The North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project.

My name is Peris Gwyn Jones and I live at
. Unfortunately I missed the
deadline for registering as an Interested party, however, I understand that I can still
submit a representation and I trust you as Inspectors will give it due consideration
and weight. I lived with my wife and two daughters at
and have
successfully set up and operate a holiday let business from Bwthyn Bwlch which is
located on the same premises. You visited the property as part of your site visits on
24 September 2015 and I’m sure you appreciated the existing views we and our
visitors currently enjoy.
I have an Honours Degree in Civil Engineering gained in 1996 at the University of
Salford, and I am a Chartered Civil Engineer through full membership of the
Institution of Civil Engineers attained in 2004. I have also been a member of the
Chartered Institute of Highways and Transportation since 2005. I have over 19 years
experience in the design, construction and management of large infrastructure
projects including highways, renewable energy and the water sector. I’m currently
the project director for the Welsh Government responsible for delivering major trunk
road improvements in north and mid-Wales ranging in value from £10m to £200m. I
recently took the A483/A489 Newtown Bypass project through a Public Inquiry as the
Chief Expert Witness on behalf of the Welsh Ministers.
My objection and representation to the North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project
is based on my own professional opinion.
My principal objection is based on SP Manweb’s (SPM) the proposal to erect
overhead lines (O/H) on pylons given that there is the option to place them
underground. As a community, we haven’t asked or really wanted the wind farms in
Clocaenog and while Clocaenog and surrounding communities may benefit
financially from these wind farms, the communities where the O/H traverses through
will only suffer. Generally I could accept the cables being laid underground, despite
the environmental damage caused and inconvenience during construction. However,
undergrounding the cables would be out of sight once construction is completed and
vegetation re-established. However, the visual impact of the O/H lines will be with us
forever – a constant blot on the landscape.
I have studied some of the reports and made my comments below – one of my
consistent observations in the report is the bias towards the promoter’s case. Any
proposal to underground the cables have been simply dismissed based on costs
which have not been evidenced or substantiated. I trust as Inspectors that you will be
assessing and testing the impartiality of the professionals that have written the
reports on behalf of SPM.
Environmental Statement Chapter 7 – Landscape and Visual
Appendix 7.1, para 1.5 states that the Study Area for the residential visual amenity is
limited to approximately 200m from the proposed O/H. I find it difficult to understand
why the study are is so limited from the O/H line – to state that anything beyond

200m is unlikely to experience an overbearing effect on visual amenity is difficult to
comprehend.
Appendix 7.1, para 1.6 also states that receptors greater that 200m from the route
alignment who raised concerns during stakeholder and public consultations have
also been included in the study area. I responded to the stage 3 consultation in
June 2014 and raised serious concerns regarding the visual impact. However, we
have still not been identified in the study area despite the fact that we would see the
O/H for approx 2.5km from the Bwlch, therefore no assessment has been carried out
from the Bwlch. It is also galling that the first section of the O/H is named ‘Clocaenog
to Bwlch’ yet no one from SPM has had the decency to visit us to explain the
proposals or determine what the impacts may be. Given the elevated position of
Bwlch and Bwthyn Bwlch, the holiday let, and the visual prominence of the O/H line, I
would have expected Bwlch to be set as a visual receptor with photomontages
produced to show the impact. I can understand why SPM didn’t want to do this and it
does call into question the impartiality of the reports especially with misleading
statements as we should have been included within the assessment.
Environmental Statement Chapter 11 – Socio Economic and Tourism
As noted above, we operate a holiday letting business from the Bwlch but at no
stage (SPM) made any attempt to contact us regarding our business. It appeared
that only by chance during the site visits on 24 September 2015 that SPM
recognised that a holiday let was being operated from the Bwlch. This is despite our
response to the Stage 3 Consultation in June 2014 where we identified Bwthyn
Bwlch as a holiday let.
As the Inspectors have seen from the site visit, our cottage is located in an elevated
position and has magnificent views. The majority of our visitors comment on the
beautiful views and this is reflected in their feedback reviews (see Appendix A). The
proposed overhead line being visible for approximately 2.5 kilometers from the
cottage, this will have a serious detrimental effect on the business. There will also be
further impact on visitor attractions in the area as well as local shops in Denbigh and
the surrounding villages.
Although the Socio Economics and Tourism report appears to stress that most of the
visitor attractions are not located in close proximity to the study area, it fails to
recognise that a significant number of attractions are located within a short drive
away and hence the study area is very convenient and central for visitors as we have
experienced. Again this is reflected on our customer feedback where many comment
that our cottage is centrally located to many visitor attractions.
The report conducted some research on local businesses. However, out of a total of
41 identified businesses, only 15 responses were received. The report then analysed
the responses in %age terms to make the result look better. In my opinion, more
effort should have been made to visit each business and conduct a face to face
interview. It is baffling why the Caravan Park in Saron was not approached for a face
to face interview given the impact the overhead lines could have on their business. In
addition, given that we were excluded from the survey despite SPMs knowledge of

our business, it is likely that many more businesses that are affected by the
proposals were not included in the survey.
The conclusions of the Tourism report are therefore based on very little information
which questions the report’s validity. The report states that there’s being a decline in
tourism spending in Denbighshire since 2006 and with the proposed overhead line,
this will only exacerbate this trend.

Environmental Statement Chapter 12 - Traffic and Transport
Table 12.1/12.2 states that no Transport Assessment will be completed due to the
transport values being too low i.e. 5%. The 5% relates to DMRB which is the
adopted standard for trunk roads. There is no evidence to confirm that the Local
Highway authority were content with this approach – a lower %age is often stipulated
by Highway Authorities which would affect the traffic assessment.
Paragraph 12.5.13 and 12.5.17 states average 3.0m wide roads with irregularly
located passing places. If the average is 3.0m then it is evident that the roads are
narrower in places than 3.0m. However paragraph 12.7.8 identifies that typical
articulated vehicle dimensions to deliver 16m long poles would be 3.1m wide which
suggest that the roads would not be capable of accommodating the delivery vehicles
without modifying the existing roads. In addition, no information has been provided
on the locations of existing passing places therefore it has not been demonstrated if
construction/delivery vehicles and local traffic can pass each other safely.
12.5.19 (Appendix 12.1). Traffic surveys should be carried out in ‘neutral months’.
The majority of the traffic counts were carried in at the latter end of November which
is just on the limit of the neutral months – guidance suggests that November surveys
can be carried out providing adequate lighting is available, however, there is no
evidence to confirm if this was the case. Some traffic counts were also carried out in
December which are outside the neutral months.
12.7.12 confirms that the conductors would be delivered on cable drums. No
information has been provided on the dimensions or weight of the cable drums as
often the weight of the loads determines if they are classified as AILs.
12.7.14 – there is no logical explanation as to why the route has been assessed in
1.5km sections. Indeed there is no evidence to support the assumption that three
accesses are available off the highway along the 1.5km sections. Given the potential
impacts on local traffic, making these broad assumptions is not acceptable or logical
in terms of assessing traffic movements. Further details and justification required.
12.7.15 confirms that a 5m wide access is required to accommodate construction
vehicles. 12.5.13 and 12.5.17 identify 3.0m access as being suitable for delivery
vehicles – no consistency here.
12.7.16 confirms that the exact access routes to each location are not known – this
questions the robustness of the traffic assessment and the environmental impact

assessment i.e. if the routes are unknown, how can the environmental impact have
been assessed?
12.7.21 states that it would be reasonable to assume that each team would progress
the installation rate of two complete structures per day. There is no evidence to
support this assumption – it appears to be unrealistic.
12.7.24 - the number of poles being quoted are incorrect – a total of 218 poles have
been identified for the whole route. This is factually incorrect and should refer to 218
structures which equates to 438 poles. Given that the workrate and programme has
been calculated based on the number of poles that can erected/gang/day, the fact
that double the amount of poles need to be erected suggests that the programme
would take twice as long and the vehicle numbers quoted in Table 12.6 are incorrect.
12.7.25 - again no explanation on why 1.5km sections used. Given the error in
12.7.24, 10 working days should be 20 working days to based on the output.
Table 12.6 – given the errors in calculating number of poles in 12.7.24, the
movements of vehicles quoted are incorrect. This confirms my suspicion that the
table is seriously underestimating vehicle movements. The calculated two way flows
of 34 vehicles/day used in the remainder of the report is therefore incorrect.

Design and Construction Report
2.6.1 refers to new access track being 10m wide, with temporary accesses being
between 5 and 7m – this is inconsistent with the Traffic and Transport report which
quote 3m and 5m.
3.6.2 – states that overhead line solutions are more economical than underground
cable, however, there is no evidence to support this statement.
3.6.4 states that undergrounding cables is four times more expensive than overhead
lines – again no evidence or justification for this statement.
Overemphasis on economics with no justification – how do SP Manweb put a price
on the environment – the O/H lines will ruin the countryside forever.
4.2.11 suggest that mitigation has been used near Tan yr Allt. The report however
fails to mention how close the O/H lines are to Tan yr Allt and the fact that the views
from the Bwlch would be spoilt with no possible mitigation.
5.7.8 No design details provided for accesses of highways onto the construction site.
These accesses would need to provide safe access including visibility splays (which
can be up to 215m either side of the junction for a 100kph design speed) to allow
safe sight stopping distance. It doesn’t appear that the local highway authority have
been consulted to agree the design parameters for these accesses, therefore it is not
clear how the environmental impacts could have been assessed. Given the number
of accesses required off the highways, extensive removal of hedges are likely to be
required.

5.7.1 refers to 5m access tracks – do SP Manweb know whether they are 3m, 5m or
10m access tracks?
5.20.1 states that underground cables are usually permitted development for SPM.
Why on earth are they therefore wasting their time and money, as well as the
countless objectors to this proposal on proposing an OH line. This money would be
far better spent on developing an underground cable solution.
5.20.5 categorically states that for underground ‘132kV cable systems are
maintenance free other than for non-invasive periodic electrical tests.’ This statement
totally contradicts SP Manweb’s whole justification for promoting an O/H line. This
seriously questions the claims made in the reports regarding the cost of
undergrounding, the impartiality of the authors and credibility of SPM.
5.23.5 states that decommissioning for underground cables which have no future
need generally means the cables are left in situ. This would be far more economical
and less intrusive and environmentally damaging that removing an O/H line. Has this
been taken into consideration in the costing?
There has been a general lack of transparency on the cost comparisons for the O/H
undergrounding. Whole life costing doesn’t appear to be considered in the costs and
in this case it is important especially decommissioning costs. There is far less
decommissioning work for underground cables – as confirmed in SPMs Design and
Construction report, underground cables can be left in-situ whereas for O/H lines, the
cables, steel frame and posts need to be dismantled and transported off site. This
also means that accesses would need to be re-created thus adding to the decommissioning costs and environmental damage.
The reports indicate a 40 year life for the proposal although I understand that it could
remain in place in perpetuity. If this is the case, the wooden poles would generally
need to be replaced every 40 years. Accesses would need to be created in a similar
manner to the current proposals. Essentially, the environment would never stabilise
because every 30-40 years it would be disrupted by maintenance operations.
Hedges would grow then be removed to create accesses. Therefore to state in the
environmental impact assessment that the environment and ecology would recover
in time is not strictly correct given the maintenance operations required.
In comparison, replacing underground cables would be far more cost effective as the
old cables could be drawn from the ducts and replaced with new ones causing
minimal disruption and negligible environmental damage.
Given the importance of maintenance and decommissioning costs, whole life costing
is very important to consider when comparing the O/H and underground options –
there is no evidence of this calculation in SPMs reports. Future year costs will
obviously attract inflation and given the higher future costs for O/H lines, this will
favour the undergrounding option for whole life costs.

Human Right Act.
The Human Rights Act states that persons are entitled to the peaceful enjoyment of
his/her possessions under Article 1 of the First Protocol and Article 8 of the
European Convention on Human Rights. I’ve yet to be convinced that SPM have
provided evidence to demonstrate this including what national public economic
benefit the proposal would bring compared to the damage it will cause to individuals.

