been undertaken.
However, the amount of waste arising from each pole excavation is very
minimal.

6.8.2

The Examining Authority asked whether there could be a requirement on the
contractors to recycle. Mr Ralph confirmed that there is an environmental
quality management plan but it is not always possible to recycle. See
Appendix Eighteen.

6.8.3

It is noted that NRW would confirm in writing whether it wanted to be
consulted on the site quality management plan.

Delivery Routes and Signage (Agenda Item 5(vii))
6.9.1

The Examining Authority referred to a number of comments from local
residents relating to concerns regarding delivery times and the school run.
Mr Ralph confirmed that something could be included in the CEMP to state
that the Applicant will notify residents and confirm when the deliveries would
take place. See Appendix Sixteen for more detail (this will be submitted for
Deadline 4).

6.9.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that if it was referred to in the CEMP then
it would be secured via Requirement 13.

6.9.3

The Examining Authority asked how the Applicant was proposing to ensure
approved haulage routes were used by its contractors. Mr Ralph explained
that the haulage routes and construction routes are part of the tender
documentation to contractors.
A communications strategy would be
prepared and it is a requirement of the contractors to restrict their movement
to those routes. The Applicant would ensure adherence to these measures.

6.9.4

The Examining Authority referred to the fact that some roads have signs
saying that they are unsuitable for heavy vehicles. Mr Ralph stated that the
Applicant would review this point. A written response on this point is
contained at Appendix Nineteen.

6.9.5

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the Groesffordd Marli track would not
be used at all. The track is not part of the Order land.

6.9.6

The Examining Authority queried the size of the vehicles as the poles are
longer than the vehicles. Mr Stokes undertook to provide the Examining
Authority with a note and image of the vehicles proposed to be used for the
delivery of poles to pole sites, see Appendix Twenty.

6.9.7

The Examining Authority raised a concern about the winding roads and
asked whether the Applicant was confident it could get the poles down the
suggested routes. Mr Stokes confirmed that he was confident the poles
could be transported.

6.9.8

Mr Westmoreland Smith referred to Appendix 2 of the Traffic Management
Plan which identifies the route for access to particular pole numbers and
looks at tree trimming. The Applicant confirmed that it would provide further
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details on vehicles and the width of the road. A written response on this point
is contained at Appendix Twenty.
6.9.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the proposed road signage would be
provided in both English and Welsh.

Community Liaison (Agenda Item 5(viii))
6.10.1

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the Applicant will amend the CEMP
to include a contact number, obligation for notifications to be posted on
project website, including construction programme, estimated duration of
works, helpline, e-mail address for the public to make more detailed
enquires. Should complaints be made via the contact number, then a
register will be produced, which will include a record of responses and
actions taken following receipt of the complaint.

6.10.2

Mr Ralph added that in the tender documentation, there is a requirement on
the contractors to actively engage with locals. Letter drops are undertaken
so that local people are aware of what is happening. There will also signage
detailing the nature of the works. It is a very quick process and the
contractors are not in any one location for a long period of time.

Access Widths (Agenda Item 5(ix))
6.11.1

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Ralph confirmed
that the indicative width of the access tracks was 5m plus visibility splays. A
written response on this issue is contained at Appendix Twenty-One (this will
be submitted for Deadline 4).

6.11.2

Mr Griffiths confirmed that the Applicant was producing a table detailing the
access tracks which are required for the construction, operation and
decommissioning phases (shown coloured brown on the Land Plans). This
is contained in Appendix 9 of Document Reference SPM NWWF ISH02.

Mechanism for Approving the CEMP (Agenda Item 5(x))
6.12.1

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, NRW confirmed that
it would want to be consulted on the CEMP but that the approval is for the
relevant planning authority.

6.12.2

Mr Griffiths confirmed that the revised draft of requirement 13 states that the
Applicant with consult with NRW and the highways authority prior to
submitting the CEMP for approval and then the relevant planning authority
will consult with NRW and the highways authority prior to approving the
CEMP.

6.12.3

NRW confirmed it was happy with this approach.

6.12.4

The Examining Authority queried the use of the CEMP as an umbrella
document for the other plans, particularly as the Ecological Management
Plan and Hedgerow Management Plan may have longer timescales and still
be live documents in 15 years.

6.12.5

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that the CEMP was designed as an
overarching document with the detail in subsidiary documents. Because the
CEMP was overarching, the Applicant thinks it best to have them all
together. The requirement bites on the CEMP and through that mechanism
the other documents have to be complied with. A written response on this
issue is contained at Appendix Twenty-Two.
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6.13

Bunding (New Agenda Item)

6.13.1

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland Smith
confirmed that the bunding is based on the capacity of the tank plus 10%. If the fuel
tank is integrally bunded then a separate bund is not required. If a single skinned tank
is used which is not integrally bunded a secondary containment system (usually by
way of a bund) is required. Figure 1 of the Environment Agency’s Pollution Prevention
Guidelines 2 illustrates a single skinned oil tank within an open bund (see Appendix
Twenty-Eight).
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APPENDICES*
Appendix
Number

Action
Number

Deadline

Appendix Title

One

1

4

The Applicant is asked to provide a copy of its ISO14001
Environmental Management System (EMS) Environmental Policy
and any details contained within the EMS regarding its policy on
undergrounding cables

Two

2

4

Three

3

3

Four

4

4

Five

5

Six

6(a)

4, however
submitting
for DL3.
4

Seven

6(b)

4, however
submitting
for DL3.

The Applicant is required to provide details of the number of poles,
land take and number of stays that would be needed if a single pole
system was implemented instead.
Mr Barlow raised the matter of the picture/scheme details contained
in the recent SP Manweb document for Loch Urr single pole
system. Please could the applicant provide details of that project –
and confirm if it is it a single pole Trident system?
Applicant is requested to confirm whether the refusal of the
Clocaenog Forest sub-station would affect the provision of a
construction compound at that location and whether there would be
any changes at Broadleys Farm compound as a result of the
refusal.
Would the Applicant accept a requirement which prevents the
construction of the NWWFC until the substation is consented? If so
please could the Applicant suggest suitable requirement wording?
(a) Please could the Applicant explain briefly how the elements of
the 3 routes were considered, including environmental effects,
heritage, length etc?
(b) Please could a map be provided which shows an overlay of the
route against the three options?

Eight

7

4

Nine

8

Ten

9(a)

3, however
submitting
for DL4 as
part
of
overall
costing
paper.
4

Eleven
Twelve

9(b)
10

4
4

Thirteen

12

Fourteen

13

Fifteen

14

4, however
submitting
for DL3
4, however
submitting
for DL3
4

Did the Wind Farm operators include an allowance for
undergrounding the grid connection in their project budgets and did
the Applicant include provision for undergrounding the cable in its
costings provided to the wind-farm operators in the contract
documents?
The Applicant is requested to provide incidence data for
maintenance occurrences for new underground cables.

The costings provided by the Applicant must be more transparent
and give explanations on where the figures are derived from
(including the use of NPV).
The Applicant is to provide a total lifetime costing report.
The Applicant is requested to provide clarification on the choice of
the 24 km route for the U/G costing calculations – where is it?
Llandinam Inspectors report is to be submitted to the Examination.

The Applicant is requested to submit to the Examination a copy of
the Code of Conduct which would apply to the construction phases
in relation to environmental management and safety.
The Applicant is requested to advise why 10m was selected as the
standoff zone in relation to water courses and to clarify the position
of the pole in relation to the stream at College Farm.
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Sixteen

15

4

Seventeen

16

4

Eighteen

17

4, however
submitting
for DL3

Nineteen

19

4, however
submitting
for DL3

Twenty

20

Twenty-One

22

4, however
submitting
for DL3
4

Twenty-Two

23

4, however
submitting
for DL3

The next version of the CEMP is to include details on minimising
impacts on lambing and watercourse issues; mechanisms for
delivery of compensation for damage to land drainage schemes,
piling to only take place on weekdays 0900-1700; pre and post
commencement highway surveys; bilingual signs during
construction; complaints recording procedure and public liaison
mechanisms regarding advance warning of communities regarding
construction activities.
The Applicant is requested to provide details of surface water runoff rates and information on whether run-off rates during
construction would be increased where trees are removed.
The Applicant is requested to provide details of where the backfill
material for the construction of the pole locations would be sourced
from and where would surplus excavation material be taken for
disposal.
In relation to access to the terminal poles, the road access has “not
suitable for HGV” signs on either end. How would the applicant’s
lorries access the terminal pole location avoiding the route that is
not suitable for HGVs?
Further information is requested from the applicant in relation to the
pole carrying trucks and the routes that they would take for access
to the pole locations.
The Applicant is requested to check for parity of documents
regarding access track bell-mouths/visibility splays needed for
construction.
The Applicant is required to confirm whether the subsidiary
documents sitting under the CEMP should be standalone
documents with standalone requirements.

Actions for submission not included in Examining Authority's Action List
TwentyThree

1

4

TwentyFour
Twenty-Five

2

4

3

4

Twenty-Six

4

4

TwentySeven
TwentyEight

5

4

6

4, however
submitting
for DL3

Blue route - please explain decision relating to undergrounding due
to 132kv and 400kv lines and whether this route was technically not
feasible as a result of this.
DCO drafting - should there be a requirement not to build
out/construct the NWWFC unless wind farms go ahead?
Check chapter 12 - there seems to be a gap in the survey at Groes
to Henllan Road, please confirm and provide justification that the
Traffic and Transport survey work is correct.
Environment quality management plan - the applicant needs to
check what it says about recycling and waste.
Did the applicant do a walkover or desk top survey relating to
access arrangements?
Bunding - the applicant is to provide evidence and make sure in the
compound it is within suitable parameters of height/dimensions.

* The numbering of the appendices corresponds to the numbering of the actions list set by the
Examining Authority, as published on the Planning Inspectorate's website on 06 October 2015
(the "Actions List").
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APPENDIX ONE
ACTION NUMBER 1: THE APPLICANT IS ASKED TO PROVIDE A COPY OF ITS ISO14001
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (EMS) ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND ANY
DETAILS CONTAINED WITHIN THE EMS REGARDING ITS POLICY ON
UNDERGROUNDING CABLES
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.
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APPENDIX TWO
ACTION NUMBER 2: THE APPLICANT IS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE DETAILS OF THE
NUMBER OF POLES, LAND TAKE AND NUMBER OF STAYS THAT WOULD BE NEEDED
IF A SINGLE POLE SYSTEM WAS IMPLEMENTED INSTEAD.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.
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APPENDIX THREE
ACTION NUMBER 3: MR BARLOW RAISED THE MATTER OF THE PICTURE/SCHEME
DETAILS CONTAINED IN THE RECENT SP MANWEB DOCUMENT FOR LOCH URR
SINGLE POLE SYSTEM. PLEASE COULD THE APPLICANT PROVIDE DETAILS OF THAT
PROJECT – AND CONFIRM IF IT IS IT A SINGLE POLE TRIDENT SYSTEM?

1. SP Manweb is aware of the document referred to by Mr Barlow, which is the Loch Urr
Grid Connection: Phase A, Routeing Consultation Document1
2. This document was prepared for SP Energy Networks, SP Transmission Licence in
Scotland, and was published in August 2015.
3. The scheme details referred to by Mr Barlow are specifically contained in paragraphs
R3.3.6 and R3.3.7:R3.3.6
4. "The 'Trident' overhead line design specification is a UK Electricity Industry Design
Standard and the final designation of pole type is generally dependant on three main
factors: altitude, weather and the topography of the route. The size of poles and span
lengths will also vary depending on these factors, with poles being closer together at
high altitudes to withstand the effects of greater exposure to high winds, ice and other
weather events. The pole configuration, height and the distance between poles will
therefore only be fully determined after a detailed line survey.
R3.3.7
5. The proposed wood pole will support three conductors (wires) in a horizontal flat
formation as shown in Figure 3. In addition, there is an earth conductor suspended
beneath the main conductors in order to provide lightning protection. This also includes
fibre optic cores for communication purposes."
6. The text in paragraph R3.3.6 is factually correct; however the text in paragraph R3.3.7 is
not factually correct. It is a legacy statement from an earlier draft of the document when
the proposed line design for the route was ‘HDWP’ rather than ‘Trident’. Unfortunately
the statement was not removed or identified prior to publishing.
7. It is being arranged that the Loch Urr Grid Connection: Phase A, Routeing Consultation
Document will be updated accordingly.
8. Trident design lines are either single or double wood pole structures supporting 3 main
conductors in horizontal formation. There is no recognised UK Electricity Industry Design
Standard, or SP Energy Networks (covering SP Manweb and SP Transmission licences)
standard for a Trident design, with an ‘earth conductor suspended beneath the main
conductors’.
9. We have examined all images shown in Figure 3, as referenced in paragraph R3.3.7.
There are no images of an overhead line with an ‘earth conductor suspended beneath
the main conductors’.
10. The only image which could give the impression of an ‘earth conductor suspended
beneath the main conductors’ would be that contained on the bottom LHS of Figure 3,
however close examination of the original image clearly confirms this is not the case.
The image shows a Trident wood pole line supporting 3 horizontal main conductors.
There is no earth conductor suspended beneath the main conductors. The foremost pole
1

http://www.spenergynetworks.co.uk/userfiles/file/Loch_Urr_Phase_A_Routeing.pdf
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shown in the red circle appears to have an earth wire attached just beneath steelwork
assembly, running to the same point on the pole behind it. The image on the right is an
enlarged version of this image and clearly shows that what appears to be an earth wire
is in fact a fence line.
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APPENDIX FOUR
ACTION NUMBER 4: APPLICANT IS REQUESTED TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE
REFUSAL OF THE CLOCAENOG FOREST SUB-STATION WOULD AFFECT THE
PROVISION OF A CONSTRUCTION COMPOUND AT THAT LOCATION AND WHETHER
THERE WOULD BE ANY CHANGES AT BROADLEYS FARM COMPOUND AS A RESULT
OF THE REFUSAL.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.
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APPENDIX FIVE
ACTION NUMBER 5: WOULD THE APPLICANT ACCEPT A REQUIREMENT WHICH
PREVENTS THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE NWWFC UNTIL THE SUBSTATION IS
CONSENTED? IF SO PLEASE COULD THE APPLICANT SUGGEST SUITABLE
REQUIREMENT WORDING?
Whilst this action was requested by the Examining Authority for Deadline 4, SP Manweb has
responded to it for Deadline 3, at the same time as submitting a revised draft of the DCO.
SP Manweb would not construct the Proposed Development unless it was confident that it
would be able to connect it into the distribution network. Therefore, it would accept a
requirement which prevents construction commencing on the Proposed Development until such
time as a collector substation or cable sealing compound is consented. The following
requirement has been included in the revised draft of the DCO submitted for Deadline 3:
1. No authorised development must commence unless the relevant planning authority has, in relation to
all works comprising a collector substation or cable sealing compound which connects the authorised
development to any of the Wind Farms, either—
(a) confirmed in writing after the day this Order comes into force that such works are permitted
development under Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995;
or
(b) granted planning permission under Part III the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 for such
works as not covered by sub paragraph (a) above.
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APPENDIX SIX
ACTION NUMBER 6(a): PLEASE COULD THE APPLICANT EXPLAIN BRIEFLY HOW THE
ELEMENTS OF THE 3 ROUTES WERE CONSIDERED, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL
EFFECTS, HERITAGE, LENGTH ETC?
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.
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APPENDIX SEVEN
ACTION NUMBER 6(b): PLEASE COULD A MAP BE PROVIDED WHICH SHOWS AN
OVERLAY OF THE ROUTE AGAINST THE THREE OPTIONS
Please find attached a map showing the overlay. This was requested for Deadline 4, however
as it has already been prepared SP Manweb has submitted this for Deadline 3.
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SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX EIGHT
ACTION NUMBER 7: DID THE WIND FARM OPERATORS INCLUDE AN ALLOWANCE FOR
UNDERGROUNDING THE GRID CONNECTION IN THEIR PROJECT BUDGETS AND DID
THE APPLICANT INCLUDE PROVISION FOR UNDERGROUNDING THE CABLE IN ITS
COSTINGS PROVIDED TO THE WIND-FARM OPERATORS IN THE CONTRACT
DOCUMENTS?
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX NINE
ACTION NUMBER 8: THE APPLICANT IS REQUESTED TO PROVIDE INCIDENCE DATA
FOR MAINTENANCE OCCURRENCES FOR NEW UNDERGROUND CABLES.
This response forms part of the lifetime costings report, which is current being produced by SP
Manweb in response to Action 9(b) (Appendix Eleven) of these Appendices for Deadline 4. A
response will therefore be included within this report in accordance with those timescales.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX TEN
ACTION NUMBER 9(a): THE COSTINGS PROVIDED BY THE APPLICANT MUST BE MORE
TRANSPARENT AND GIVE EXPLANATIONS ON WHERE THE FIGURES ARE DERIVED
FROM (INCLUDING THE USE OF NPV).
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX ELEVEN
ACTION NUMBER 9(b): THE APPLICANT IS TO PROVIDE A TOTAL LIFETIME COSTING
REPORT.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX TWELVE
ACTION NUMBER 10: THE APPLICANT IS REQUESTED TO PROVIDE CLARIFICATION ON
THE CHOICE OF THE 24 KM ROUTE FOR THE U/G COSTING CALCULATIONS – WHERE
IS IT?
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX THIRTEEN
ACTION NUMBER 12: LLANDINAM INSPECTORS REPORT IS TO BE SUBMITTED TO THE
EXAMINATION.
SP Manweb submitted the Report to the Examining Authority by email from Jake Dabscheck of
Pinsent Masons on 30th September 2015.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX FOURTEEN
ACTION NUMBER 13: THE APPLICANT IS REQUESTED TO SUBMIT TO THE
EXAMINATION A COPY OF THE CODE OF CONDUCT WHICH WOULD APPLY TO THE
CONSTRUCTION PHASES IN RELATION TO ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT AND
SAFETY.
The Code of Conduct is known as the Environment & Quality Management Plan ("EQMP"). The
EQMP is included in this Appendix. Compliance with the EQMP will be a contractual obligation
placed on the appointed contractors.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015

APPENDIX FIFTEEN
ACTION NUMBER 14: THE APPLICANT IS REQUESTED TO ADVISE WHY 10M WAS
SELECTED AS THE STANDOFF ZONE IN RELATION TO WATER COURSES AND TO
CLARIFY THE POSITION OF THE POLE IN RELATION TO THE STREAM AT COLLEGE
FARM.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX SIXTEEN
ACTION NUMBER 15: THE NEXT VERSION OF THE CEMP IS TO INCLUDE DETAILS ON
MINIMISING IMPACTS ON LAMBING AND WATERCOURSE ISSUES; MECHANISMS FOR
DELIVERY OF COMPENSATION FOR DAMAGE TO LAND DRAINAGE SCHEMES, PILING
TO ONLY TAKE PLACE ON WEEKDAYS 0900-1700; PRE AND POST COMMENCEMENT
HIGHWAY SURVEYS; BILINGUAL SIGNS DURING CONSTRUCTION; COMPLAINTS
RECORDING PROCEDURE AND PUBLIC LIAISON MECHANISMS REGARDING ADVANCE
WARNING OF COMMUNITIES REGARDING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX SEVENTEEN
ACTION NUMBER 16: THE APPLICANT IS REQUESTED TO PROVIDE DETAILS OF
SURFACE WATER RUN-OFF RATES AND INFORMATION ON WHETHER RUN-OFF
RATES DURING CONSTRUCTION WOULD BE INCREASED WHERE TREES ARE
REMOVED.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX EIGHTEEN
ACTION NUMBER 17: THE APPLICANT IS REQUESTED TO PROVIDE DETAILS OF
WHERE THE BACKFILL MATERIAL FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE POLE
LOCATIONS WOULD BE SOURCED FROM AND WHERE WOULD SURPLUS EXCAVATION
MATERIAL BE TAKEN FOR DISPOSAL.
1. Where required, suitable backfill materials will be sourced from local quarries. The
quantity of backfill material required cannot be determined until a detailed intrusive
ground investigation has been undertaken, which will be carried out precommencement.
2. Based on the initial desktop study of ground conditions, approximately one third of the
total pole positions are deemed to be in ground conditions classed as poor or in rock;
please refer to SP Manweb’s response to the Examining Authority's First Written
Question 2.2. Both of these classifications will require suitable backfill material to be
imported and waste material or rock to be exported from the site.
3. Where possible, the export material will be reused or recycled locally. If reuse or
recycling is not possible, suitable waste disposal sites will be locally sourced. The
example Code of Conduct (see Appendix 13) places contractual obligations on the
appointed contractors to minimise waste production, dispose of waste in a safe and
responsible manner and prioritise reuse and recycling over landfill at sections 5 and 18.
A Site Waste Management Plan must also be completed by the contractors.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX NINETEEN
ACTION NUMBER 19: IN RELATION TO ACCESS TO THE TERMINAL POLES, THE ROAD
ACCESS HAS “NOT SUITABLE FOR HGV” SIGNS ON EITHER END. HOW WOULD THE
APPLICANT’S LORRIES ACCESS THE TERMINAL POLE LOCATION AVOIDING THE
ROUTE THAT IS NOT SUITABLE FOR HGVS?
1. HGVs will not be utilised to access the terminal pole location from the Groesffordd Marli
to Glascoed Road. The type of vehicles used for deliveries and construction in this area
will be similar to the farming vehicles, such as a tractor and trailer, which this route
presently accommodates. If necessary, the terminal pole can also be accessed via the
Groasffordd Marli to Cefn Meiriadgo Road and transported along the works corridor.
2. At the terminal pole site, vehicles will enter and exit in a forward gear only. Vehicles will
approach this access from a westerly direction only. All turning movements will be
undertaken within the works area and not on the highway.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX TWENTY
ACTION NUMBER 20: FURTHER INFORMATION IS REQUESTED FROM THE APPLICANT
IN RELATION TO THE POLE CARRYING TRUCKS AND THE ROUTES THAT THEY WOULD
TAKE FOR ACCESS TO THE POLE LOCATIONS
1. Articulated HGV’s will be used to deliver the poles to Broadley’s Farm via the existing
highway network. Broadley's Farm fronts the A543 and therefore articulated HGVs will
be able to access this compound. It is acknowledged that some of the local road
network is not suitable for construction vehicles. Appendix 3 of the TMP contains a plan
identifying roads that are not to be used during construction of the Proposed
Development by HGV construction vehicles.
2. An 18 tonne flatbed lorry with approximate dimensions of 2.5m wide and 10m long will
be utilised to transport poles from Broadley’s Farm to the temporary lay down areas. In
some areas poles would be delivered directly from the highway without use of the
storage areas. This vehicle will have integrated lifting equipment (hiab). Photographs of
this type of vehicle are contained in Appendix 3 of Document Reference SPM NWWF
ISH03.
3. As set out in Section 12.7.11 of the Traffic and Transport Chapter (APP-103), where the
poles will overhang the bed of the lorry, an advance warning vehicle with flashing
beacons will accompany the lorry.
4. In areas where the highway network is restricted for such vehicles, a tractor and trailer
will be utilised to deliver the poles from the compound to the final pole position.
5. As set out in paragraph 2.4.21 of the TMP, prior to commencement of construction the
construction contractor shall carry out further site visits to identify any roads with height
restrictions, weight restrictions, traffic calming features, restricted access, speed limits,
large gradient changes and poor visibility. If any additional restrictions are identified
they will be communicated to the drivers of construction vehicles.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX TWENTY-ONE
ACTION NUMBER 22: THE APPLICANT IS REQUESTED TO CHECK FOR PARITY OF
DOCUMENTS REGARDING ACCESS TRACK BELL-MOUTHS/VISIBILITY SPLAYS
NEEDED FOR CONSTRUCTION.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4, in accordance with the Action Points
published by the Examining Authority on 6th October 2015.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX TWENTY-TWO
ACTION NUMBER 23: THE APPLICANT IS REQUIRED TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE
SUBSIDIARY DOCUMENTS SITTING UNDER THE CEMP SHOULD BE STANDALONE
DOCUMENTS WITH STANDALONE REQUIREMENTS.
1.

Draft Requirement 13 of the DCO provides that no stage of the authorised
development may commence until such time as the CEMP for that stage has been
submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority. The CEMP must be
substantially in accordance with the outline CEMP, which includes the ecological
management plan, hedgerow management plan and traffic management plan.

2.

In structuring the mitigation measures contained in the CEMP, reference is required to
the Ecological Management Plan (see paragraph 3.2.4), the Hedgerow Management
Plan (see paragraph 3.2.6) and the Traffic Management Plan (see paragraph 3.8.4).
This is because these plans contain the more detailed mitigation measures and it was
considered more appropriate to include such detail in their own plans rather than in
the main body of the CEMP.

3.

The CEMP is secured by Requirement 13 of the draft DCO. The definition of "outline
construction environmental management plan" in Requirement 1 makes express
reference to the outline ecological management plan (v1), the updated outline
hedgerow management plan (v2) and the outline traffic management plan (v1). In
addition, Requirement 13 itself expressly requires the CEMP to include these three
plans. As the CEMP, the Ecological Management Plan, Hedgerow Management Plan
and the Traffic Management Plan are adequately secured and clearly referenced on
the face of Requirement 13, it is not considered necessary to insert stand alone
Requirements for each of these plans. Furthermore, such an approach would require
a change to the structure of the CEMP.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015

ACTIONS FOR SUBMISSION NOT INCLUDED IN EXAMINING
AUTHORITY'S ACTION LIST

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX TWENTY-THREE
ACTION NUMBER 1: BLUE ROUTE - PLEASE EXPLAIN THE DECISION RELATING TO
UNDERGROUNDING DUE TO 132KV AND 400KV LINES AND WHETHER THIS ROUTE
WAS TECHNICALLY NOT FEASIBLE AS A RESULT OF THIS.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4.

SP Manweb: Appendix to the Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing
held on 29 September 2015
APPENDIX TWENTY-FOUR
ACTION NUMBER 2: DCO DRAFTING - SHOULD THERE BE A REQUIREMENT NOT TO
BUILD OUT/CONSTRUCT THE NWWFC UNLESS THE WIND FARMS GO AHEAD?
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4.

SP Manweb: Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing held on 29
September 2015 including supporting Appendices
APPENDIX TWENTY-FIVE
ACTION NUMBER 3: CHECK CHAPTER 12 - THERE SEEMS TO BE A GAP IN THE
SURVEY AT GROES TO HENLLAN ROAD, PLEASE CONFIRM AND PROVIDE
JUSTIFICATION THAT THE TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT SURVEY WORK IS CORRECT.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4.

SP Manweb: Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing held on 29
September 2015 including supporting Appendices
APPENDIX TWENTY-SIX
ACTION NUMBER 4: ENVIRONMENT QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN - THE APPLICANT
NEEDS TO CHECK WHAT IT SAYS ABOUT RECYCLING AND WASTE.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4.

SP Manweb: Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing held on 29
September 2015 including supporting Appendices

APPENDIX TWENTY-SEVEN
ACTION NUMBER 5: DID APPLICANT DO A WALKOVER OR DESK TOP SURVEY
RELATING TO ACCESS ARRANGEMENTS?
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4.

SP Manweb: Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing held on 29
September 2015 including supporting Appendices
APPENDIX TWENTY-EIGHT
ACTION NUMBER 6: BUNDING - THE APPLICANT IS TO PROVIDE EVIDENCE AND MAKE
SURE IN COMPOUND IT IS WITHIN SUITABLE PARAMETERS OF HEIGHT/DIMENSIONS.

The Figure below illustrates bunding for fuel storage of a single skinned oil tank.

Source: Pollution Prevention Guidelines 2: Above Ground Oil Storage Tanks August 2011

