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WRITTEN SUMMARY OF SP MANWEB'S (THE "APPLICANT") ORAL CASE PUT AT THE
ISSUE SPECIFIC HEARING ON LAND USE, LAND TAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT
IMPACTS; OTHER OPERATIONAL IMPACTS (INCLUDING EMFS AND NOISE); SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS AND ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING AND MITIGATION PLANS OF
1 OCTOBER 2015

1.

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

1.1

This document summarises the Applicant's (the phrase “SP Manweb” and “Applicant”
will be used interchangeably throughout this summary) case as presented at the Issue
Specific Hearing on land use, land take and land management impacts; other
operational impacts (including EMFs and noise); socioeconomic impacts and
environmental monitoring and mitigation plans (the "Issue Specific Hearing") held on
1 October at Denbigh Town Hall, Denbigh.

1.2

The note addresses each of the agenda items, as published on the Planning
Inspectorate's website on 16 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:-

2.2

2.1.1

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

2.1.2

Richard Griffiths (Pinsent Masons LLP)

The Applicant was also represented by members of its consultant team, which
included:
2.2.1

Kevin Stewart of Laurence Gould Partnership as a rural business advisor
(speaking in respect of land use, land take, and land management impacts);

2.2.2

Huw Thomas, Project Lead, SP Manweb PLC (speaking in respect of
operational impacts); and

2.2.3

David Keddie, Consultant, Peter Brett Associates (speaking in respect of
socio-economics).
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3.

ITEM 10 LAND USE, LAND-TAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT IMPACTS TO BE
CHAIRED BY JOHN LLOYD-JONES, EXAMINING INSPECTOR AND PANEL
MEMBER FOR THE NORTH WALES WIND FARMS CONNECTION NSIP

3.1

ITEM 10.1 To examine whether the Applicant has commissioned or located an
ALC survey which shows whether Grade 3a “Best and Most Versatile” land is
affected by the Proposed Development and the policy implications if so?

3.2

The Examining Authority asked whether it was accepted by the Applicant that all land
affected by the Proposed Development was Best and Most Versatile ("BMV") land. In
response, it was confirmed by the Applicant that this was not accepted, but that the
Applicant has assumed this was the case for the purposes of its Environmental Impact
Assessment (Examination Library Reference APP-101).

3.3

There is no extant ALC survey that differentiates between Grade 3a or 3b. Therefore,
the Applicant has assumed a worst case scenario and carried out its assessment on
the basis that all land affected by the Proposed Development is Grade 3a and
therefore BMV land.

3.4

The Applicant was asked whether it needed to revisit its Environmental Statement
("ES") (Examination Library Reference APP-101) in light of the fact that it appeared to
be predicated on the basis that the Proposed Development would not result in any
loss of BMV land. It was confirmed that the Environmental Impact Assessment had
been prepared on the basis explained above (on the assumption that all land affected
by the Proposed Development is Grade 3a and therefore BMV land) and that there
was an error in paragraph 10.7.1 of the Environmental Statement which erroneously
stated that there was no BMV land affected by the Proposed Development. The
position is more fully explained in the Applicant's response to Denbighshire County
Council's Written Representation/LIR at page 102 (Examination Library Reference
REP2-022).

3.5

3.6

Mr Kevin Stewart, of Laurence Gould a rural business advisor to the Applicant,
provided further evidence to the Issue Specific Hearing. By way of background, Mr
Stewart explained that he remains involved in the running of a farm on the Scottish
borders. He went on to explain the definitions of Grade 3a and 3b, as follows:
Grade 3a – Good quality agricultural land
Land capable of consistently producing moderate to high yields of a narrow range of
crop, especially cereal, or moderate yields of a wide range of crops including cereals,
oilseed rape, potatoes and sugar beet.

3.7

Grade 3b – Moderate quality agricultural land
Land capable of moderate yields of a narrow range of crops, principally cereals and
grass or lower yields of a wider range of crops or high yields of grass.

3.8

Determining whether land is to be classified as Grade 3a or 3b is subject to a series of
complex factors and is not merely whether the land is being farmed as grass or arable.
Mr Stewart stated that his expert view is that there is, along the route of the 132kV
Overhead Line, Grade 3a, 3b and 4 land. An ALC study has not been commissioned
for the following reasons:
3.8.1

The result of the ALC survey would not change the alignment of the 132kV
Overhead Line as a number of factors have led to the finalised routing
position, not limited to, landscape and visual, biodiversity and social and
economic impacts. The agricultural land classification was a consideration
when the route was devised to minimise the impacts and reduce pole
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numbers which ultimately limits the impact on agriculture and the land take
required.

3.9

3.8.2

The impact on agriculture in terms of land take and land management
impacts are minor given the limited footprint of the 132kV Overhead Line.
Indeed, if a route was to be devised to avoid ‘islands’ of Grade 3a land, this
would ultimately increase the impact of the 132kV Overhead Line on land
take and land managers as a longer route and therefore more poles would
be required.

3.8.3

To carry out the ALC survey of the land would involve some intrusion as a
sample of the ground would need to be taken for every hectare and this
would result in around two hundred soil samples being analysed which is
disproportionately intrusive. The process of taking samples would require
access by one person to the land by foot, who would take samples using a
small implement and the amount of ground removed would be small. ALC
surveys are not usually carried out for applications for consent, with reliance
instead being placed on the existing land classification mapping. Despite
Denbighshire County Council stating that they request such surveys for
every planning application, this is not usual and the Applicant requested that
the Council provide evidence to support their claim.

The Examining Authority asked for clarification in respect of the Applicant's contention
that the 132kV Overhead Line would not result in significant loss of agricultural land or
affect agricultural activities, particularly in light of landowner's views to the contrary.
Information in respect of the total land take was presented at the hearing and this is
outlined in the table below:

Pole Design
Terminal Poles
Itermediate and section
poles Unstayed
Section Poles Stayed
Angle Poles (<5)
Angle Pole (>5)
Failure Containment
TOTAL

Total
Total
% of
Area around Pole to be
Area
Number Total
uncropped (Arable)*
Dimensions
(m2)
2
1%
250 (15mx 10m) +(9mx 11m)
500
155
14
2
34
8
215

72%
7%
1%
16%
4%
100%

40 8mx5m
320 10m x 32m
280 28m x 10m
310 (14m x 20m) +30m2
370 11.5m x 32m

6200
4480
560
10540
2960
25240

*Guidance: The above is subject to change to take account of excessive
sloping ground conditions
3.10

Using the figures in the above table, the ‘uncropped’ area created by the 132kV
Overhead Line would be a total of 2.52 hectares. In reality, as the farming systems are
predominately managed as grazed grassland units; the actually footprint would be
significantly less.

3.11

To put this in context of the loss of output to a farming system and going on from that,
the impact on the profitability of the farming businesses, Mr Stewart provided some
gross margins of typical ‘arable’ crops grown in the area. They were taken from the
gross margins presented in the Agricultural Budgeting & Costing Book (Agro Business
Consultants, May 2015). This is a commonly used budgeting reference book within the
agricultural sector.
3.11.1

Feed Barley (Winter)
3
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3.11.2

(a)

Assuming a yield of 6.85/Ha (2.8t/Ac) at a price of £115/t, the gross
margin given is £390/Ha (£158/Ac). This would give a loss of
output to a business with an unstayed H pole of £1.56/ pole, and
£14.43/ pole for the largest Failure containment design (of which
there are only 8 in total).

(b)

As grain prices are currently considered low; if a sensitivity
analysis is conducted and £25/tonne is added to the price of grain,
this gives a result of £2.24 per ‘H’ pole and £20.75 per failure
containment structure.

(c)

Straw at a yield of 4t/Ha at £40 per tonne adds an additional
£0.64/pole.

(d)

Another way to look at it; assuming that the overall ‘land take’ is on
arable ground, the total loss of output from the 2.52 Ha would be
£982.80 for the whole of the 132kV Overhead Line. This, of course,
represents a worst case as all of the land affected by the 132kV
Overhead Line is not subject to arable farming.

(e)

In terms of wasted inputs (for example fertiliser) which is applied
across the area regardless if the footprint around a pole is cropped
or not, an application of 145kg of nitrogen, 55kg Potassium and
40kg of Potash (standard fertiliser applications for Feed Winter
Barley), equates to £0.69 / pole wastage in fertiliser.

Grass Silage
(a)

3.11.3

Assuming an intensively managed dairy system where 3 cuts are
taken, assuming a fresh yield weight of 43 tonnes per hectares (17
per acre), the standard H pole would result in a loss of 0.17 tonnes
(170kg). The cost to buy in silage is approximately £20-25 per
tonne equating to a cost of £4.25 per pole.

Forage Maize
(a)

A number of dairy businesses in the area are growing forage maize
to feed to their cows. The variable costs of production are stated as
£457 per hectare to achieve a yield of 38-48 tonnes. The impact of
a standard H pole would be a loss of 190kg of Maize silage.

(b)

The impact to a grazing system is even more marginal as livestock
can, and will graze right up to the pole. With a pole diameter of
0.5m, each double pole design will consume 0.4m2 of land.
Assuming a grazing rate of 10 ewes per hectare (4 ewes per acre),
this is equivalent to 0.04% of the area required by one ewe.

Loss of efficiency
3.12

Mr Stewart also provided evidence in terms of the effects of the 132kV Overhead Line
in terms of the loss of efficiency to a farming system – which essentially is determined
by the impact on the time taken to maneuverer around a pole when carrying out a field
operation such as ploughing, drilling, spraying or combining. It was considered that
spraying was likely to be the agricultural activity that would be affected to the greatest
degree.
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3.13

With regard to modern machinery getting larger and being able to manoeuvre safely
near the poles and under the power lines; Mr Stewart had the following comments.
Firstly, it was highlighted, the proposed 132kV Overhead Line will have a minimum
height of 6.7m above ground level. This is compared to an 11kV line which is common
place around the UK which has a minimum height of 5.2m above ground. Therefore,
this pole design gives an additional 1.5m of clearance.

3.14

In terms of machinery size, if an example is taken of one of the biggest combine
harvesters on the market, a Class Lexion 780, this has a maximum height of 4.8m
when the spout is extended. A Jaguar Class 980 forage Harvester has a maximum
working height of 6.3m. Both these large modern machines are below the minimum
height of the proposed line at 6.7m above the ground and therefore can manoeuvre
safely under the power lines and around the poles.

3.15

With specific regard to sprayers, most machines are able to fold sections of their boom
up, making it possible to drive up to a pole, fold up part of the boom, drive past the
pole, and then unfold the boom and continue spraying.

3.16

Dependent on the crop, there may be up to 7 passes per year and if a silage field is
cut 3 times (such as the case in a dairy farm), this is equivalent to 21 passes with
machinery. It is recognised that the presence of poles in a field is a minor
inconvenience as the machine operator has to remain aware at all times, however, it
would not add significant extra time to field operations as a result of a pole(s) in a field.
This was evidenced with reference to contract rates. Contractor teams which are
frequently used by farms to carry out specialist works such as silage operations tend
to use large model machinery to cover large areas of ground. Contracting rates are
usually taken from set rates provided by (for example) the Central Association of
Agricultural Valuers (CAAV). An example would be of silage making (cutting,
harvesting and clamping) which CAAV setting a rate of £161.20 per Hectare (£65.25
per acre).

3.17

Mr Stewart provided evidence that he had not seen contract rates being varied due to
the presence of electricity poles in a field.

3.18

It is recognised that contractors may work around a ‘bigger’ footprint around a pole
compared to a farmer undertaking his own work; however the assumptions taken
provide a margin of 2 metres around the poles. This is seen as a sufficient buffer as
common practice within a field is for operations to be within 0.5 metres of a pole. See
Appendix One for further detail.

3.19

The Examining Authority asked the Applicant to consider the effect of the loss of BMV
in the context of planning policy contained in Planning Policy Wales Edition 7
("PPW7").

3.20

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the relevant planning policy is detailed in
section 10.2 of the Environmental Statement (Examination library reference APP-101).
This section of the ES sets out the relevant policy reference in EN-1 and also the
relevant Local Plans.

3.21

The attention of the Examining Authority was specifically referred to paragraph 5.10.8
of EN-1. This document states:
Applicants should seek to minimise impacts on the best and most versatile agricultural
land (defined as grades 1, 2, and 3a of the Agricultural Land
Classification)….Applicants should also identify any effects and seek to minimise
impacts on soil quality taking into account any mitigation measures proposed.

3.22

Attention was also drawn to Figure 10.1 of the Environmental Statement which shows
the ALC for the study area. This figures shows that whilst the routing was constrained
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by the termination points and a number of other factors such as the AONB and
Denbigh to the east and the SLA to the west, the routing was also influenced by the
need to avoid higher graded agricultural land.
3.23

PPW7 provides at paragraph 4.10:
In the case of agricultural land, land of grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Department for
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) Agricultural Land Classification system
(ALC) is the best and most versatile, and should be conserved as a finite resource for
the future.
In development plan policies and development management decisions considerable
weight should be given to protecting such land from development, because of its
special importance. Land in grades 1, 2 and 3a should only be developed if there is an
overriding need for the development, and either previously developed land or land in
lower agricultural grades is unavailable, or available lower grade land has an
environmental value recognised by a landscape, wildlife, historic or archaeological
designation which outweighs the agricultural considerations. If land in grades 1, 2 or
3a does need to be developed, and there is a choice between sites of different grades,
development should be directed to land of the lowest grade.

3.24

PPW7 therefore provides that there must be an overriding need for development
where BMV is proposed to be lost as a result of development. This need is
demonstrated by EN-1 which refers to the pressing need for new energy
infrastructure, which includes the concomitant need to link the energy infrastructure
into the electricity distribution network. For example, paragraph 3.7.3 of EN-1 states
that "It is important to note that new electricity network infrastructure projects, which
will add to the reliability of the national energy supply, provide crucial national benefits,
which are shared by all users of the system."

3.25

The Local Plans deal with safeguarding of minerals, and the relevant policies are set
out at paragraphs 10.2.6 -10.2.7 of the ES.

3.26

Set out below are questions posed by the Examining Authority and the Applicant’s
response to them. Where the Applicant also provided evidence in response to
questions posed by third parties a summary of the responses are also provided.

3.27

The Examining Authority asked whether it was proposed to install sleeves on the stays
of any poles. It was confirmed by the Applicant that all stays have to be installed with
height visibility sleeves over the stays as a result of the Electricity Safety Quality and
Continuity Regulations (ESQC) regulations.

3.28

The Examining Authority referred to paragraph 10.7.7 of the ES and summarised that
the impact on land use and agriculture would not be significant and the residual effect
would be similar to other overhead lines in the area. The Applicant was also asked
whether it would revisit its assessment, particularly because the assessment is
undertaken on a global basis and does not look at the effect of the Proposed
Development on a farm by farm basis.
3.28.1

Mr Stewart confirmed that he did not consider that there was a requirement
for the assessment in Chapter 10 of the ES to be reconsidered.

3.28.2

Mr Stewart confirmed that the ALC surveys were first undertaken in 1966,
when the following grades were applied 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. It was not until 1976
that Grade 3 was subdivided to class 3a and 3b. (Technical Report 11/1
(MAFF 1976)). Since 1976, selected areas have been resurveyed in greater
detail to revised guidelines and criteria.

3.28.3

The grade of land is determined by reference to the following factors:
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(a)

Soil (including texture, depth, stoniness, structure
draughtiness). These factors are fixed and do not change.

and

(b)

Site – if the gradient is greater than 7 degrees, then it must be
grade 3b and above. These factors are fixed and do not change.

(c)

Micro relief and flood risk. These factors are fixed and do not
change.

(d)

Climate. The drier the climate the better quality the land.

3.28.4

The footprints referred to in the table above at paragraph 3.9 are very
conservative and in reality it is considered that this would be much lower.

3.28.5

Earth wires are not considered to impede any farming activities as they will
be located to an adequate depth, as they come down from the overhead
line, such that all farming activities can continue.

3.28.6

There have been advances in machinery which means that effects on
agriculture are minimised. By way of example, Mr Stewart explained that
sprayers now allowed partial retraction of a boom, which meant that it was
not as time consuming to navigate around a pole.

3.28.7

It was not considered that the 132kV Overhead Line would prevent farm
machinery operating beneath the overhead line once constructed. The
minimum height clearance distances required will ensure that all farm
equipment that one would expect in this area will still be capable of being
used. It was accepted that there would be some activities that could not take
place directly below the 132kV Overhead Line, but it would not prevent it
taking place elsewhere within the land holding.

3.28.8

See Appendix One for further detail.

4.

ITEM 10.2 To examine the extent of land-take and the impacts that the
development would have on farming operations, including:-

4.1

Present land management systems; future land management options; implications for
single farm payment calculations and implications for Glastir and other agro
environment schemes especially responsibilities for reporting of any potential
breaches of contract.
Present land management systems
4.1.1

The current land management systems in place along the 132kV Overhead
Line are a variety of well managed mixed farming systems. Indeed, travelling
the route from south to north, the land is at a higher altitude and is grade 4
land, dominated by beef and sheep units. As the 132kV Overhead Line
travels north it drops in altitude, into grade 3 land where there are a number
of intensively managed dairy units. In essence, Mr Stewart described the
study area as a well-managed, mixed farming area with beef, sheep, dairy
and rotational arable present. There is no evidence of any specialist arable
units.

Implications for single farm payment calculations
4.1.2

Following the reform of the CAP (Common Agricultural Policy), the previous
Single Farm Payment Scheme under ‘Pillar one’ ended on 31 December
7
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2014. A new set of farm subsidy entitlements will be issued to farmers under
the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) provided that they submitted an eligible
application by 15 May 2015 and meet the conditions for eligibility. The
scheme will award one "entitlement" for each eligible hectare of land claimed
by a business. Farmers must use at least 5 entitlements (with 5 hectares of
eligible land) – this is called the ‘minimum claim size’. Anyone with fewer
than 5 entitlements and 5 hectares isn’t eligible to apply for the BPS. The
number of entitlements allocated for the period 2015-2020 will be based on
the 2015 claim. As no works are planned during 2015, the 132kV Overhead
Line will not impact on the allocation of entitlements awarded to any of the
businesses.
4.1.3

Each year on the 15th May, a business has to submit a claim and will be
paid on the eligible area they claim on that specific year. Ineligible features
are considered as non-grazeable or non-cropable areas within a field parcel.
They include man made constructions such as buildings, hard standings, ungrazeable tracks, water features and natural features such as rocks, scree
(bare areas), scrub, bracken and groups of trees. Ineligible features would
therefore include the construction of poles and any ancillary development for
the 132kV Overhead Line. The field parcel declarations are based upon
what features will be present on 15 May of each year.

4.1.4

Member states are required to map field parcels to an accuracy of 0.01 Ha
(100m2).

4.1.5

With the pole structure being equivalent to 0.4m2 (double poles at 0.5m
diameter), this is equivalent to 0.0004 Ha and would not be considered as an
ineligible feature. The area around the pole is still able to be grazed and
therefore this area would still be considered eligible.

4.1.6

The estimated subsidy payment rate is €243 per hectare (£182/Ha).
Assuming the working of the failure containment pole is deducted from a
claim in a single year during construction (0.04 Ha); this would be equivalent
of £7.28 per failure containment pole.

4.1.7

There could be reductions in the BPS as a result of the construction process,
but this would be for a temporary period and would in any event be a
compensation issue.

4.1.8

Further, given that some of the construction of the 132kV Overhead Line is
due to take place during the winter months and in making a claim for BPS
the land has to be available for agricultural use on the 15th of May, then the
number of sites and the extent of land area likely to be affected by such a
commitment should be very limited. As long as the temporary ineligible
feature has been removed and reinstatement has taken place or is in
progress by the 15th of May of the following year, then the farmer should still
be able to claim the land pursuant to the BPS scheme.

4.1.9

Should an affected person consider that they have an ineligible feature and
are thus unable to make a claim, the affected person has the right to include
this in their claim for any compensation as a result of the Applicant
exercising compulsory acquisition rights granted under the Order. The
Applicant is, however, seeking to reach voluntary agreement with affected
persons and should the 132kV Overhead Line create a temporary ineligible
feature, e.g. a new access track, then the voluntary agreement (subject to
the negotiated terms) would provide for compensation to be quantified and
paid for the loss of any BPS arising from the pre-construction and
construction works as a result of the reduced ‘eligible claimed area’.
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4.1.10

Third parties raised as an issue the effect the 132kV Overhead Line would
have on their contractual obligations for Cross Compliance. Further
information on this point is set out at Appendices Four and Five, (to be
supplied for Deadline 4).

Construction and the effect on agriculture
4.1.11

The Examining Authority asked the Applicant to expand on the impact the
132kV Overhead Line would have on agriculture:(a)

do the proposals included in the ES, with reference to the local
road network, sufficiently protect local landowners and farmers?

(b)

do the local farmers consider the construction working hours
currently proposed are acceptable?

4.1.12

The management of the local road network, in the context of the construction
of the 132kV Overhead Line and the use of the same roads by the local
farming community, with particular reference to milk tanker deliveries, will be
managed by the Construction Environment Management Plan ("CEMP")
(Examination Library Reference REP1-082, Appendix 3.33), which is
secured by requirement 13 of the draft DCO. It was agreed that the CEMP
would be specifically updated to reflect this. See Appendix Two (to be
supplied for Deadline 4).

4.1.13

Mr Westmoreland Smith, on behalf of the Applicant, confirmed that
Requirement 10 of the DCO sets outs the construction hours for the
construction of the 132kV Overhead Line. The requirement provides that
there are a number of activities which may take place outside of the core
working hours. The provisions of requirement 10 are reflected in the CEMP.

4.1.14

It was agreed that the Applicant would provide photographs showing the
delivery vehicles that are proposed to be used for delivery of materials for
the authorised development. See Appendix Three (to be supplied for
Deadline 3).

How can the applicant justify the onus being on the landowners to notify of any
potential breaches of agri-environment agreements schemes when the breaches will
be as a result of the Applicant's works.
4.1.15

Mr Stewart explained that agri-environment schemes are contracts entered
into by the landowners and Welsh Government, where by the landowner is
paid to manage the land in a specified way.

4.1.16

The point raised by the Examining Authority is eminently capable of being
resolved through careful communication between the Applicant and the
relevant landowners, to ensure that the landowners can inform the Welsh
Government where the 132kV Overhead Line will give rise to activities on
their land which would breach the requirements of the agri-environment
scheme. To do so, the landowners will need ample time to enable them to
notify the Welsh Government. Crucially, the Welsh Government would not
allow the Applicant to communicate directly with it as the agri-environment
schemes are contracts with the landowners and therefore the
communications must come from the landowner. However, the onus will be
on the Applicant to provide as much information as possible, at an early
stage, as to how construction works will affect a landowner's ability to
comply with agri-environment schemes that they are signed up to. See
Appendix Five for further detail, (to be supplied for Deadline 4).
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4.1.17

4.2

It was agreed that the Applicant would produce a note to explain how the
132kV Overhead Line would be constructed, taking into account the agrienvironment schemes that landowners are signed up to. This is included at
Appendix Four (to be supplied for Deadline 4) with the provisions to be
contained in the updated CEMP.

The Examining Authority will ask detailed questions on the Applicant's answers under
Deadline 1, questions 4.1 to 4.19 including but not confined to:4.2.1

Depth of top soil returned after excavation for pole foundations;
(a)

4.2.2

Ambiguities that remain to be resolved e.g. disruption to water supplies;
(a)

4.2.3

4.2.5

Mr Westmoreland Smith referred the Examining Authority to the
CEMP (section 2.5) for further detail on potential disruption to
water supply, confirming that the Applicant would supply and
replace the water supply as necessary.

Replanting obligations (question 4.5 Natural Resources Wales ("NRW")),
(a)

4.2.4

Mr Stewart confirmed that top soil varies from site to site. The
construction process will involve limited removal of soil and it
should be re-instated in the same order as it was removed. The
Applicant will ensure that subsoil will not be left on the land.

This question was not considered in the Issue Specific Hearing as
NRW was not in attendance.

Confirmation that a 24 month period will be used to assess any potential
drainage damage including how this provision will be secured (question
4.10);
(a)

The Applicant confirmed at the hearing that a 24 month period
would be used to assess damage to drainage. The Examining
Authority requested that the Applicant consider Mr Iwan Jones'
request to extend this to five years. After further consideration the
Applicant can agree to a commitment to assess any potential
damage to drainage, as a result of the construction of the
Proposed Development over a period of 5 years commencing from
the date of the completion of reinstatement works.

(b)

The CEMP already refers to a commitment to assess damage to
drainage and it will be updated for deadline 4 to explicitly refer to a
5 year period. See Appendix Six, (to be supplied for Deadline 4).

Clarification of “should” in paragraph 5 of the reply to question 4.11;
(a)

In its responses to the Examining Authority's first written questions
the Applicant stated "Given that some of the construction of the
132kV Overhead Line is due to take place during the winter
months and in making a claim for BPS the land has to be available
for agricultural use on the 15th of May, then the number of sites
and the extent of land area likely to be affected by such a
commitment should be very limited." The use of the word 'should' is
used because the construction programme currently provides that
the 132 kV Overhead Line will be operational by March 2017 and
therefore the land will be back into agricultural use by the 15th May
2017 and therefore the effect on making a claim for BPS on the
land will be limited. However, if the construction programme is
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delayed then there will be additional land in use for construction
purposes and this will mean the effect on making a claim for BPS
will be greater. The word “should” is therefore appropriate.
4.2.6

How a “should not” will be dealt with;
(a)

4.2.7

If construction is still taking place on 15th May 2017 and this
effects the claim for BPS then this is a compensation issue. The
loss in the BPS payment will be compensated by Applicant as part
of its compensation payment.

Agreement with MoD (4.15 paragraph 3), has this been resolved?
(a)

The Applicant has not received any response from the Ministry of
Defence.

(b)

It is considered, in the context of the experience that the Applicant
has gained from constructing similar projects, that it is unlikely that
a maximum structure height of 18.4m (which includes the permitted
2m vertical limits of deviation) is not likely to pose any concern to
the Ministry of Defence.

5.

ITEM 11 OTHER OPERATIONAL IMPACTS TO BE CHAIRED BY LILLIAN
HARRISON EXAMINING INSPECTOR AND PANEL LEAD FOR THE NORTH
WALES WIND FARMS CONNECTION NSIP

5.1

ITEM 11.1 Are the ground clearances that are required by NRW over rivers
achievable?
5.1.1

5.2

5.3

ITEM 11.2 Would adequate clearance be provided at NG Ref: 301230,359197 to
allow uninterrupted passage (inter alia) of vehicles, plant, machinery and
turbine components along the road as required for the ongoing operation and
maintenance (and subsequent decommissioning) of Tir Mostyn and Foel Goch
wind farms?
5.2.1

Mr Huw Thomas of SP Manweb considers that it would.

5.2.2

When a road is allocated as a road for high loads there is a requirement for
any 132kV overhead line that crosses it to have a minimum clearance
distance of 7.5m in height. It is understood that the height clearance is over
8m.

5.2.3

The Applicant has had negotiations with Tir Mostyn and Foel Goch wind
farms and a summary of those negotiations are included at Appendix Seven,
(to be supplied for Deadline 4).

ITEM 11.3 Are Interested Parties satisfied that the applicant’s response to ExA Q
4.16 on bird strike gives sufficient comfort that risks to birds from electrocution
are not likely?
5.3.1

5.4

This Agenda item was considered at Issue Specific Hearing Day 1 (29
September 2015), where the Applicant confirmed that the ground clearances
required by NRW were achievable.

This question was not directed to the Applicant.

ITEM 11.4 Examination of whether the cables would pose a risk to the safety of
farm workers (using agricultural machinery including tele-handlers and tipper
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vehicles/ trailers or carrying farm equipment) and members of the public
passing under them, including:5.4.1

5.4.2

Minimum height of cables above existing ground level;
(a)

The Applicant designs its electricity lines in accordance with the
requirements of the ESQC regulations;

(b)

It is also required to ensure that the electricity lines are designed
in accordance with the requirements of HSE guidance note GS6;

(c)

Energy Networks Association Technical Specification 43-08,
underpins the above documents;

(d)

The above documents are included at Appendix Eight;

(e)

The lowest conductor physically on a HDWP overhead line is the
earth/communications wire (which is normally at zero Volts), and
this has been used for the purposes of determining clearances.
The minimum ground clearances for a 132kV overhead electricity
line is 6.7m across fields and roads. The ground clearance for the
132kV Overhead Line does not fall below 6.7m at any point over
the route.

Are there any annual HSE statistics published on the number of farm
workers in the UK who are involved in accidents or electrocuted due to
overhead electric wires?
(a)

The Health and Safety Executive has published a guidance leaflet
that highlights the risks associated with electricity lines in
agriculture and sets out safe procedures for people who may work
near these lines. In the Issue Specific Hearing, reference was
made to the HSE leaflet entitled “Shock Horror - Safe Working near
Overhead Power Lines in Agriculture”. This document has now
been replaced by 'Working safely near overhead electricity power
liens - Agriculture Information Sheet No 8'. Both documents are
included at Appendix Eight.

(b)

Within the SP Energy Network (this includes the SP Manweb
region) area there has been two fatalities in 2015, where plant and
machinery has come into contact with overhead power lines. Both
of these fatalities are associated with 11kV overhead lines.

(c)

To manage these risks, Scottish Power provides an educational
programme highlighting the risks. This programme includes
speaking at rural shows, such as the Cheshire show.

(d)

The Examining Authority asked whether the Applicant would
undertake and prepare health and safety risk assessments for
landowners. A full note on this process is included at Appendix
Nine (to be supplied for Deadline 4).

(e)

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the Applicant would offer
information to assist landowners to complete risk assessments, but
that the undertaking of such risk assessments would remain,
legally, the landowners' responsibility. All associated costs would
be addressed through the compensation process.
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(f)

5.4.3

Is there a potential fire risk from the cables?
(a)

5.5

In response to a query raised by Mr Iwan Jones, Mr Thomas
confirmed that the risk of a 132 kV overhead line coming down was
very remote and the safety mechanisms included would ensure
that the electricity is shut off within milli-seconds. The Applicant
was asked to provide statistics concerning the number of times a
132 kV overhead line falls within the SP Energy Network. These
are provided at Appendix Ten, (to be supplied for Deadline 4).Data
is included on a kilometre basis.

Fires associated with overhead lines are rare and in the event are
normally localised towards the top of the structure. These are
generally caused by:
(i)

Lightning strikes;

(ii)

Faults with insulators that support the line conductors,
causing localised heating at the top of the structures
normally where steelwork is bolted through the wood pole
(mitigated by routine inspection and maintenance); and

(iii)

Vegetation coming in contact with conductors (mitigated
by routine inspection and maintenance).

(b)

Mr Thomas confirmed that fire instances are very rare and
statistics are included at Appendix Eleven (to be supplied for
Deadline 4).

(c)

In response to a question raised by the Examining Authority, Mr
Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the liability for any damage
sustained to a pole, would ordinarily be the responsibility of the
person who damaged the pole.

ITEM 11.5 To obtain an update on the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)
with Public Health Wales and to establish whether this will include comments
on the adequacy of the ES regarding Electro and Magnetic Fields.
5.5.1

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed, on behalf of the Applicant, that a
Statement of Common Ground has been concluded with the local health
board.

5.5.2

The Applicant confirmed that it was not its intention to enter into a SoCG
with Public Health England, Centre for Radiation, Chemical and
Environmental Hazards (Wales) given the relevant representation that it has
submitted. There is no separate requirement in the Infrastructure Planning
(Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009 for the
Applicant to consult Public Health Wales (indeed the Examining Authority
had not requested a SoCG with Public Health Wales in its Rule 6 letter) and
there is no intention to enter into a SoCG with it.
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6.

ITEM 12 SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS TO BE CHAIRED BY JOHN LLOYDJONES, EXAMINING INSPECTOR AND PANEL MEMBER FOR THE NORTH
WALES WIND FARMS CONNECTION NSIP

6.1

ITEM 12.1 Examine the current levels of tourism within the area and how this is
evidenced
6.1.1

What evidence exists to demonstrate that tourists do not visit areas due to
the existence of pylons or wood pole lines?
(a)

In response to a concern raised by Councillor Joe Welch as to
potential local impacts on tourism and landscapes becoming
designated when they are at risk, Mr Westmoreland Smith
reiterated that any decision must be founded on evidence. Mr
Westmoreland Smith explained that whilst there are clearly
valuable landscapes that are not designated, it is incorrect to state
that the criteria for designation of national parks (by way of
example) rest on it being endangered in some way.

(b)

Mr Keddie on behalf of the Applicant explained that when
questioning what evidence exists in relation to wooden poles or
pylons having effects on tourism, the only research evidence
available is in fact based upon 275kV/400kV transmission lines
with lattice towers. There is evidence produced in recent wind farm
assessments and impacts upon tourism in Wales also reference
powerlines. There is a difference between perception of harm
people think that will be caused and post development evaluation.
There is no evidence to demonstrate that tourists do not visit areas
due to the existence of pylons or wood pole lines. However,
perceptions of visitors or tourists view such infrastructure as the
least popular structures in the countryside.

(c)

The most recent research on this issue is ‘Tourism Impact of
Onshore Wind Farms in Wales’ (February 2014), which stated in
relation to ‘Associated Infrastructure’ including power lines and
pylons that: “The few studies which have addressed the subject
have focused on visitors’ opinions of pylons, which consistently find
that reactions are far more negative than towards wind
turbines…..However there is no evidence that the existing National
Grid infrastructure, which is concentrated in North and Mid Wales,
often in popular scenic areas, discourages visitors.” (Summary
para.xv).

(d)

Further, reference was also made in such research to previous
surveys by NFO (laterally NFO Global Group) where: “a greater
proportion of tourists highlighted pylons than wind turbines when
prompted with a list of factors, which could detract from their
tourism experience. In Scotland 51% of survey participants
highlighted pylons (compared to 29% highlighting wind turbines)
and in Wales the proportions were similar – 48% highlighted pylons
and 23% turbines. However, it is important to note that in both
these studies, earlier questions, which asked visitors to
spontaneously identify aspects of the countryside which enhance
or detract from their experience, only a very small proportion of the
sample mentioned pylons or wind turbines. This suggests that
although pylons are ranked as more visually intrusive than wind
turbines, they do not feature as a high profile concern amongst
tourists overall.” (para.5.40). Within that research it showed that
when visitors and tourists were asked what was intrusive, built
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infrastructure was not included on that list and clear felling of
forestry/tracks in the mountainside was a primary concern.
(e)

When prompted and asked which built infrastructure within a list
provided is least preferred, least popular were powerlines and
pylons. 51% in Scotland said they most disliked pylons. Mr Keddie
explained that that is a perception of what people "like" and "do not
like". Tourists visit areas due to its attractive landscape and this is
borne out through such research.

(f)

It was explained that there is a clear difference between
perceptions to post evaluation of real world effects i.e. the outcome
of such a development. Previous post-development evaluation
studies of transmission lines in Scotland (with the 275kV lattice
tower Scotland to Northern Ireland Interconnector) through
Ayrshire and Dumfries & Galloway (57% survey response rate) and
in England with the 400kV lattice tower 2nd Yorkshire transmission
line from Lackenby/Teesside to Shipton north of York (50% survey
response rate), demonstrated that the development of such large
scale transmission lines had minimal effect upon the local
economies in general and tourism more specifically. The study
area was a 20km wide corridor in the Scottish example and 15km
wide corridor in the Yorkshire example. In the Scotland example,
the majority of respondents (97%) to the survey said that the line
had no impact on their business patterns recently or over the last
ten years. The effect in Yorkshire was that 97-99% of the
respondents to survey operational at the time stated the line did
not have a negative impact on their business.

(g)

Given the scale of these large transmission lines (towers of 46.549.0m) and the minimal post-development effect, Mr Keddie
concluded it might be reasonable to assume that wood pole lines
are unlikely to result in significant adverse impacts locally.

(h)

In addition, comments from respondents to these surveys related
to the presence of transmission and other power lines have
indicated that while people in general may not like the presence of
such lines, they do accept that such infrastructure is essential to
deliver electricity to consumers. Mr Keddie observed that this is
potentially more so than wind turbines, which are not perceived as
essential but rather a power generation option, to which people
may or may not be well disposed.

(i)

Such conclusions are supported by the details of the Cairngorms
National Park Rationalisation Scheme between Etteridge and
Kingussie in the Scottish Highlands, where the Decision Notice
from Ministers (2010) agreed with the Cairngorms National Park
Authority view in terms of replacement of the existing power line
with a wooden pole line in stating: ‘the replacement of the line (in
this case a lattice tower 132kV scheme) in this manner will result in
a significant improvement from a landscape and visual
perspective’. Thus the wooden pole line was recognised as being
the preferable option as it was considered to be less visually
intrusive, and in this instance considered to be a mitigation
measure for the renewal and replacement of the existing line.

(j)

If the post development outcome is that less than 5% have been
affected, Mr Keddie submitted that the research demonstrates
such powerlines and infrastructure do not have a significant
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adverse impact. During the course of such research, many
businesses within the vicinity of the development expressed the
view they did not like powerlines, but in their experience it had no
effect upon trade.
(k)

Mr Keddie emphasised that the research he had outlined is the
essence of information available in the UK. There are very few
business surveys that have been undertaken in relation to impacts
upon tourism.

(l)

In response to a query raised by Mr Lloyd Jones, Mr Keddie
agreed that due to Technical Advice Note 8 ("TAN8"), there will be
areas in Wales where there may be more overhead lines in or
adjacent to an area of wind farm development.

(m)

Mr Keddie responded to a number of concerns raised by Councillor
Joe Welch and Mr Iwan Jones. In responding to the GB Rally and
Cycling point, Mr Keddie considered that the issue for participants
is the over industrialisation of the landscape, which in itself has no
definition. As such, what constitutes "over industrialisation" is
based upon perception. When understanding what perception is,
research seeks to match perception with the post development
outcome, it demonstrates that the majority of visitors value beauty
in the landscape, in areas such as Wales and Scotland.

(n)

Mr Keddie then explained that it is important to consider how (and
if) perception converts to behavioural change. The behavioural
research demonstrates that whilst half the people asked do not
"like" pylons, the actual outcome post development i.e. people
changing their behaviour is less than 5%. It cannot therefore be
assumed because a large number of people state they like unspoilt
countryside this will equate to an equally large impact on
behavioural change.

(o)

It was explained that a key factor of the GB Rally is watching the
cars being driven and it is the activity itself that is of importance
and not the presence of wooden poles within the landscape.

(p)

Research was undertaken in 2007 within the Cairngorms in relation
to competitive cycling. Of the 32 competitors, when asked if an
overhead line upgrade from 132kV to 400kV would make a
difference to their attendance at the competition, only one rider
perceived there would be a negative effect upon them.

(q)

Mr Keddie confirmed that the surveys undertaken are not based on
interviews with tourists but rather through discussions with local
businesses within 2km of each side of the overhead line and also
land near Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. This is considered
the most robust way to judge long term opinions and views in the
area and is a tried and tested method.

(r)

In responding to a concern raised by Mr Iwan Jones in relation to
tourism impacts on the A543, Mr Keddie considered there does not
appear to be any correlation between a route being popular and a
development having an effect upon it.

(s)

See Appendix Twelve for a copy of the Tourism Questionnaire.
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6.1.2

Is the Applicant satisfied regarding the validity of the business survey when
only 15 out of 41 businesses replied?
(a)

Mr Keddie confirmed that the Applicant was satisfied regarding the
validity of the business survey. The tourism business survey is
statistically valid with (15) 37% of the total business survey
population (41) having responded. This level of response gives a
78% confidence level that the respondents’ views are
representative of the overall tourism business population, so the
results are statistically valid.

(b)

Mr Keddie acknowledged it would have been preferable if a higher
rate of response had been received to the survey. However, a
considerable number of businesses contacted either did not
ultimately respond to the consultants having been spoken with
(12), or the telephone was not answered by the business (12)
despite that being their advertised contact number, or they
declined to answer the questions when contacted (2 declined). Mr
Keddie explained that in his 20 years of experience, it might be
reasonable to conclude that were those businesses contacted
concerned about a potential negative impact upon their trade, they
would have taken advantage of the opportunity to reply to the
contact approach and have provided a comment.

(c)

It was confirmed that the respondents covered the broad area
along and across the corridor study area, and also included the
area to the east to answer a requirement of Denbigh County
Council’s consultation response. This additional area included the
town of Denbigh due to its notable concentration of tourism
businesses and close proximity to the study area, while businesses
within the Clwydian Range and Dee Valley AONB 6km to the east
at its nearest point, including Dyserth, Rhuddlan, Corwen, and
Ruthin were also included, as visitors staying there were viewed as
likely to visit the AONB.

(d)

The tourism business survey responses comprised 10 (67%) from
accommodation providers and 5 (33%) from food & drink
establishments.

(e)

This compares with the total tourism business survey population of
28 accommodation providers (68.3%), nine food and drink
establishments (21.9%), and four visitor attractions (9.8%).

(f)

Thus, with the exception of visitor attractions the survey results
were broadly representative of the make-up of the rest of the
tourism business community in the study area.

(g)

The socio-economic effects in the Environmental Impact
Assessment assesses above 15% would be an adverse major
effect, any responses under 10% being a minor effect. That
methodology has been established over many years. Two out of 15
responses is not considered a major adverse impact on the
industry.

(h)

In response to the method used to locate local businesses, Mr
Keddie confirmed that 41 businesses were the only organisations
that the Applicant could find that were registered in the study area.
In seeking to locate such businesses, any form of register was
utilised, including tourism lists, leaflets and promotional websites.
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The method used to locate such businesses mimics that of tourists,
in that a tourist would utilise the same approach and look to
information available within the public domain.
(i)

It was agreed that the Applicant would provide a list of businesses
that were contacted to participate in the survey and the details of
those that responded. This submission will also include detail as to
how those businesses were identified and the background
information supplied to the businesses. See Appendix Thirteen.

6.1.3

The Applicant confirmed that it would respond to the representations made
by Denbighshire County Council by Deadline Four.

6.1.4

What is the basis for the survey that said that 48% of tourists claim that their
experience would be influenced by pylons; was this influenced by pylon size
and location?
(a)

6.1.5

6.1.6

Mr Iwan Jones confirmed that he would send through a link to the
specific survey. The Applicant would then respond to the details
and basis of this survey once such information was received.

What is the basis for the survey that pylons influence house prices and
interest?
(a)

Councillor Welch explained that the survey had been submitted by
Mr D Hughes. It was agreed that the Applicant would be able to
comment on the relevant survey data once it had been published
on the Planning Inspectorate’s website.

(b)

There is no recent peer reviewed and published UK-based
research of this nature to our knowledge. There are a number of
UK-based research reviews on the potential impact of wind farms
on property prices particularly housing in the UK, stating both that
there is and is not any effect, but these do not reference pylons or
power lines.

(c)

There are a number of USA-based research articles on the
potential effect of pylons and power lines on property, the most
recent of which is ‘Transmission lines & Property Value Impacts:
USA Literature Review (May 2012)’. However, the results of such
research in other countries must always be viewed with caution in
the context of different cultures and also different property markets
from the UK. Hence the results of such overseas research may not
be strictly applicable to the UK context.

Depending on which sections of the Applicant’s Deadline 1 response are
considered, there appears to be a variance in the claim for socio-economic
benefits during the construction and maintenance periods of the project,
would the Applicant please clarify the number of jobs created during the
construction phase, the maintenance phase and the decommissioning phase
and what percentage of these jobs would have long lasting local benefits?
(a)

The only job numbers quoted in either ES Chapter 11 (Examination
Library Document Reference APP-102) or in any of the other
socio-economic issue question responses, is as far as we are
aware, the numbers included in section 11.5 of the ES:
Assessment of Effects: ‘The SP Manweb Design and Concept
Report (Version 7.1) estimates up to 25 construction workers
would be required over a 16 month period’.
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6.1.7

(b)

However, with a view to assisting the examination the following is
an estimate of job numbers involved in the Proposed Development:

(c)

For the construction period, para. 5.1.4 of the Design and
Construction Report (Examination Library Document Reference
APP-154) states that: 'the number of construction staff working on
the overhead line at any one time including delivery and excavator
drivers etc., will be between 20 and 25. Additionally there will be 3
or 4 support staff employed at the main construction compound.'

(d)

Thus, the maximum number of jobs created at any one time over
the 16 month construction period would be 23-29. A small number
of these jobs might be filled by locally-based workers, but this will
depend upon the contract procurement arrangements (currently yet
to be determined) and whether there was any local employment
agreement or initiative in place aiming at the recruitment of locally
based workers.

(e)

For the long-term operation and maintenance period, staff would
be drawn from the existing SP Manweb team and specialist staff so
no local long term jobs would likely be created.

(f)

Overall it is likely that only a very low percentage of jobs would be
locally based or long-lasting. It was however noted that a benefit of
the Proposed Development is that the construction team would
spend money in the local economy, in terms of using hotels,
restaurants and shops.

Apart from Pen Parc Llwyd, very few, if any, Interested Parties are
representative of the tourism / leisure sector in its widest definition; how
important are tourism providers to the local economy?
(a)

The Applicant accepted that tourism was of importance to the
economy of Denbighshire and Conwy.

(b)

It is only those businesses that are within view of the 132kV
Overhead Line that will be affected by its presence. It is for this
reason that the study corridor is kept quite narrow.

(c)

To assist the examination the Applicant included the following
information to assist in quantifying the tourism industry in
Denbighshire and Conwy and to enable an analysis to be
undertaken.

(d)

At a county level, in 2012 4,700 people were employed in tourism
activities in Denbighshire which accounts for 12.4% of employment
in the area, compared to the Wales average of 10.7%.
Denbighshire has the eighth highest proportion of employees in all
tourism industries among the 22 Welsh local authorities.

(e)

Denbighshire is also known for its two seaside resorts, Rhyl and
Prestatyn, neither of which are located in or near to the study area.
However, the countryside setting makes Denbighshire a popular
destination for walking and other outdoor activities.

(f)

In 2012 8,200 were employed in tourism activities in Conwy, which
accounts for nearly a fifth of people in the area (19.7%), compared
to the Wales average of 10.7%. Conwy has the highest proportion
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of employees in all tourism industries among the 22 Welsh local
authorities.

6.1.8

(g)

However, a significant element of Conwy’s tourism product is
focused around its coast, with beaches, castles and outdoor
activities, and the seaside resorts such as Llandudno and Colwyn
Bay. Neither of these popular tourist towns is located in the study
area.

(h)

Mr Mark Westmoreland Smith highlighted the provisions of
paragraph 3.7.3 of EN-1, which referred to the fact that decisions
on NSIPs must take into account the national benefits of the
development coming forward.

One Interested Party is concerned that the overhead grid connection will
sterilize any future wind turbine developments on his land. Is this a common
concern?
(a)

In the Applicant's experience of working in North Wales, this has
not been a common concern to businesses.

7.

ITEM 13 ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING AND MITIGATION PLANS TO BE
CHAIRED BY JO DOWLING, EXAMINING INSPECTOR AND PANEL MEMBER
FOR THE NORTH WALES WIND FARMS CONNECTION NSIP

7.1

ITEM 13.1 To examine aspects of the monitoring and mitigation plans including,
but not limited to the following:7.1.1

7.1.2

Should mitigation and monitoring be delivered through the CEMP or whether
they should be delivered through requirements;
(a)

In structuring the mitigation measures contained in the CEMP
(Examination library reference REP1-082), 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.

(b)

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 (Examination Library Document Reference
APP-0121) , Hedgerow Management Plan (Examination Library
Document Reference REP1-089, Appendix 6.16a) and the Traffic
Management Plan (Examination Library Document Reference
APP-122) 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.

Whether pre-commencement baseline survey work is required;
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(a)

7.1.3

Whether additional monitoring and/or mitigation plans are required;
(a)

7.1.4

7.1.5

This question was directed to the relevant planning authorities.

How mitigation plans will be approved and resourced;
(a)

This question was directed to the relevant planning authorities.

(b)

It was agreed that the procedure in Schedule 10 of the DCO was
agreed.

Given the long term nature of the management requirements in the HMP
and EcMP, should these be stand-alone documents, rather than appendices
to the CEMP?
(a)

7.1.6

This matter is dealt with in full in the written summary of oral
representations made at the hearing on 30 September 2015

See paragraph 7.1.1 above.

The need for the panel to have an updated tracker document for the
environmental management plan editions at each deadline throughout the
examination.
(a)

The Applicant agreed that it would submit an updated tracker for
Deadline 4. See Appendix Fourteen for the Environmental
Management Plan Editions Tracker Document for the Examining
Authority’s review (to be submitted for Deadline 4).
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APPENDICES*
Appendix
Number

Action
Number

Deadline

Appendix Title

One

1

3

Kevin Stewart to provide summary of the information he
provided at the hearing with specific reference to pole
footprints; loss of agricultural land and effect on agricultural
practices/productivity.

Two

3

4

Three

4

Four

5(a)

4, being
submitted
for DL3
4

Applicant to look at the draft CEMP and review whether it
could be amended to include a paragraph detailing how
liaison with the farming community would be undertaken.
Applicant to provide photographs of the delivery vehicles
that they propose to use for local delivery of the poles.

Applicant to provide information as to how they would assist
landowners/farmers with:
a) managing potential breaches or cross compliance for
Glastir/Agro-Environment schemes.
Five
5(b)
4
Applicant to provide information as to how they would assist
landowners/farmers with:
b) whose responsibility it would be to inform the relevant
body of a potential breach.
Six
6
4
Applicant to review Para 3.6.2 of the draft CEMP to extend
the period where damage to land drainage would be
considered to a minimum of 24 months but also to consider
landowners requests to extend this to 5 years given the
length of time needed for drainage problems to manifest.
Seven
7
4
Applicant to provide an update on the negotiations with Tir
Mostyn and Foel Goch windfarms in relation to access
Eight
8
3
Applicant to submit copies of Health and Safety Guidance
Note 6 (GS6) ‘Avoiding danger from overhead lines’ and
‘shock horror’.
Nine
9
4
Applicant to review the request for how they propose to
support landowners/tenant farmers with risk assessments
for working under overhead lines.
Ten
10
4
Applicant to provide data regarding the instances of cables
snapping for both 132Kv and 11Kv overhead lines. Request
that if possible this information is provided on a per km
basis.
Eleven
11
4
Applicant to provide data regarding the instances of fire for
both 132Kv and 11Kv overhead lines.
Twelve
15
3
Applicant to submit a copy of the tourism questionnaire that
they undertook.
Thirteen
16
3
Applicant to provide a list of the 41 tourist businesses by
the Applicant for their tourism survey (including postal
address) and list of the 14 who responded.
Additional Actions Not Requested by the Examining Authority in their Action Points List
Fourteen
1
4
Applicant to submit for the Examining Authority's review an
updated tracker document for the environmental
management plan editions.

* 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: SUMMARY OF THE INFORMATION PROVIDED AT THE HEARING
WITH SPECIFIC REFERENCE TO POLE FOOTPRINTS, LOSS OF AGRICULTURAL LAND
AND EFFECT ON AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES/PRODUCTIVITY

Introduction
1.

The current land management systems in place along the 132kV Overhead Line are a
variety of well managed mixed farming systems. Indeed, travelling the route from
south to north, the land is at a higher altitude and is grade 4 dominated by beef and
sheep units. As the 132kV Overhead Line travels north it drops in altitude, into grade
3 land, where there are a number of intensively managed dairy units. In essence, Mr
Stewart described the study area as a well-managed, mixed farming area with beef,
sheep, dairy and rotational arable present. There is no evidence of any specialist
arable units.

Pole Footprints
2.

The Examining Authority asked for clarification in respect of the Applicant's
contention that the 132 kV Overhead Line would not result in significant loss of
agricultural land or affect agricultural activities, particularly in light of landowner's
views to the contrary. Information in respect of the total land take was presented at
the hearing and this is outlined in the table below:

Pole Design
Terminal/ End Poles
Itermediate and section
poles Unstayed
Section Poles Stayed
Angle Poles (<5)
Angle Pole (>5)
Failure Containment
TOTAL

Total
Total
% of
Area around Pole to be
Area
Number Total
uncropped (Arable)*
Dimensions
(m2)
2
1%
250 (15mx 10m) +(9mx 11m)
500
155
14
2
34
8
215

72%
7%
1%
16%
4%
100%

40 8mx5m
320 10m x 32m
280 28m x 10m
310 (14m x 20m) +30m2
370 11.5m x 32m

6200
4480
560
10540
2960
25240

*Guidance: The above is subject to change to take account of excessive
sloping ground conditions
Loss of Productivity
3.

Using the figures in the above table, the ‘uncropped’ area created by the 132 kV
Overhead Line would be a total of 2.52 Hectares. In reality, as the farming systems
are predominately managed as grazed grassland units; the actually footprint would be
significantly less.

4.

To put this in context of the loss of output to a farming system and going on from that,
the impact on the profitability of the farming businesses, Mr Stewart provided some
gross margins of typical ‘arable’ crops grown in the area. They were taken from the
gross margins presented in the Agricultural Budgeting & Costing Book (Agro Business
Consultants, May 2015). This is a commonly used budgeting reference book within the
agricultural sector.
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I.

FEED BARLEY (WINTER)

5.

Assuming a yield of 6.85/Ha (2.8t/Ac) at a price of £115/t, the gross margin given is
£390/Ha (£158/Ac). This would give a loss of output to a business with an unstayed
H pole of £1.56/ pole, and £14.43 per pole for the largest Failure containment design
(of which there are only 8 in total).

6.

As grain prices are currently considered low; if a sensitivity analysis is conducted
and £25/tonne is added to the price of grain, this gives a result of £2.24 per ‘H’ pole
and £20.75 per failure containment structure.

7.

Straw at a yield of 4t/Ha at £40 per tonne adds an additional £0.64/pole.

8.

Another way to look at it; assuming that the overall ‘land take’ is on arable ground,
the total loss of output from the 2.52 Ha would be £982.80 for the whole of the 132
kV Overhead Line. This, of course, represents a worst case as all of the land
affected by the 132 kV Overhead Line is not subject to arable farming.

9.

In terms of wasted inputs (for example fertiliser) which is applied across the area
regardless if the footprint around a pole is cropped or not, an application of 145 kg
of nitrogen, 55kg Potassium and 40 kg of Potash (standard fertiliser applications for
Feed Winter Barley), equates to £0.69 / pole wastage in fertiliser.

II.
10.

GRASS SILAGE

Assuming an intensively managed dairy system where 3 cuts are taken, assuming a
fresh yield weight of 43 tonnes per hectares (17 per acre), the standard H pole would
result in a loss of 0.17 tonnes (170kg). The cost to buy in silage is approximately
£20-25 per tonne equating to a cost of £4.25 per Pole.

III.

FORAGE MAIZE

11.

A number of dairy businesses in the area are growing forage maize to feed to their
cows. The variable costs of production are stated as £457 per hectare to achieve a
yield of 38-48 tonnes. The impact of a standard H pole would be a loss of 190kg of
Maize silage.

12.

The impact to a grazing system is even more marginal as livestock can, and will
graze right up to the pole. With a pole diameter of 0.5m, each double pole design will
consume 0.4m2. of land. Assuming a grazing rate of 10 ewes per hectare (4 ewes
per acres), this is equivalent to 0.04% of the area required by one ewe.

Loss of Efficiency
13.

Mr Stewart also provided evidence in terms of the effects of the 132 kV Overhead
Line in terms of the loss of efficiency to a farming system - which essentially is
determined by the impact on the time taken to maneuverer around a pole when
carrying out a field operation such as ploughing, drilling, spraying or combining. It
was considered that spraying was likely to be the agricultural activity that would be
affected to the greatest degree.

14.

With regard to modern machinery getting larger and being able to manoeuvre safely
near the poles and under the power lines; Mr Stewart had the following comments.
Firstly, it was highlighted, the proposed 132kV Overhead Line will have a minimum
height of 6.7m above ground level. This is compared to an 11kV line which is
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common place around the U.K which has a minimum height of 5.2m above ground.
Therefore, this pole design gives an additional 1.5m of clearance.
15.

In terms of machinery size, if an example is taken of one of the biggest combine
harvesters on the market, a Class Lexion 780, this has a maximum height of 4.8m
when the spout is extended. A Jaguar Class 980 forage Harvester has a maximum
working height of 6.3m. Both these large modern machines are below the minimum
height of the proposed line at 6.7m above the ground and therefore can manoeuvre
safely under the power lines and around the poles.

16.

With specific regard to sprayers, most machines are able to fold sections of their
boom up, making it possible to drive up to a pole, fold up part of the boom, drive past
the pole, and then unfold the boom and continue spraying.

17.

Dependent on the crop, there may be up to 7 passes per year and if a silage field is
cut 3 times (such as the case in a dairy farm), this is equivalent to 21 passes with
machinery. It is recognised that the presence of poles in a field is a minor
inconvenience as the machine operator has to remain aware at all times, however, it
would not add significant extra time to field operations as a result of a pole(s) in a
field. This was evidenced with reference to contract rates. Contractor teams which
are frequently used by farms to carry out specialist works such as silage operations
tend to use large model machinery to cover large areas of ground. Contracting rates
are usually taken from set rates provided by (for example) the Central Association of
Agricultural Valuers (CAAV). An example would be of silage making (cutting,
harvesting and clamping) which CAAV setting a rate of £161.20 per Hectare (£65.25
per acre).

18.

Mr Stewart provided evidence that he had not seen contract rates being varied due
to the presence of electricity poles in a field.

19.

It is recognised that contractors may work around a ‘bigger’ footprint around a pole
compared to a farmer undertaking his own work; however the assumptions taken
provide a margin of 2m around the poles. This is seen as a sufficient buffer as
common practice within a field is for operations to be within 0.5m of a pole.
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APPENDIX TWO
ACTION NUMBER 3: APPLICANT TO LOOK AT THE DRAFT CEMP AND REVIEW
WHETHER IT COULD BE AMENDED TO INCLUDE A PARAGRAPH DETAILING HOW
LIAISON WITH THE FARMING COMMUNITY WOULD BE UNDERTAKEN.
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 4: APPLICANT TO PROVIDE PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE DELIVERY
VEHICLES THAT THEY PROPOSE TO USE FOR LOCAL DELIVERY OF THE POLES.
SP Manweb has provided two photographs in order to demonstrate the delivery vehicles
proposed for the local delivery of the poles:
1) HGV Articulated vehicle for transporting poles to Broadleys farm; and
2) 18T flatbed lorry for transporting poles to lay-down areas.
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Reference

1

HGV Articulated Pole Vehicle

Reference
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APPENDIX FOUR
ACTION NUMBER 5(a): APPLICANT TO PROVIDE INFORMATION AS TO HOW THEY
WOULD ASSIST LANDOWNERS/FARMERS WITH: A) MANAGING POTENTIAL
BREACHES OR CROSS COMPLIANCE FOR GLASTIR/AGRO-ENVIRONMENT SCHEMES.
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(b): APPLICANT TO PROVIDE INFORMATION AS TO HOW THEY
WOULD ASSIST LANDOWNERS/FARMERS WITH:B) WHOSE RESPONSIBILITY IT
WOULD BE TO INFORM THE RELEVANT BODY OF A POTENTIAL BREACH.
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 SIX
ACTION NUMBER 6: APPLICANT TO REVIEW PARA 3.6.2 OF THE DRAFT CEMP TO
EXTEND THE PERIOD WHERE DAMAGE TO LAND DRAINAGE WOULD BE CONSIDERED
TO A MINIMUM OF 24 MONTHS BUT ALSO TO CONSIDER LANDOWNERS REQUESTS TO
EXTEND THIS TO 5 YEARS GIVEN THE LENGTH OF TIME NEEDED FOR DRAINAGE
PROBLEMS TO MANIFEST.
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 7: APPLICANT TO PROVIDE AN UPDATE ON THE NEGOTIATIONS
WITH TIR MOSTYN AND FOEL GOCH WINDFARMS IN RELATION TO ACCESS
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 EIGHT
ACTION NUMBER 8: APPLICANT TO SUBMIT COPIES OF HEALTH AND SAFETY
GUIDANCE NOTE 6 (GS6) ‘AVOIDING DANGER FROM OVERHEAD LINES’ AND ‘SHOCK
HORROR’.
The relevant documents are outlined below:
1.

Shock Horror: Working near overhead powerlines in agriculture has now been
removed from HSE website and replaced with - Working safely near overhead
electricity power lines. The link to this document is provided here:
http://www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/ais8.htm
The document 'Shock Horror: Working near overhead powerlines in agriculture' is not
available as a link, however it is provided in hardcopy and attached to this Appendix.

2.

Health and Safety Executive Guidance GS6: Avoiding Danger from overhead power
lines
The link to this document is provided here:
http://www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/gs6.htm

3.

Industry Guidance on overhead powerline ground clearances: Energy Networks
Association Technical Specification 43-8 (link to other PINS application)
The link to this document is provided here:
http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/TR040005/2.%20PostSubmission/Section%20127%20Application/130402_TR040005_WPD_Addendum_Ap
pendix_9.PDF
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This leaflet highlights the risks
associated with overhead power
lines in agriculture and sets out
safe procedures for people who
may work near these lines.
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Shock horror
Safe working near overhead power lines in agriculture

Introduction
On average two people are killed and many more are injured every year
when they come into contact with overhead power lines (OHPLs) during
agricultural work. Contact with them rarely results in just minor injury.
Machinery (such as combines, tipping trailers and irrigators), equipment
(such as irrigation pipes and ladders) and activities (such as stacking) are
often involved. There are also many ‘near misses’- incidents that were not
reported and where no one was hurt.
If a piece of machinery or equipment gets too close to or comes into contact
with an overhead cable, then electricity will be conducted through the machine
or equipment to earth. It may also pass through anyone who is touching it.
Electricity can arc, ie jump across gaps, so you (and your equipment or
machinery) do not have to touch the lines to get a serious or fatal shock.
It is not only agricultural equipment and machinery which present a danger.
A jet of water or liquid slurry, a piece of metal, a fishing rod - any of these
coming into contact or near contact with an OHPL can cause a discharge of
electricity and a high risk of fatal or severe shock.
Injuries are often caused by a combination of factors rather than one major event.
You may be tired and less alert than usual, so you forget to check for OHPLs in
the area where you are working. You may be in a hurry and take short cuts to get
a job done, so you don’t bring down a high-lift trailer before you move it.
One of the biggest problems is that people simply do not notice OHPLs.
Lines which run across the middle of a field are clearly visible, but if you
pass them every day, you stop being aware of them. Lines which run parallel
to hedges or the edge of woodland and forest blend into the scenery and
can be particularly difficult to spot. Some lines may run parallel to, or under,
other lines and these are also hard to see.
Everyone working in agriculture should know, understand and follow safe
procedures when working near OHPLs.
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Line heights
There is a minimum distance (clearance) between the power line (or cable) and
the ground. The height of the cable varies according to the voltage carried 
generally, the higher the voltage, the higher the power line. Figure 1 shows the
types of support, voltage and clearance.

275 or 400 kV
Minimum clearance
7m

132 kV
Minimum clearance
6.7 m

33 kV

11 kV
Minimum clearance
5.2 m

Low
voltage

Open combine
grain tank lids
can reach
5.2 m

Materials
handlers can
reach up to 6 m

Figure 1 Line heights

Assess the risks
When assessing the risks from OHPLs, consider these four key questions:
●
●
●
●

What are the risks?
Who could be affected by them?
Do the existing control measures remove or significantly reduce the risks?
Can anything further be done?

Once you have completed your risk assessment it is important to plan any
changes so they are implemented effectively.
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How can I reduce the risks?
Good management will reduce the risk of accidents happening. By planning
carefully and putting controls in place, workers, contractors or visitors to the
farm should not come into contact with OHPLs.
So what controls can be put in place? The following guidelines will help:

Think ahead
●
●
●
●
●

Use machinery and equipment safely.
Know the safe operating distances.
Plan your work so it avoids high-risk areas.
Use alternative access points and routes which avoid OHPLs.
Keep an eye on children and visitors on your land - a kite or a fishing rod
used close to or beneath a line could set up a lethal circuit.

Map OHPL routes
●
●

●

Know your area.
Find out the routes and operating voltages of OHPLs running across your
land or near the boundaries. The local electricity company will supply this
information on request.
Mark routes and voltages on the farm map.

Measure your machinery
●
●

Find out the maximum height and vertical reach of all your machinery and
equipment and that used by contractors.
Consider the risks associated with OHPLs when buying new or used
equipment.
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Inform people
●
●
●
●

●

Make sure everyone knows what they are doing.
Train all staff to be aware of the risks associated with OHPLs.
Show them the Shock horror video (see ‘Further reading’ section for
details) and make sure they know what to do if there is an accident.
Make sure contractors are aware of the location of OHPLs before they
come onto your land. Give them the clearances. Is their machinery and
equipment safe to use near lines?
Put up signs for anyone else who may be in the vicinity, eg fishermen,
walkers, campers etc.

Consult your electricity company
●

●
●

Talk to the local electricity company. They will provide free information and
advice with supporting literature about the precautions and safe working
practices to be followed near OHPLs.
Ask them to help you plan access routes which avoid lines and tell you
what to do if it is necessary to work close to the lines.
Consult your electricity company if you need to check your line clearances.

Re-route OHPLs
●
●

You may want to consider re-routing or burying the OHPLs in certain locations.
Consult your electricity company. DO NOT attempt to do this yourself.
Creating alternative access routes and points may be a more costeffective solution.

Limit access
●
●
●

6

If you have to work near OHPLs, use barriers and goalposts to limit access.
Ensure only machines of a certain height can pass under the barriers.
Check the poles carrying the OHPLs and report any abnormalities to the
electricity company. They should be fitted with climbing guards. If they are
not, contact the electricity company for advice.
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Barriers and goalposts
Ground-level barriers
Ground-level barriers can be constructed using:
●
●
●
●
●

posts and rail fences;
a high-tension wire fence earthed at both ends (this should have warning
flags or flicker tape on the wire so that it is clearly visible);
large steel drums, such as 182 litre oil drums, brightly painted, filled with
rubble and placed at frequent intervals;
an earth bank at least 1 m high and marked by posts;
timber baulks which act as wheel stops.

Ground-level barriers must be easy to see. If steel drums are used, paint
them with red and white horizontal stripes, or use red and white alternating
flags on wire fences.
Make sure the barriers will be visible at night, eg paint them with white or
fluorescent paint or attach reflective strips to them.

Goalposts
Goalposts also need to be highly visible. They should be made out of rigid
material which does not conduct electricity such as timber or plastic pipe.
Paint them with red and white stripes, and in areas of particularly high risk,
consider using small flags, bunting or flicker tape on them as well.
Place warning signs on goalposts where they will be easy for drivers to see.
These should show the height of the crossbar and instruct drivers to keep
any extending parts of their machinery lowered.
Goalposts need to be erected at the entrance to any area where machinery
or equipment might pass near to OHPLs. The local electricity company can
advise on the correct height for the crossbar.
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Where should barriers be placed?
If machinery does not have to pass directly under OHPLs then there should
be a minimum distance of 6 m at ground level between the line and the
barrier. Remember, these distances are always measured horizontally along
the ground from the line where the OHPL runs (see Figures 2 and 3).

Overhead conductors

Height to be specified
by electricity supplier

Height 3-6 m

DANGER

Figure 2 Elevation of barriers

6 m max.
Width to be determined
by site conditions
(max. 10 m)
ELEVATION

If machinery or vehicles have to pass beneath lines, then barriers can be
used to make a passageway. There should be goalposts to limit the height of
vehicles which pass beneath the lines.
6 m minimum

6 m minimum

Figure 3 Plan of barriers

PLAN

There may be occasions when work must be carried out beneath OHPLs, eg
pipes may have to be laid. In this case, barriers and goalposts must be
erected and additional safety measures put in place. HSE and local
electricity companies can advise how this should be done.
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Machinery
Loaders and other lifting equipment can extend far enough to make contact
with OHPLs. Take extra care when using any of the following equipment:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

fore-end loaders;
bale loaders;
cranes;
tractors;
fork-lift trucks;
combines;
crop sprayers;
excavators;
tipping trailers;
materials handlers.

Risks
●
●
●

Moving equipment or machinery when extensions are raised could bring
them into contact with OHPLs.
Moving tall machines over uneven or rough ground could cause booms to
sway or bounce and reduce the normally safe clearance distance from OHPLs.
Risks increase at night or in poor visibility when it is difficult to see the OHPLs.

Controls
●
●
●

●

Plan access routes to the place where you are working to avoid OHPLs.
If high machines frequently work near OHPLs, eg in the farmyard, consult
your local electricity company about burying or diverting the lines.
Know the full height of equipment and machinery when all parts are raised
to their full extent. Check these heights against the line clearance
distances marked on the farm map so that you know where the particular
areas of risk are.
Tell workers about the potential dangers and safe working practices, eg
retract the booms of telescopic handlers and keep them as close to the
ground as possible when the vehicle is moving.
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CB radio aerials
Tractors and combine harvesters are sometimes fitted with CB radio. There have
been a number of injuries caused by contact between radio aerials and OHPLs.

Risks
●
●

Long aerials can extend from cabs high enough for them to come into
contact with OHPLs.
The clearance beneath OHPLs and the ground may be difficult to estimate
and drivers may be unaware of how close their aerial extends to the lines.

Controls
●
●
●

If CB radio or radio telephones are being used, fit short aerials.
Check site maps for the location of OHPLs and avoid driving beneath them.
Make sure anyone driving farm machinery or equipment knows where the
power lines are.

Rain guns
A jet of water from a rain gun can be thrown a distance of about 70 m and to a
height of 15 m. Some rain guns are fitted with devices to break up the jets of water.

Risks
●
●
●
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Jets of water can conduct electricity, create a circuit and make equipment
live. If you touch this equipment the electricity will also pass through you.
Jets of water not being broken up before they come into contact with
OHPLs could cause the equipment to become live.
Jet-breaker devices can become blocked and stop working.
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Controls
●
●

●

●

When it is practicable to do so, a rain gun should travel parallel to OHPLs,
not beneath them.
If it is absolutely necessary for a rain gun to travel beneath an OHPL, then
contact the local electricity company and check what precautions to take
with them.
Check the overall height of the machine. If it is over 4 m, plan routes and
use marker posts and goalposts when it is being moved so that operators
don’t make contact with OHPLs.
Make sure jet-breaker devices are working properly. Ring nozzles are
more effective than taper nozzles in breaking up jets before they reach
OHPLs.

Slurry guns
These are usually rain guns which have been adapted for spreading slurry.

Risks
●

●
●

If a jet from a slurry gun makes contact with electrical equipment or
overhead power lines, currents could pass down the jet to earth and
through the body of anyone in contact with the machine.
Slurry is an even better conductor of electricity than water.
Slurry deposited on conductors and insulators can cause the breakdown
of insulation and lead to flashover.

Controls
●
●

Check that all forms of liquid manure are kept well away from OHPLs.
No part of a slurry gun should come within 30 m of an OHPL measured
horizontally across the ground. In high winds, increase this distance to
take account of slurry being carried further by the wind.
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Long-boom irrigators
The overall length of a boom can be up to 80 m and its height up to 5.6 m.
Some booms can be folded and raised vertically for easy movement.

Risks
●
●

When a boom is moved, particularly if it is raised vertically, it could come
into contact with OHPLs.
Uneven or sloping ground could cause the tips of the boom to swing
about and this could bring them into contact with lines.

Controls
●
●
●

●
●
●
●
●

12

The electricity companies recommend a minimum clearance of 15 m
across the ground from the tip of the boom to the nearest power line.
If these machines are used near OHPLs, agree routes and operating
procedures with the electricity company.
Access routes should be marked on the farm map and should include
both routes for moving stationary booms between storage and field sites
and the irrigation routes.
When a machine is being moved or used, it should be kept under close
observation and control.
Booms should have a nylon or polypropylene control rope at each end
with someone holding it.
If a boom is assembled or dismantled on site, this should be done well
outside the 15 m clearance area.
Make sure everyone knows the safety procedures.
Check the jets are not near OHPLs and that they are fitted with jet-breaker
devices.
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Low-precipitation sprinklers
Risks
●
●

Contact with OHPLs when the pipes are being transported and put into
position.
Sprinklers being positioned too close to electrical lines and equipment so
that water comes into contact with them.

Controls
●
●
●
●
●

Plan the layout for sprinkler systems so they do not run close to OHPLs.
Do not store pipes under or close to OHPLs.
Some pipes are so light that even children could lift them. Keep pipes
chained up if possible.
Always move pipes horizontally as near to the ground as possible using
two people to carry them.
Make sure everyone knows about the risks, where the lines are and safe
working and storage procedures.

Fencing
Fencing presents particular risks.

Risks
●
●

If fencing wire is being stretched under or close to an OHPL it could spring
upwards and come into contact with the lines, setting up a live circuit.
Fencing across steep valleys could actually take you above the OHPLs
and there is a high risk that the fence wire could come into contact with
the line.
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Controls
●
●
●
●

Check the farm map for the routes of OHPLs.
Never lay a fence on your own, and be aware of the potential dangers of
fencing in valleys.
Make sure everyone is aware of the risks when laying fences, and where
the lines are.
Always keep the wire under control - this is particularly important in steep
valleys where clearance may be reduced.

Ladders
Modern ladders made of aluminium are lightweight and easy to move so it is
tempting to move them without retracting them.

Risks
●

When extended, a ladder may be long enough to make contact with an
OHPL. The person carrying it could receive a severe electric shock which
may be fatal.

Controls
●
●
●
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Make sure everyone works safely and knows that they must always
reduce ladders to their shortest length before moving them.
Always carry them horizontally, close to the ground.
Do not leave ladders where children could move them, particularly near
OHPLs.
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Stacks and temporary structures
Temporary structures such as potato boxes, sugar beet clamps, bales and
manure heaps all have to be sited somewhere. Farm and contractors’
vehicles have to be parked. You might need to erect temporary buildings
when a particular job is being carried out.
Temporary structures should not be sited beneath or close to OHPLs as this
reduces clearance between the lines and the ground. Remember, direct
contact does not have to be made - electricity can flash over if machinery or
equipment comes close to power lines.

Risks
●

●

Anyone who climbs on top of a stack, machine or a structure will be
closer to OHPLs and could come into contact with them or risk injury from
flashover.
Mechanical equipment is at risk from flashover while working at the stack
or on any temporary structure.

Controls
●
●

●
●

Use the farm map showing the routes of OHPLs as the basis for siting
stacks or temporary structures.
Before siting a stack or temporary structure, think about the location of
OHPLs and plan the structure well away from them. Do not site stacks or
temporary structures in an area where machinery has to travel beneath
OHPLs to get to them.
Keep records of the maximum height of machines and their loads. Use
this information when planning routes for moving machinery near OHPLs.
Make sure everyone knows to keep stacks and lifting and handling
equipment a horizontal distance of at least 9 m from an OHPL.
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Loose and trailing cables
Bad weather, eg high wind, ice and snow, can damage electricity cables and
bring OHPLs down. Assume they are live until the electricity company
informs you that the power has been switched off. Even if it appears not to
be live, the auto re-close system will turn it on again automatically until the
system is de-activated by the company. Wind-blown debris can get caught
in the lines.

Risks
●
●
●
●
●

Damaged cables and broken conductors can present risks to people and
livestock.
An OHPL trailing on the ground is probably still live. Contact with it could
prove fatal.
A loose cable may be lying somewhere difficult to see, eg in a tree or
hedge.
There is a high risk of accidental contact.
Debris could be hanging from the line.

Controls
●

●

●
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After a storm or high winds when there may be a risk that cables have
been brought down, check the route of all OHPLs. Have the number of
the local electricity company readily available.
Make sure everyone knows never to approach a loose or trailing power
line. Keep the number of the local electricity company in the cab of all
vehicles and make sure all workers and contractors know what it is.
Contact the electricity company and make sure the power is
disconnected. Always assume a cable is live unless you know for certain
that it is not. Do not clear debris from the line until you have consulted the
electricity company.
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Fishing
Accidents involving contact with OHPLs are not always caused by largescale farm machinery or equipment. Several people have died and others
have been seriously injured when they have used carbon fibre fishing rods
near OHPLs. Rods and poles containing carbon fibre make very good
electricity conductors, as do lead-cored and wet fishing lines.
Remember, electricity can jump gaps - a rod does not have to come into
direct contact with an OHPL for a lethal circuit to be set up.

Risks
●
●

●

Fishing rods may come into contact with, or close to, OHPLs.
Fishermen may not be aware of OHPLs, particularly if they are concealed
by hedges or trees. OHPLs could be as low as 5.2 m from the ground and
easily within the reach of a rod and line.
Fishermen may not take adequate precautions because they mistake
electricity cables mounted on wooden poles for telephone lines.

Controls
●

●

●

Place clear warning signs on OHPL supports which are near fishing
grounds. The minimum safe fishing distance from an OHPL is two casting
lengths from the OHPLs, measured along the ground.
Do not allow fishing matches to be held near OHPLs. If an event is being
held, organisers will ‘peg out’ the ground to show competitors where they
can fish. No peg should be closer than 30 m to power lines when that
distance is measured along the ground.
Check with the local electricity company for specific sites where fishermen
might be at risk and mark these on the farm map.
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Camping
Tent poles, stays and guy ropes can all come into contact with live conductors,
so it is important that anyone camping on agricultural land is aware of the risks.

Risks
●
●
●

Any extending aluminium poles in a tent frame could come into contact
with an OHPL.
Carry poles horizontally and close to the ground.
In high winds, loose or trailing ropes could also set up contact.

Controls
●
●

Check potential camp sites and do not let anyone camp near OHPLs.
Use warning signs on OHPL poles in areas that campers might use.
Contact your electricity company for advice.

If the worst happens . . .
If a machine or its attachments comes into contact with an OHPL, it could
be fatal for anyone who touches the machine. Do not rely on rubber tyres or
rubber-soled boots for protection - they may not insulate against a highvoltage shock. Tyres can burst into flames and boots can be destroyed.

Keep clear
The driver of a vehicle which comes into contact with OHPLs will usually
remain safe in the cab of the vehicle. People are at risk if they make contact
with the vehicle and earth. Do not touch the vehicle or anything attached to it.
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Get help
You, or someone else, should contact the electricity company and ask them to
disconnect the power immediately. If you have a mobile phone or CB radio,
use that. You should have the electricity company’s telephone number taped into
the cab.

Jump!
If you have to leave the cab, jump well clear so that no contact is made
between you and the vehicle. Land on your feet, if you can, and RUN! The line
could become live again and you could still be close enough to be electrocuted.

Stay clear
Do not go back to the vehicle even if you think it is safe to do so. It could
still be live. Nobody should approach the vehicle until the electricity
company has confirmed the power is switched off.

Safe operation
If the vehicle is not tangled with the OHPL and can still be operated, back it
carefully away until contact is broken. It may also be possible to lower a
tipper or withdraw a high-lift attachment - but you need to take extreme
care. Do not climb out of the vehicle.
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The law
●

●

●

●

The Health and Safety at Work etc Act 1974 (HSW Act) places
responsibilities on everyone concerned with work activities, including
employers, the self-employed and employees.
Regulation 11 of the Management of Health and Safety at Work
Regulations 1999 requires that employees are provided with adequate
health and safety training.
Regulation 9 of the Provision and Use of Work Equipment Regulations
1998 requires all people who use work equipment to have received
adequate training in the use of that equipment.
The Electricity at Work Regulations 1989 require precautions to be taken
against the risk of death or personal injury from electricity in work
activities.

Useful addresses
Your local electricity company can offer on-site advice and literature. The
number is in the telephone directory.
You can also contact:
Farm Energy Centre, FEC Services Ltd, NAC, Stoneleigh Park, Kenilworth,
Warwickshire CV8 2LS Tel: 024 7669 6512 Fax: 024 7669 6360
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Further reading
Avoidance of danger from overhead electric power lines General Guidance
Note GS6 (Third edition) HSE Books 1997 ISBN 0 7176 1348 8
Farmwise: Your essential guide to health and safety in agriculture Booklet
MISC165 HSE Books 1999
Handling and stacking bales in agriculture Leaflet INDG125(rev1)
HSE Books 1998 (single copy free)
Management of health and safety at work. Management of Health and Safety
at Work Regulations 1999. Approved Code of Practice and guidance L21
(Second edition) HSE Books 2000 ISBN 0 7176 2488 9
Memorandum of guidance on the Electricity at Work Regulations 1989.
Guidance on Regulations HSR25 HSE Books 1989 ISBN 0 7176 1602 9
Safe use of electricity in farming and horticulture Farm Energy Centre
Handbook FEC2107 Fourth edition 1998 ISBN 1 847290 11 3 (Send a
cheque for £5.00 made payable to FEC Services Ltd to Farm Energy Centre,
FEC Services Ltd, NAC, Stoneleigh Park, Kenilworth, Warwickshire CV8 2LS)
Safety in working with lift trucks HSG6 (Third edition) HSE Books 2000
ISBN 0 7176 1781 5
Shock horror: The dangers of electrocution by overhead power lines Video
HSE Books 1993 ISBN 0 7176 1973 7
Working safely near overhead power lines Agriculture Information Sheet
AIS8(rev2) HSE Books 2000
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Further information
HSE priced and free publications are available by mail order from HSE
Books, PO Box 1999, Sudbury, Suffolk CO10 2WA Tel: 01787 881165
Fax: 01787 313995 Website: www.hsebooks.co.uk (HSE priced publications
are also available from bookshops and free leaflets can be downloaded from
HSE’s website: www.hse.gov.uk.)
For information about health and safety ring HSE’s Infoline
Tel: 0845 345 0055 Fax: 02920 859260 e-mail:
hseinformationservices@natbrit.com or write to HSE Information Services,
Caerphilly Business Park, Caerphilly CF83 3GG.
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This leaflet contains notes on good practice which are not compulsory but
which you may find helpful in considering what you need to do.

This leaflet is available in priced packs of 10 from HSE Books,
ISBN 0 7176 2764 0. Single free copies are also available from HSE Books.

© Crown copyright This publication may be freely reproduced, except for
advertising, endorsement or commercial purposes. First published 10/03.
Please acknowledge the source as HSE.
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SP Manweb: Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing held on 1 October
2015 including supporting Appendices
APPENDIX NINE
ACTION NUMBER 9: APPLICANT TO REVIEW THE REQUEST FOR HOW THEY PROPOSE
TO SUPPORT LANDOWNERS/TENANT FARMERS WITH RISK ASSESSMENTS FOR
WORKING UNDER OVERHEAD LINES.
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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SP Manweb: Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing held on 1 October
2015 including supporting Appendices
APPENDIX TEN
ACTION NUMBER 10: APPLICANT TO PROVIDE DATA REGARDING THE INSTANCES OF
CABLES SNAPPING FOR BOTH 132KV AND 11KV OVERHEAD LINES. REQUEST THAT IF
POSSIBLE THIS INFORMATION IS PROVIDED ON A PER KM BASIS
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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SP Manweb: Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing held on 1 October
2015 including supporting Appendices
APPENDIX ELEVEN
ACTION NUMBER 11: APPLICANT TO PROVIDE DATA REGARDING THE INSTANCES OF
FIRE FOR BOTH 132KV AND 11KV OVERHEAD LINES.
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.

65425448.2\HH12

SP Manweb: Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing held on 1 October
2015 including supporting Appendices
APPENDIX TWELVE
ACTION NUMBER 15: APPLICANT TO SUBMIT
QUESTIONNAIRE THAT THEY UNDERTOOK.
This is provided and attached to this Appendix.
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A

COPY OF

THE

TOURISM

SP Manweb is currently developing proposals to connect a number of new wind farms in North Wales to the electricity distribution network. The
new wind farms are Brenig, Nant Bach, Derwydd Bach and Clocaenog Forest (currently in examination).
The Project consists of proposals for a new 132kV overhead line connection, together with required accesses, construction laydown areas and
other integral works. The proposed overhead line connection would start at a new collector substation at Clocaenog Forest that will collect the
power generated by the new wind farms. The overhead line connection would then continue to a Terminal Pole to the south of Glascoed
Road, B5381. After the Terminal Pole the connection will continue underground to connect into the national transmission network at the
existing St Asaph substation.
Would you be willing to answer a few questions about your business and how if at all the proposals might affect you?

*1. Name of your business?
5
6

*2. Name of business contact?
5
6

*3. Location of business?
j Denbigh
k
l
m
n
j St Asaph
k
l
m
n
j Ruthin
k
l
m
n
j Corwen
k
l
m
n
j Bodelwyddan
k
l
m
n
j Other
k
l
m
n
Other (please specify)

*4. Type of business
j B&B
k
l
m
n
j Hotel
k
l
m
n
j Self catering
k
l
m
n
j Caravan and Holiday Park
k
l
m
n
j Youth Hostel
k
l
m
n
j Restaurant
k
l
m
n
j Cafe
k
l
m
n
j Bars & Pub
k
l
m
n
j Visitor Attraction
k
l
m
n
Other (please specify)

5. How many people do you employ? (including yourself)
5
6

6. ACCOMMODATION BUSINESSES ONLY: How many bed spaces do you have?
5
6

7. ACCOMMODATION BUSINESSES ONLY:
Can you tell me what your average room occupancy is? (as a percentage)
Peak season (%)
Off peak (%)

8. Thinking of your customer base, what is the balance between tourists, business
visitors and local custom? (Note – should add up to 100%)
Local (%)
Tourist/visitor (%)
Business visitor (%)

9. Where do your customers come from? (Note – should add up to 100%)
Local (%)
UK (%)
Overseas (%)

10. What do your customers do in the area during their stay?
c Sporting Activity (i.e mountain biking)
d
e
f
g
c Sightseeing by car/ coach/on foot
d
e
f
g
c Trying local food
d
e
f
g
c Shopping
d
e
f
g
c Short walk/ stroll  up to 2 miles/ 1 hour
d
e
f
g
c Long walk, hike or ramble
d
e
f
g
c Centre based walking
d
e
f
g
c Visit a historic house, stately home,
d
e
f
g
c Visit cities
d
e
f
g
c Visit a cathedral, church, abbey or other
d
e
f
g
c Visit a museum/art gallery
d
e
f
g
c Visit a country park/ garden
d
e
f
g
c Visit a visitor/ heritage centre
d
e
f
g
c Music/arts festival
d
e
f
g
c Watched wildlife
d
e
f
g
c Night out /visiting pubs
d
e
f
g
c Visited a beach
d
e
f
g
c Visited a scenic/ historic railway
d
e
f
g
c Went on a guided tour
d
e
f
g
c Had a picnic or BBQ
d
e
f
g
c Visit family/friends
d
e
f
g
c Business
d
e
f
g
Other (please specify)

5
6

11. How satisfied are you with business trading at the moment?
j Good
k
l
m
n
j Fair
k
l
m
n
j Poor
k
l
m
n

12. How has your business performed over the last 3 years? (in terms of business,
occupancy, customers and/ or turnover)
j Increasing
k
l
m
n
j Stable
k
l
m
n
j Declining
k
l
m
n

13. What if anything, do you consider has influenced these business trends? Please
rank in order of priority 1= most influential)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

N/A

weather

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

exchange rates

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

concerns over terrorism

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

business and economic

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

cheaper air fares

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

reputation

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

neighbouring facilities

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

new attractions or

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

promotion & marketing

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

product

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

price & value for money

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

cycles

developments

Other (please specify)

14. What is your view of future business prospects?
j Increasing (business, occupancy, customers, and/or turnover)
k
l
m
n
j Stable
k
l
m
n
j Declining
k
l
m
n
Any further comments?

*15. What impact do you consider that the proposed Overhead Line would have on:
No Impact
Your Business directly

Low Adverse
Impact (<10%)

Medium
Adverse Impact
(1015%)

High Adverse

Low Positive

Impact (>15%) Impact(<15%)

Medium
Positive Impact
(1015%)

High Positive
Impact (>15%)

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

(Turnover/Customer
Numbers)
North Wales Tourism (Visitor
Numbers etc)
Reason for answer

5
6

16. If you think there will be negative impacts, do you think they will be:
j Short term (during construction phase only)
k
l
m
n
j Long term (for the operation of the overhead line)
k
l
m
n
j Both
k
l
m
n
Any further comment

5
6

17. If you think there will be positive impacts, do you think they will be:
j Short term (during construction phase only)
k
l
m
n
j Long term (for the operation of the Overhead Line)
k
l
m
n
j Both
k
l
m
n
Any further comment

5
6

*18. What impact do you consider that the proposed Substation would have on:
No Impact
Your Business directly

Low Adverse
Impact (<10%)

Medium
Adverse Impact
(1015%)

High Adverse

Low Positive

Impact (>15%) Impact(<15%)

Medium
Positive Impact
(1015%)

High Positive
Impact (>15%)

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

(Turnover/Customer
Numbers)
North Wales Tourism (Visitor
Numbers etc)
Reason for answer

5
6

19. If you think there will be negative impacts, do you think they will be:
j Short term (during construction phase only)
k
l
m
n
j Long term (for the operation of the Substation)
k
l
m
n
j Both
k
l
m
n
Any further comment

5
6

20. If you think there will be positive impacts, do you think they will be:
j Short term (during construction phase only)
k
l
m
n
j Long term (for the operation of the Substation)
k
l
m
n
j Both
k
l
m
n
Any further comment

5
6

21. Do you see any potential benefits to your business from the proposed Overhead
Line and Substation? e.g. provision of accommodation to construction workers
Overhead Line
Substation

22. Do you have any other comments you would wish to add?
5
6

SP Manweb: Applicant's Oral Summary to the Issue Specific Hearing held on 1 October
2015 including supporting Appendices
APPENDIX THIRTEEN
ACTION NUMBER 16: APPLICANT TO PROVIDE A LIST OF THE 41 TOURIST
BUSINESSES BY THE APPLICANT FOR THEIR TOURISM SURVEY (INCLUDING POSTAL
ADDRESS) AND LIST OF THE 14 WHO RESPONDED.

Map and List of Tourism Business Survey Contacts
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Tourism Related Businesses Contacted During the Survey
Type
Location
Address

Response

Tourist Attractions
Bodelwyddan Castle and Park

Denbighshire

LL18 5YA

no response

St Asaph Catherdral

St Asaph

LL17 0RD.

no response

Denbigh Castle

Denbigh

LL16 3NB

no response

Wireless in Wales Museum

Denbigh

LL16 3LG

no response

Oriel House Hotel and Restaurant

St Asaph

LL17 0LW

no response

The Bod Erw Hotel & Restaurant

St Asaph

LL17 0LA

no response

St Asaph

LL17 0HY

no response

Bodelwyddan

LL18 5UN

no response

Denbigh

LL16 3NU

no response

Ruthin

LL15 2NU

responded

Manorhaus

Ruthin

LL15 1AH

declined

Pentre Mawr House

Ruthin

LL16 4LA

no response

Bron-y-Graig

Corwen

LL21 0DR

responded

Owain Glyndwr Hotel

Corwen

LL21 0DL

responded

Dyserth Falls Resort

Dyserth

LL18 6DX

no response

Llyons Woodlands Hall Hotel

Ruthin

LL15 2AN

responded

The Hawk & Buckle Inn

Llannefydd, Denbigh

LL16 5ED

responded

Eriviat Hall

Nr
Groes,Denbigh,Con
wy

LL16 5RR

responded

Abbey House

Denbigh

LL16 3EH

no response

Castle House Bed & Breakfast

Denbigh

LL16 3SN.

declined

Cayo Guest House

Denbigh

LL16 3BW

responded

Sir John Trevor House

Ruthin

LL15 1DP.

responded

Eyarth Station

Ruthin

LL15 2EE

responded

Plas Efenechtyd Cottage B&B

Efenechtyd,
Ruthin

LL15 2LP

no response

Tyddyn Chambers Farmhouse B&B

Ruthin

LL15 2LS

no response

The Old Rectory Bed & Breakfast

Clocaenog, Ruthin

LL15 2AT

responded

Parc Grove Bed and Breakfast

Corwen

LL21 9EL

no response

Hotel

The Talardy
Restaurant
Faenol Fawr

Park

The Guildhall
Restaurant
Ruthin Castle

Tavern

Hotel

Hotel

&

&

B&B
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Tan-yr-Onnen Guest House

St Asaph

LL17 0DU

no response

Plas Derwen Country House B&B

Corwen

LL21 0DR

no response

Corwen

LL21 9EG

no response

Caer Mynydd Caravan & Camping
Park

Saron

LL16 4TL

no response

Tyn Yr Eithin
Camping Site)

Denbigh

LL16 4BH

no response

The Plough Bar and Restaurant

St Asaph

LL17 0LU

responded

Llindir Inn

Henllan, Denbigh

LL16 5BH

no response

Con Amici

Denbigh

LL16 3DS

no response

Glass Onion Café

Denbigh

LL16 3TE

no response

Hand Inn Public House

Denbigh

LL16 3PF

responded

Hope and Anchor Inn

Denbigh

LL16 3BW

responded

The Kings and The Loft Restaurant

Denbigh

LL16 3BE

responded

The Plough

Denbigh

LL16 3TF

no response

The Old Vaults

Denbigh

LL16 3RY

responded

Self Catering
Powys Country House
Caravan and Camping

(Caravan

and

Bars and Restuarants

Total Businesses
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APPENDIX FOURTEEN
ACTION NUMBER ONE: APPLICANT TO SUBMIT FOR THE EXAMINING AUTHORITY'S
REVIEW AN UPDATED TRACKER DOCUMENT FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL
MANAGEMENT PLAN EDITIONS.
A response will be provided by SP Manweb for Deadline 4.

65425448.2\HH12

