North Wales Wind Farm Connection Project.
My Reference: NWWFC-AFP045

Land Use and Agriculture

Following attending the issues specific hearing on land use and land management and having
listened to what was said I would like to bring to the attention of the examining authority my views
on this subject.
I have major concerns regarding how the proposed North Wales Wind farms connection will affect
my farming practises and management of land. We are a 150 acre enterprise with focus on
maximising use of land throughout the year, however this requires tight regulation and management
to ensure that we produce enough food for livestock and that we remain self-sufficient. Everything
that is harvested for the winter months is grown on our own land, including haylage, hay and
cereals. By not having to buy food in we save on expenditure, therefore our practises are valuable
for our farming methods.
We previously participated in Tir Gofal agri-enviromental scheme, that focuses on promoting
biodiversity in our countryside and improving farming practises in terms of introducing and growing
a variety of crops and vegetation. We currently participate in Glastir, an environmental scheme that
holds similar principles, promoting biodiversity in the countryside and improved farming efficiency.
As part of the scheme, we focus on rotational arable and pasture, with different fields allocated for
arable purposes every year. This ensures pastures of the highest quality as fields are ploughed
regularly before grass quality can decrease.
However, attempting to maintain this practise when up to 4 double poled pylons, including struts
are in the fields is virtually impossible. Re-seeding, harvesting, or planting crops, these practises
each require several coverages along the fields with various apparatuses and this will be a major
inconvenience every year for 125 years, whilst these pylons exist. Another concern which has been
raised by farmers along the proposed route is attempting to apply large, modern machinery in fields
where pylons exist. For health and safety reasons, the individual handling the machinery will have to
allow sufficient room for passage every time they come across a pylon. The issue of health and
safety is of concern to myself and other landowners who work on the fields’ day in day out. Handling
modern and expensive machinery requires a high level of concentration and the presence of pylons
with extending struts would be a risk issue.
At the issues specific hearing on land use, land take and land management attention was given to
the grading of land along the proposed route corridor. The majority of the land along the route is
classified as grade 3A or 3B, however the potential of the land in terms of crop yields and flexibility
should not be underestimated. We recently harvested our Spring Oats on land in close proximity to
the proposed route and achieved over 4 tonnes per acre, a significant increased yield in comparison
to the average yield generated by grade 3 land. We consistently generate high yields of cereals year
after year and this pattern is the same for many farmers in the area.
I believe that SP Manweb have assessed our land in comparison to national statistics, however the
Vale of Clwyd possesses land of the highest quality with excellent nutritional value and flexibility for
a variety of farming enterprises.

This photograph highlights the potential health and safety issue concerning pole number 147w. To
the North of the pole, there is an ascending hill which is significantly steep. If I was maintaining the
land with large machinery and travelling down the hill, the double poled pylon is a hazardous risk,
especially in slippery conditions. At any point the tractor or other apparatuses could lose control and
collide with the infrastructure.
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Planting of trees as means of mitigation

SP Manweb state that they are seeking the permanent rights over enhancement and replacement
planting areas (as stated in the map below). From my understanding this equates to the ‘green’ land
of which landowners are obliged to plant trees as replacements for those felled if construction of the
connection route is permitted.
However, this seeking of permanent rights could have a detrimental impact on my farming business.
The mass felling of a significant section of the Hafod dingle, an ancient woodland and local wildlife
site forces SP Manweb into planting replacement trees. According to their plans (see map below,
submitted by SP Manweb in their application) the enhancement and replacement planting areas that
equates to the loss of trees at Hafod Dingle are all designated on my land. From the map, you will
observe that these planting areas are highly concentrated and are located in close proximity to each
other. More importantly the area covered by tree planting is not defined, therefore as landowners
we could potentially lose valuable agriculture land to tree coverage. This would be a financial burden
to the business as quality land is short in supply and every acre is valuable to ensure efficient
farming practise. Rooting of trees will also spread into fields making practises such as ploughing
more difficult.
Another concern is that SP Manweb are not prepared to take responsibility for tree maintenance
after 5 years. For that period, the trees will not require any maintenance; therefore the landowner
will be required to do the significant maintenance work when these trees are at peak height. The
responsibility enforced on landowners for a planting scheme they did not agree to is unfair and
demanding.

I have inserted images of the designated tree planting arears which SP Manweb are seeking
permanent rights.
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Fig 1

Figure 1: The replacement planting area is mapped as being adjacent to the Hafod Dingle
running down the boundary fence. This potentially results in the loss of valuable land to
plantation.

Fig 2

Fig 3

Figure 2 & 3: The replacement planting area is mapped as being along these ancient
hedgerow boundaries. The density and maturity of the hedgerows is demonstrated in
the figures and has value in terms of excellent boundary measure and also habitat for
wildlife. I question the reasons for possibly interfering and removing this hedgerow.

Fig 4

Fig 4

Figure 4: The replacement planting area is mapped as being along this ancient hedgerow boundary.
The density and maturity of the hedgerow is demonstrated in the figure and has value in terms of
excellent boundary measure and also habitat for wildlife. I question the reasons for possibly
interfering and removing this hedgerow. The planting area coverage on the map seems to overlap the
field (as seen from the map). This planting scheme will impact more agriculture land.

Fig 5

Figure 5: The replacement planting area is mapped as being along this ancient hedgerow
boundary. The planting area coverage on the map seems to overlap the field (as seen from the
map). This planting scheme will impact more agriculture land.

Fig 6

Issue Specific Hearing on Landscape and Visual impact; Heritage impacts and Biodiversity
Venue: Denbigh Town Hall, Crown Lane, Denbigh, Denbighshire, LL16 3TB
Date: Wednesday 30 September 2015
My Reference: NWWFC-AFP045

This is a written copy of my transcript presented by Mr Daniel Roberts on behalf of Mr David A.
Roberts interested party, during the issue specific hearing focusing on biodiversity impacts.
1. Bats - Ecology and Biodiversity Report Apparatus 6.1
1.1 SP Manweb have highlighted the potential locations along the route where bats may
habitat.
1.2 From desk study data obtained from COFNOD and the Vincent Wildlife Trust, SP Manweb
list various species of bats all of which are observed away from the survey area.
1.3 Further to this point, on page 34 of the document, point 3.3.5 they remark;
“No evidence of bats was observed during the Extended Phase l Habitat Survey although
potential for bats to roost commute and forage were recorded. Trees within the survey
area were inspected from ground level for cavities, cracks, fissures, deadwood,
woodpecker, holes and dense coverings of ivy that could provide suitable roost sites for
bats.”
1.4 Another flaw arises in SP Manweb’s Ecology and Biodiversity App 6.4 – Bats Surveys:
Surveyors adopted the methodology of Hundt 2012 (point 2.2.12) to which it states they
walked at dusk along the route corridor investigating the presence of bats. I am not aware
of this activity taking place considering that they would have had to cross our land in order
to fulfil their survey. Point 2.2.14 in appendix 6.4 confirms my doubts. The flaw in this
investigation is that it was conducted in 2013, before the ‘Hafod’ route was formerly
introduced to the consultation process late 2013 and before we were even aware of its
existence.

1.5 Within the Hafod Dingle, the proposed route crosses over the Afon Asa which is in close
proximity to a cave on the Southern banks formed by a steep gorge. This cave is
recognised by the Clwyd Powys Archaeological Trust;
http://www.cofiadurcahcymru.org.uk/arch/query/page.php?watprn=CPAT79456&dbnam
e=cpat&tbname=core
Photographic evidence from inside the cave show a population of bats which must habitat
here. The presence of this species was not identified by SP Manweb as part of their
ecology and biodiversity studies.

Photograph of bats inside the cave alongside the Afon Asa in the Hafod Dingle.

1.6 The Dingle and the neighbouring Hafod wood is habitat to a large population of deer
which are also found grazing in nearby fields. As seen on your accompanied site visit, we
guided you to the southern side of the dingle, the tracks that were visible along the
woodland boundary have been created by wildlife (deer, foxes) as they travel up and
down the woodland. These tracks coincidentally cross under the proposed route.
SP Manweb remark from their desk study;
“Point 3.3.23 - Deer footprints were noted in some woodlands across the survey area,
with habitats able to support deer foraging. Records of fallow deer Dama dama were
returned as part of the desk study approximately 1km east of the survey area.”
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Dormice – Ecology and Biodiversity App 6.3
2.1 The population of endangered dormice at Hafod wood which connects to the Hafod dingle is
acknowledged by SP Manweb. However, they state two things;
1. Point 3.1.1 (Page 14) “COFNOD provided eleven dormouse records withinthe survey area.
Seven of these records originated from Hafod Wood which is located approximately 1km
west of Site 3 (Afon- Asa Wood(3d) and connected to the site via the wooded Afon Asa
corridor.”

At this stage in 2013, to which surveys are indicated to have occurred, the ‘Hafod’ route was
not formally introduced to the consultation process. The original route did not cross the
dingle, therefore I question if this survey at this particular location was ever conducted.

2. The survey area highlighted on page 26-3d is not identical to the area of the proposed route
corridor – not even applicable to the original green route corridor which did not cross the
Hafod dingle.
I believe that SP Manweb have failed to re-assess the impacts on dormice after the ‘Hafod’ route
was officially chosen. The Hafod Wood is approximately 300m from where the proposed connection
crosses the Hafod Dingle, NOT 1km as stated in Appendix 6.3, point 3.1.1.

3. Bird Surveys – Ecology and Biodiversity App 6.5;
3.1 Surveys were conducted along the proposed route alignment in 2012 – despite SP Manweb
highlighting it as a constraint, surveys should be conducted at the exact locations the route crosses.
These specific surveys have not been conducted along the route diversion, i.e. the ‘Hafod’ route.

4. I question the level of detail provided by SP Manweb in their ecology and environmental reports.
The short duration of time spent by Peak ecology surveyors on our land during various visits in 2014,
signals serious question marks over the detailed analysis and survey results that SP Manweb have
produced. For example I accompanied one of the surveyors on their visits, who had come to
examine hedgerows, plant growth and various species of trees that were growing on the land and in
the Dingle. On this specific day he did not enter the woodland premises, he only observed from the
boundary fence. As you can probably imagine from your accompanied site visit, in order to conduct
any investigation on the various species of trees and vegetation growth from within the Dingle, it
would be a necessity to walk within the woodland premises. The outer layer of the woodland
consists of ancient hardwood which produce thick canopies, therefore conducting a valid survey
from a considerable distance seems impossible, considering the depth of valley which SP Manweb
have clearly underestimated.

5. Tree Surveys – Appendix 6.9
5.1 Potential treatments of trees in close proximity to the route corridor are summarised in table
(figure X.4).
5.2 Number 182 in the table refers to Hafod Dingle ancient woodland. There seems to be confusion
as to the suggested tree surgery required, as it states “remove sycamore to prevent shading?”
I am not sure on what basis SP Manweb have come to this suggestion.

5.3 I believe that the potential mass felling of trees at the Hafod dingle would have significant
effects on the landscape and wildlife considering it is acknowledged as a local wildlife site.
5.4 Another flaw within this document is that the photograph of the Hafod Dingle woodland in this
document is misleading and inaccurate. The exact image published in the document is located
further down the Dingle valley where the terrain is significantly less steep and additionally there is
less ancient canopy and the coverage of trees is lighter. The area of the Dingle to which this
photograph is referring to is also much narrower. – again very misleading!

5.5 From my local knowledge of the land and the Hafod Dingle, these photographs are in close
proximity to where the original green route crossed, again another example of how SP Manweb
have failed to examine the environmental and landscape impacts along the ‘Hafod’ route. SP
Manweb have applied the various survey results previously generated for the original green
Route and used them for the ‘Hafod’ route.

5.6 At this point I wish to highlight that the original green corridor did NOT impede and cross the
Hafod dingle and the Hafod farmland.

To conclude;
-

-

-

-

-

I feel that there are aspects of the Ecology and Biodiversity reports that do NOT give a true
representation of the latest green corridor, inclusive of the ‘Hafod’ route diversion.
As the ‘Hafod’ route diversion was first introduced to ourselves in December 2013, many
surveys that I have highlighted in this document have not been re-conducted. Data collected
from the original green corridor have been applied to the ‘new’ green route and therefore
included as part of SP Manweb’s application documents. The evidence is in black and white
stating the dates when specific surveys were conducted.
I strongly believe SP Manweb have taken short cuts whilst conducting these surveys.
The degree of tree felling required is highly underestimated by SP Manweb and this will have a
detrimental impact on the environment and biodiversity, as well as the countryside landscape
and visual amenity.
The felling of category A ancient woodland across the Hafod Dingle would not only impact the
isolated wildlife, but the trees will be of a significant loss in terms of visual amenity due to their
visibility from the village of Henllan, and along the B5382 travelling from Henllan to LLansannan
and travelling from Henllan to Llannefydd. The Hafod Dingle is also visible from the B5428
Henllan to Groes road. The Hafod Dingle is very large and prominent in the landscape.
The Clwydian Way public footpath penetrates through the Hafod Dingle at the point where the
proposed route crosses. The footpaths’ greatest feature is the ancient trees and walking
through the woodland with the sound of the Afon Asa in the background and the descending
waterfall, which the route directly crosses.
An intrusion like this would make people think twice about walking along the Clwydian Way
again.

