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Civil Aviation

Lighting

The Civil Aviation Authority references the same matters that are contained

CAA has no comment to make on the North Wales Wind

within the Statement of Common Ground between the parties. As such, SP

Farm Connection Project changes as described

Manweb has no further comments.

Authority

Regarding the project itself, away from aerodromes Article
219 of the UK Air Navigation Order applies with respect to
obstruction lighting; and this is the case here. This Article
requires that for en-route obstructions (ie away from
aerodromes) lighting only becomes legally mandated for
structures of a height of 150m or more. Typically, structures
less than 150m high and away from the immediate vicinity
of an aerodrome are not routinely lit for civil aviation
purposes. However, structures of lesser high might need
aviation obstruction lighting if, by virtue of their location and
nature, they are considered a significant navigational
hazard.
Although not close to an aerodrome the developer/
planning authority should contact the Ministry of Defence
(MOD) and National Air Traffic Service (NATS) who may
wish to comment on this proposal. To address this, contact
should be made to the Head of Safeguarding. Additionaly,
the developer should contact the undersigned at least 2
weeks before the use of any tall cranes on site.
Dafydd

(a) Position of interested parties

SP Manweb refers the Examining Authority to SP Manweb D1 - Response to
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Parties (I Jones, H Jones, N, Jones, E Davies, N Davies

ExAs-1 Qs Paragraph 1.17 (examination library reference REP1-056) and SP

and

Manweb - Responses to Written Representations (examination library

N

Hughes)

submit

that

the

line

should

be

st

reference REP2-015) and adopt the same submission in response to Mr Jones’

undergrounded.

submission above.
Dafydd

(b) – Intention of the Electricity Act 1989.

SP Manweb, as the local Distribution Network Operator (DNO) and holder of a

Jones

The DCO application refers to, and relies on, the Electricity

Distribution Licence for the North and Mid Wales, Cheshire, Merseyside and

Act 1989 for support.

Shropshire areas must comply with statutory and licence duties and obligations

Was it the intention of those who designed and drafted the
Act to introduce a piece of legislation that essentially
subsidises

the

profits

of

a multi-national

wind-farm

developer?
The selection of an overhead line solution is being
promoted as the most economical option, thus boosting the
profit lie of the wind farm developers.

including under section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 to develop and maintain an
efficient, co-ordinated and economical system of electricity distribution and
under Schedule 9 of the same act regarding preserving amenity. This statutory
duty does, of course, influence the technical solution in terms of providing the
connection and the design which has been adopted.
The selection of an overhead line solution is explained in the Strategic Options
Report (Examination library reference APP-156) and the addendum to this
report (Examination library reference REP1-062). These documents explain the
reasoning behind the technical design solution and the route alignment, neither
of which was driven by the economic interests of the wind farm developers.
Rather SP Manweb has balanced its duties under section 9 and Schedule 9 of
the Electricity Act 1989.

Dafydd

(c) – Acting in the public interest

The electricity generated from the windfarms will vary with the wind conditions.

Jones

There is the potential for the amount of electricity generated

The business model for how much generation is for the Developers to consider.

by the wind farms to decrease such that there would be no

SP Manweb must design its network distribution system to accommodate the

supply for the network to distribute.

maximum generation output condition.
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The electricity system is interconnected to the grid at St Asaph and therefore
there will always be a supply connection.

Dafydd

(d) Local network diversion – 11 kV line

Mr Jones submitted a relevant representation on behalf of the above named

Jones

IPs consider that

Interested Parties on substantially the same terms as the submission extracted

SP Manweb's request to DECC for

necessary wayleaves is premature

within this document.

The DCO application has not been approved. Therefore it

SP Manweb refers the Examining Authority to Paragraph 14.6 of 'SP Manweb

follows that the wayleave called for by SP Manweb is not

Response to Relevant Representations Document' (examination library

currently "necessary", as the local network is perfectly

reference REP1-053) and adopts the same submission in response to Mr

sound.

Jones' submission above.

Dafydd

(e) verification of compensation estimate

SP Manweb refers to the Statement of Gareth Roberts (document reference

Jones

(1) Is the amount set aside for the compensation budget an

SPM NWWFC CA01, Appendix 6, examination library reference REP3-035).

independently verified amount? (2) Was the CA estimate

The CA estimate is an estimate and does not represent a fixed budget for

based on a desktop exercise?

negotiations. Each claim for compensation is assessed on its own merits.

(3)Does the CA estimate constitute a fixed budget for
negotiation purposes?

Eifion Bibby

1 (Responding to Action Points 3 and 5 from the CA

SP Manweb has responded comprehensively to the points in the "Written

hearing) – Temporary and Permanent Rights

Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the Compulsory Acquisition

The need for a suitable detailed plans to be received to

Hearings and Appendices" (Examination Library Reference REP3-035).

In

4
EN020014

Respondent

Written Representation
identify

and

particular, please refer to paragraph 16 of that document which comprises a

“permanent” ;-this being necessary to fully understand the

response to "Item 4.15: to enable the Panel to understand where the CA rights

enduring impact of the scheme and its effect on property

requested would be permanent rights".

clearly

which

SP Manweb Response
rights

are

“temporary”

use and value.
Eifion Bibby

2 - (Responding to Action Points 3 and 5 from the CA

The rights sought in the development consent order in respect of installing,

hearing) – Adequacy of Compensation

keeping installed and operating the 132 kV Overhead line will effectively remain

Justification for an easement for greater than 25 years

until the 132 kV Overhead Line is decommissioned. At that point, the rights are

given the limited anticipated lifespan of the wind farms.

"spent" as they only relate to the development authorised under the

Moreover whilst it is appreciated that it is not within the

development consent order. In property law terms, however, the rights would

Planning

consider

remain attached to the land, but they could not be used again for a different

compensation or consideration payments , for information it

overhead line. This is no different to any right that has been acquired through

is interpreted that it is usual , in respect of Necessary

compulsory acquisition. Therefore, these rights will be "spent" once the 132 kV

Wayleaves, for Capitalized payments (for a term usually of

Overhead Line has been decommissioned pursuant to Requirement 18 of the

15 years) to be based on a multiple of 10 x annual

development consent order.

wayleave rates . However in this instance, for a deed of

The remaining points in Point 2 are in respect of the appropriate quantum of

grant

compensation payable. This is not a matter for consideration by the Examining

in

Inspectorate’s

perpetuity

(i.e.

jurisdiction

125

years-

to

but

in

effect

permanently) the consideration payment offers are based

Authority and the Secretary of State.

on a multiple of 20 albeit enhanced and calculated on
arable rates. In the event of an application to renew a
necessary wayleave (that had already applied for 15 years)
one would expect there to be an opportunity to accordingly
obtain a further capitalized sum based on a multipole of 10
I.e in aggregate a multiple of 20 applying for 30 years
(instead of a multiple of 20 applying for 125 years). There is
5
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concern

that

the

SP Manweb Response

mechanisms

available

under

the

“Compensation Code”, in consequence of this process
(pursuant to the Planning Act 2008) may not duly reflect the
recognition payments or compensation paid means of
alternative statutory powers afforded to the DNO’s (District
Network

Operators)

.Furthermore

such

necessary

wayleaves would not result in a specific corridor of land,
between

apparatus,

being

impacted

by

easement

restrictions. Therefore it is considered that the payment
offers don’t reflect an appropriate degree of proportionality
and fairness bearing in mind the extent and period of rights
being sought; and that the “compensation code” may be
deficient in adequately protecting the interested parties’
position in this respect.
Eifion Bibby

3 (Responding to Action Points 3 and 5 from the CA
hearing) – Access Rights

SPM is in active discussions over the rights of access required for the
Proposed Development and their extent with the aim of reaching a voluntary
agreement.

Concerned that the extent of access rights sought by SPM
is too wide.
Eifion Bibby

4 (Responding to Action Points 3 and 5 from the CA

SP Manweb has reviewed and revised requirements 5 (landscaping), 6

hearing) – Impacts of Mitigation Planting

(implementation and maintenance of landscaping) and 7 (reinstatement

The proposal to plant trees, particularly on roadside

planting) of the draft DCO and submitted these amendments to the examination

perimeters is a significant concern owning to liability for

at deadline 3. The revised DCO (Examination library reference REP3-031)

future maintenance and insurance and to mitigate concerns

includes the revised drafting and the introduction at the beginning of the DCO
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for future highway safety. Again there is concern that the

explains how the requirements operate.

compensation code will not provide due process in putting

It is noted that the draft requirements include maintenance obligations, on SP

interested party in a position of equivalence to cover for the

Manweb, both in relation to the landscape mitigation as well as the

future potential loss or expense in maintaining trees (and in

reinstatement planting. It is therefore clear that the landscaping and

fact hedges e.g. in respect of the cost for hedge-laying at,

reinstatement planting will be maintained by SP Manweb and there is a clear

say, year 10 ) ; given the understanding the applicant would

mechanism to secure this.

only be intending to be responsible for the maintenance of
such plantings for a limited period (i.e. 5 years) .In addition
whilst interested parties have been led to believe that
plantings involve supplementing (rather than expanding)
established wooded areas, & involving existing hedgerows,
further clarity is being sought in this respect in order to fully
understand the proposals and to better determine whether
this could have a detrimental impact on European Union
Direct Payment regulations affecting the farming business.

The obligation upon SP Manweb to maintain the landscaping and reinstatement
planting will be for a minimum of 5 years (requirement 6), but a longer period
could be required, if appropriate by the local planning authorities when it
approves the written landscaping scheme (requirement 5) and reinstatement
planting plan (requirement 7). After the maintenance period, the obligation to
maintain will fall to the relevant landowners The costs of maintaining the
landscaping mitigation is capable of forming a claim for compensation. It is for
the landowners to make and substantiate its claim for compensation, which will
be based on the diminution in value of the land holding as a consequence of
compulsorily acquiring rights and imposing restrictions to enable the
construction, maintenance and operation of the Proposed Development –
which includes the maintenance of landscaping. The diminution in value of land
could arise due to loss of productivity of the agricultural land or an increase in
costs of holding the land. The costs of maintaining the landscaping mitigation
would fall into the latter category..
Mr Bibby refers to the costs of laying hedgerows. The requirement to lay
hedgerows is included in the Hedgerow Management Plan (para 2.7.4)
(Examination library reference REP1-089) and therefore this work will be
7
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undertaken by SP Manweb at its cost. The Hedgerow Management Plan is
secured under requirement 13.
The interaction of the construction and operation of the Proposed Development
and its impact on agri-environment scheme is further explained in Action Point
5, included in the appendices to the written summary of the oral
representations made by SP Manweb at the Issue Specific Hearing day 3.

Eifion Bibby

5 - (Responding to Action Points 3 and 5 from the CA

SP Manweb has addressed the responses relating to the impacts on

hearing) – Impacts on agricultural land

agricultural land from the Proposed Development in the following documents.

Concerned that the Proposed Development will interfere



with agricultural productivity.

SP Manweb's Response to Relevant Representations (Examination
Library Reference REP1-053) responds to the issues of impact on
agricultural land and activity in sections 2.4 and 20.4.



SP Manweb's Reponses to Written Representations (Examination
Library Reference REP2-015) submitted as part of SP Manweb’s
Deadline 2 Submission; specifically, SP Manweb’s responses to the
specific issues of the proposed development raised from:
1.

Respondent: David Roberts, P18,

2.

Respondent: J. Bradburne Price & Co on behalf of J LL Evans

and H LL Evans, P24
3.


Respondent: John Mars Jones, p51

SP Manweb’s response to actions from Issue Specific Hearing Day 3,
8
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Agenda point 10.2, Action point 1 (Examination Library Reference
REP3-036), which provides a detailed breakdown of the assumed land
take area and associated financial loss.

Eifion Bibby

6 - (Responding to Action Points 3 and 5 from the CA

SP Manweb has addressed the responses relating to the concerns of the

hearing) – Impacts on agricultural land

frequency of poles and stays from the Proposed Development in the following

Concerned that the proposed frequency of poles and stays

documents:

will affect agricultural activities.



SP Manweb's Response to Relevant Representations Examination
Library Reference REP1-053 explains the numbers of poles and the
separation distances required in section 8.3 and clarifies the rationale
for choosing the double pole design in section 8.4.



SP Manweb's Comments on Reponses to First Written Questions
(Examination Library Reference REP1-056) submitted as part of SP
Manweb’s

Deadline

2

Submission;

specifically,

SP

Manweb’s

responses to the specific issues of the proposed development relating
to the line design from:
1.

Respondent: Mr Dewi Parry and Mrs Helen M Parry: p48

2.

Respondent: Llanrhaedr yng Nghinmeirch Community Council,

p75


SP Manweb’s response to actions from Issue Specific Hearing Day 3,
Agenda point 10.2, Action point 1 which provides a detailed breakdown
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of the assumed land take area and associated financial loss.

Eifion Bibby

7 - Concerned about Landscape and Visual Impacts of the

SP Manweb’s approach to assessing the landscape and visual effects

Overhead Line

(including residential visual amenity and cumulative effects) of the Proposed
Development is presented in Sections 7.4 and 7.9 of Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and
Visual’ (Examination Library Reference APP-098). Further discussion on the
methodology is presented in SP Manweb’s responses to the Relevant
Representations (Section 16.4 – 16.7 and Section 16.11, Examination Library
Reference REP1-053).

Section 7.4 of the ES (Examination Library Reference APP-098) explains how
informed professional assessment, drawing on guidance in GLVIA3 was used
to categorise the landscape and visual effects into one of four broad categories
– negligible, minor, moderate and major. For the purposes of the assessment,
effects judged to be moderate or major are considered to be significant. An
indication of the guidance used to determine whether a likely effect is of
moderate or major significance is presented in Table 7.8 and Section 7.14 of
the ES respectively.
Eifion Bibby

Impacts on development potential of land

SP Manweb has been aware of Mr and Mrs Owen’s proposals for a new

(on behalf of

Concerned that the Proposed Development will affect the

dwelling on this land since 2014. Whilst they do not have any formal plans or

CA and AA

potential for a 'new rural enterprise dwelling' to be

planning permission SP Manweb has had lengthy discussions with Mr Bibby

constructed on the land.

and Mr AA Owen in this regard. Feedback provided by Mr Owen and Mr Bibby

Owen)

has been incorporated in to the Option B design. These changes involved
repositioning an angle pole and this has changed the alignment of the OHL by

10
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15m at its widest point. The changes have the effect of moving the OHL closer
to the public highway (as requested) which would allow more space for the
future development.
From a health and safety perspective Mr Owen would need to consider the
proximity implications of the development to the OHL and also any restrictions
imposed by the granting of necessary or voluntary rights. However, taking
those factors in to consideration it is not anticipated that the line would preclude
any future development.

Eifion Bibby

Location of Poles

Please Refer to the Responses produced within the document titled "Eifion

(on behalf of

Concerned about the location of poles 212 and 213

Bibby Deadline 1 and 3 Response relating to requests for relocation of poles"

Eifion Bibby

Impacts of mitigation planting

(1) SP Manweb's position in relation to concerns about the effect of

(on behalf of

(1) Concerned about safety impacts of planting on roadside

landscaping mitigation on highway safety were addressed in SP Manweb's

perimeters.

response to Written Representations at page 75 Examination library reference

Mr H M
Parry)

Mr H M
Parry)

(2)

Concerned

about

liability

for

maintenance

of

REP2-015)

landscaping.
(2) SP Manweb set out its position in relation to the maintenance of
landscaping mitigation in its Comments on Denbighshire County Council Local
Impact Report and Written Representation at page 53-54. It is noted that since
this submission SP Manweb has revised requirements 5, 6 and 7 of the draft
DCO (Examination library reference REP3-031). The position however remains
the same. SP Manweb will be responsible for the maintenance of the
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landscaping mitigation (requirement 5) and reinstatement planting (requirement
7) in accordance with the maintenance regime approved pursuant to the
respective written landscaping scheme and reinstatement planting plan. This
will include a maintenance period which must be for a minimum period of 5
years, but this period is to subject to the approval of the relevant planning
authorities. Thereafter the responsibility will pass to the landowners. However,
the costs of maintaining the landscaping is capable of being compensated
pursuant to the compulsorily acquisition compensation payments to be paid by
SP Manweb. As explained at the hearings this cost is capable of forming a
claim for compensation and the "compensation code" does not prevent it from it
doing so.
Landscape mitigation will be undertaken on the dark green land and the dark
green stippled land shown on the land plans. The written landscaping scheme
to be submitted to the relevant planning authority for approval cannot be
submitted until consultation has been undertaken with the affected land
owners. The reinstatement planting will be undertaken on land shaded blue and
yellow on the land plans. The planting of any new trees must be carried out in
accordance with a reinstatement planting plan to be submitted and approved by
the relevant planning authorities. The planting of new trees in accordance with
the reinstatement planting plan can only take place if the affected landowners
approve the planting of the new trees.
SPM will continue to negotiate matters relating to individual sites with land
owners and/or relevant agents.

12
EN020014

Respondent

Written Representation

SP Manweb Response

Eifion Bibby

Location of poles

Please Refer to the Responses produced within the document titled "Eifion

(on behalf of

Concerned about the location of poles 178 and 179.

Bibby Deadline 1 and 3 Response relating to requests for relocation of poles"

Eifion Bibby

Impacts of mitigation planting

(1) SP Manweb's position in relation to concerns about the effect of

(on behalf of

(1) Concerned about safety impacts of planting on roadside

landscaping mitigation on highway safety were addressed in SP Manweb's

perimeters.

response to Written Representations at page 75 Examination library reference

DR Owen
and EM
Owen)

DR Owen
and EM
Owen)

(2)

Concerned

landscaping.

about

liability

for

maintenance

of

REP2-015)
(2) SP Manweb set out its position in relation to the maintenance of
landscaping mitigation in its Comments on Denbighshire County Council Local
Impact Report and Written Representation at page 53-54. It is noted that since
this submission SP Manweb has revised requirements 5, 6 and 7 of the draft
DCO (Examination library reference REP3-031). The position however remains
the same. SP Manweb will be responsible for the maintenance of the
landscaping mitigation (requirement 5) and reinstatement planting (requirement
7) in accordance with the maintenance regime approved pursuant to the
respective written landscaping scheme and reinstatement planting plan. This
will include a maintenance period which must be for a minimum period of 5
years, but this period is to subject to the approval of the relevant planning
authorities. Thereafter the responsibility will pass to the landowners. However,
the costs of maintaining the landscaping is capable of being compensated
pursuant to the compulsorily acquisition compensation payments to be paid by
SP Manweb. As explained at the hearings this cost is capable of forming a
13
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claim for compensation and the "compensation code" does not prevent it from it
doing so.
Landscape mitigation will be undertaken on the dark green land and the dark
green stippled land shown on the land plans. The written landscaping scheme
to be submitted to the relevant planning authority for approval cannot be
submitted until consultation has been undertaken with the affected land
owners. The reinstatement planting will be undertaken on land shaded blue and
yellow on the land plans. The planting of any new trees must be carried out in
accordance with a reinstatement planting plan to be submitted and approved by
the relevant planning authorities. The planting of new trees in accordance with
the reinstatement planting plan can only take place if the affected landowners
approve the planting of the new trees.
SPM will continue to negotiate matters relating to individual sites with land
owners and/or relevant agents.

Eifion Bibby

Location of poles

Please Refer to the Responses produced within the document titled "Eifion

(on behalf of

Concerned about the location of poles 124,126, 127, 128,

Bibby Deadline 1 and 3 Response relating to requests for relocation of poles"

M Jones)

129, 131, 132

Eifion Bibby

Impacts of mitigation planting

(1) SP Manweb's position in relation to concerns about the effect of

(on behalf of

(1) Concerned about safety impacts of planting on roadside

landscaping mitigation on highway safety were addressed in SP Manweb's

perimeters.

response to Written Representations at page 75 Examination library reference

M Jones)

(2)

Concerned

landscaping.

about

liability

for

maintenance

of

REP2-015)
(2) SP Manweb set out its position in relation to the maintenance of
landscaping mitigation in its Comments on Denbighshire County Council Local
14
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Impact Report and Written Representation at page 53-54. It is noted that since
this submission SP Manweb has revised requirements 5, 6 and 7 of the draft
DCO (Examination library reference REP3-031). The position however remains
the same. SP Manweb will be responsible for the maintenance of the
landscaping mitigation (requirement 5) and reinstatement planting (requirement
7) in accordance with the maintenance regime approved pursuant to the
respective written landscaping scheme and reinstatement planting plan. This
will include a maintenance period which must be for a minimum period of 5
years, but this period is to subject to the approval of the relevant planning
authorities. Thereafter the responsibility will pass to the landowners. However,
the costs of maintaining the landscaping is capable of being compensated
pursuant to the compulsorily acquisition compensation payments to be paid by
SP Manweb. As explained at the hearings this cost is capable of forming a
claim for compensation and the "compensation code" does not prevent it from it
doing so.
Landscape mitigation will be undertaken on the dark green land and the dark
green stippled land shown on the land plans. The written landscaping scheme
to be submitted to the relevant planning authority for approval cannot be
submitted until consultation has been undertaken with the affected land
owners. The reinstatement planting will be undertaken on land shaded blue and
yellow on the land plans. The planting of any new trees must be carried out in
accordance with a reinstatement planting plan to be submitted and approved by
the relevant planning authorities. The planting of new trees in accordance with
the reinstatement planting plan can only take place if the affected landowners

15
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approve the planting of the new trees.
SPM will continue to negotiate matters relating to individual sites with land
owners and/or relevant agents.

Eifion Bibby

To seek to reduce the adverse impact of the proposed

No specific submissions were made and as such the comments in relation to

(on behalf of

scheme on interested parties’ properties

action points 3 and 5 provided within this document address any concerns



DE Jones)

Land used for mixed livestock/ forage cropping

raised.

production


Agricultural Land Classification (based on historical
Map dated 1961):Grade 3

No further specific representations (other than those
already outlined, as aforesaid, on a generic basis), at this
stage, being pursued.
Eifion Bibby

Impacts of mitigation planting

(1) SP Manweb's position in relation to concerns about the effect of

(on behalf of

(1) Concerned about safety impacts of planting on roadside

landscaping mitigation on highway safety were addressed in SP Manweb's

JG, MH, and

perimeters.

response to Written Representations at page 75 Examination library reference

IW Jones)

(2)

Concerned

landscaping.

about

liability

for

maintenance

of

REP2-015)
(2) SP Manweb set out its position in relation to the maintenance of
landscaping mitigation in its Comments on Denbighshire County Council Local
Impact Report and Written Representation at page 53-54. It is noted that since
this submission SP Manweb has revised requirements 5, 6 and 7 of the draft
DCO (Examination library reference REP3-031). The position however remains
the same. SP Manweb will be responsible for the maintenance of the
landscaping mitigation (requirement 5) and reinstatement planting (requirement
16
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7) in accordance with the maintenance regime approved pursuant to the
respective written landscaping scheme and reinstatement planting plan. This
will include a maintenance period which must be for a minimum period of 5
years, but this period is to subject to the approval of the relevant planning
authorities. Thereafter the responsibility will pass to the landowners. However,
the costs of maintaining the landscaping is capable of being compensated
pursuant to the compulsorily acquisition compensation payments to be paid by
SP Manweb. As explained at the hearings this cost is capable of forming a
claim for compensation and the "compensation code" does not prevent it from it
doing so.
Landscape mitigation will be undertaken on the dark green land and the dark
green stippled land shown on the land plans. The written landscaping scheme
to be submitted to the relevant planning authority for approval cannot be
submitted until consultation has been undertaken with the affected land
owners. The reinstatement planting will be undertaken on land shaded blue and
yellow on the land plans. The planting of any new trees must be carried out in
accordance with a reinstatement planting plan to be submitted and approved by
the relevant planning authorities. The planting of new trees in accordance with
the reinstatement planting plan can only take place if the affected landowners
approve the planting of the new trees.
SPM will continue to negotiate matters relating to individual sites with land
owners and/or relevant agents.

Eifion Bibby
(On behalf of

To seek to reduce the adverse impact of the proposed

No specific submissions were made and as such the comments in relation to
action points 3 and 5 provided within this document address any concerns
17
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G D Davies)

scheme on interested parties’ properties

raised.



Land used for mixed livestock/ forage cropping
production



Agricultural Land Classification (based on historical
Map dated 1961):Grade 4

Eifion Bibby

Location of poles

Please Refer to the Responses produced within the document titled "Eifion

(on behalf of

Concerned about the location of pole 59.

Bibby Deadline 1 and 3 Response relating to requests for relocation of poles"

Eifion Bibby

Location of poles

Please Refer to the Responses produced within the document titled "Eifion

(on behalf of

Concerned about the location of poles 38, 40, 41 and 42.

Bibby Deadline 1 and 3 Response relating to requests for relocation of poles".

Eifion Bibby

To seek to reduce the adverse impact of the proposed

No specific submissions were made and as such the comments in relation to

(on behalf of

scheme on interested parties’ properties

action points 3 and 5 provided within this document address any concerns

JE Davies)

R Evans)

B M Roberts)



Land used for mixed livestock/ forage cropping

raised.

production


Agricultural Land Classification (based on historical
Map dated 1961):Grade 4

Eifion Bibby

Impacts of mitigation planting

(1) SP Manweb's position in relation to concerns about the effect of

(on behalf of

(1) Concerned about safety impacts of planting on roadside

landscaping mitigation on highway safety were addressed in SP Manweb's

perimeters.

response to Written Representations at page 75 Examination library reference

DC Jones,

18
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JL Jones, AL

(2)

Jones)

Concerned

landscaping.

about

SP Manweb Response
liability

for

maintenance

of

REP2-015)
(2) SP Manweb set out its position in relation to the maintenance of
landscaping mitigation in its Comments on Denbighshire County Council Local
Impact Report and Written Representation at page 53-54. It is noted that since
this submission SP Manweb has revised requirements 5, 6 and 7 of the draft
DCO (Examination library reference REP3-031). The position however remains
the same. SP Manweb will be responsible for the maintenance of the
landscaping mitigation (requirement 5) and reinstatement planting (requirement
7) in accordance with the maintenance regime approved pursuant to the
respective written landscaping scheme and reinstatement planting plan. This
will include a maintenance period which must be for a minimum period of 5
years, but this period is to subject to the approval of the relevant planning
authorities. Thereafter the responsibility will pass to the landowners. However,
the costs of maintaining the landscaping is capable of being compensated
pursuant to the compulsorily acquisition compensation payments to be paid by
SP Manweb. As explained at the hearings this cost is capable of forming a
claim for compensation and the "compensation code" does not prevent it from it
doing so.
Landscape mitigation will be undertaken on the dark green land and the dark
green stippled land shown on the land plans. The written landscaping scheme
to be submitted to the relevant planning authority for approval cannot be
submitted until consultation has been undertaken with the affected land
owners. The reinstatement planting will be undertaken on land shaded blue and
yellow on the land plans. The planting of any new trees must be carried out in
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accordance with a reinstatement planting plan to be submitted and approved by
the relevant planning authorities. The planting of new trees in accordance with
the reinstatement planting plan can only take place if the affected landowners
approve the planting of the new trees.
SPM will continue to negotiate matters relating to individual sites with land
owners and/or relevant agents.
SP Manweb has addressed the responses relating to concerns that canopy

Eifion Bibby

Impacts on agricultural land

(on behalf of

Concerned about the potential for canopy planting to

DC Jones,
JL Jones, AL
Jones)

overshadow

agricultural

agricultural productivity.

land

resulting

in

decrease

planting could overshadow agricultural areas and thereby decrease productivity
from the Proposed Development in the following documents


SP Manweb's Reponses to Written Representations (Examination
Library Reference REP2-015) submitted as part of SP Manweb’s
Deadline 2 Submission; specifically, SP Manweb’s responses to the
specific issues of the impacts of the proposed tree planting

on

agriculture raised from:
1.

Respondent: Iwan Wynne Jones, p32

The response states:
‘…generally accepted agricultural principle that trees and woodland can make a
positive contribution to agriculture, including providing shade and shelter,
prevention of erosion, protection of water resources, as well as having
conservation and wildlife benefits.’
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Evidence of the benefits of trees to agriculture was supplied with the
submission of two reports from the Woodland Trust on ‘Benefits of trees to
arable farms’ and ‘Benefits of trees to livestock farms’.

Eifion Bibby

Location of poles

Please Refer to the Responses produced within the document titled "Eifion

(on behalf of

Concerned about the location of poles 88 and 90.

Bibby Deadline 1 and 3 Response relating to requests for relocation of poles".

Eifion Bibby

Location of poles

Please Refer to the Responses produced within the document titled "Eifion

(on behalf of

Concerned about the location of poles 182, 184, 185, 186,

Bibby Deadline 1 and 3 Response relating to requests for relocation of poles".

DC Jones)

AA Owen)

187.

Eifion Bibby

Location of poles

Please Refer to the Responses produced within the document titled "Eifion

(on behalf of

Concerned about the location of poles 193, 196.

Bibby Deadline 1 and 3 Response relating to requests for relocation of poles".

Eifion Bibby

Location of poles

Please Refer to the Responses produced within the document titled "Eifion

(on behalf of

Concerned about the location of poles 112 and 117.

Bibby Deadline 1 and 3 Response relating to requests for relocation of poles".

Eifion Bibby

Interference with access rights

(on behalf of

It is not anticipated that SP Manweb’s proposals would require the
extinguishment of the access rights to Eriviat Hall.

Requests that access rights to Eriviat Hall are not

EW Hughes,

extinguished and that suitable alternatives are provided.

AEM Owen)

EW Hughes,
PA Hughes
and EW
Hughes)

No poles or pole stays are proposed to be located on the driveway.

PA Hughes
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and EW

Where parties with Part 3 interests wish to have comfort over the rights

Hughes)

required, SP Manweb proposes to agree terms in a voluntary agreement which
will set out the measures that SP Manweb will take to minimise any impact on
relevant Part 3 interests..

Eifion Bibby

Impacts of mitigation planting

(1) SP Manweb's position in relation to concerns about the effect of

(on behalf of

(1) Concerned about safety impacts of planting on roadside

landscaping mitigation on highway safety were addressed in SP Manweb's

EW Hughes,

perimeters.

response to Written Representations at page 75 Examination library reference

PA Hughes
and EW
Hughes)

(2)

Concerned

landscaping.

about

liability

for

maintenance

of

REP2-015)
(2) SP Manweb set out its position in relation to the maintenance of
landscaping mitigation in its Comments on Denbighshire County Council Local
Impact Report and Written Representation at page 53-54. It is noted that since
this submission SP Manweb has revised requirements 5, 6 and 7 of the draft
DCO (Examination library reference REP3-031). The position however remains
the same. SP Manweb will be responsible for the maintenance of the
landscaping mitigation (requirement 5) and reinstatement planting (requirement
7) in accordance with the maintenance regime approved pursuant to the
respective written landscaping scheme and reinstatement planting plan. This
will include a maintenance period which must be for a minimum period of 5
years, but this period is to subject to the approval of the relevant planning
authorities. Thereafter the responsibility will pass to the landowners. However,
the costs of maintaining the landscaping is capable of being compensated
pursuant to the compulsorily acquisition compensation payments to be paid by
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SP Manweb. As explained at the hearings this cost is capable of forming a
claim for compensation and the "compensation code" does not prevent it from it
doing so.
Landscape mitigation will be undertaken on the dark green land and the dark
green stippled land shown on the land plans. The written landscaping scheme
to be submitted to the relevant planning authority for approval cannot be
submitted until consultation has been undertaken with the affected land
owners. The reinstatement planting will be undertaken on land shaded blue and
yellow on the land plans. The planting of any new trees must be carried out in
accordance with a reinstatement planting plan to be submitted and approved by
the relevant planning authorities. The planting of new trees in accordance with
the reinstatement planting plan can only take place if the affected landowners
approve the planting of the new trees..
SPM will continue to negotiate matters relating to individual sites with land
owners and/or relevant agents.

Eifion Bibby

Location of poles

Please Refer to the Responses produced within the document titled "Eifion

(on behalf of

Concerned about the location of poles 117, 119 and 120 to

Bibby Deadline 1 and 3 Response relating to requests for relocation of poles".

HW Hughes,

123.

EA Hughes
& GW
Hughes
Eifion Bibby

Interference with access rights

It is not anticipated that SP Manweb’s proposals would require the
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(on behalf of

Requests that access rights to Eriviat Hall are not

extinguishment of the access rights to Eriviat Hall

HW Hughes,

extinguished and that suitable alternatives are provided.

No poles or pole stays are proposed to be located on the driveway.

EA Hughes

Where parties with Part 3 interests wish to have comfort over the rights

& GW

required, SP Manweb proposes to agree terms in a voluntary agreement which

Hughes

will set out the measures that SP Manweb will take to minimise any impact on
relevant Part 3 interests.

Eifion Bibby

Impacts of mitigation planting

((1) SP Manweb's position in relation to concerns about the effect of

(on behalf of

(1) Concerned about safety impacts of planting on roadside

landscaping mitigation on highway safety were addressed in SP Manweb's

HW Hughes,

perimeters.

response to Written Representations at page 75 Examination library reference

EA Hughes
& GW
Hughes

(2)

Concerned

landscaping.

about

liability

for

maintenance

of

REP2-015)
(2) SP Manweb set out its position in relation to the maintenance of
landscaping mitigation in its Comments on Denbighshire County Council Local
Impact Report and Written Representation at page 53-54. It is noted that since
this submission SP Manweb has revised requirements 5, 6 and 7 of the draft
DCO (Examination library reference REP3-031). The position however remains
the same. SP Manweb will be responsible for the maintenance of the
landscaping mitigation (requirement 5) and reinstatement planting (requirement
7) in accordance with the maintenance regime approved pursuant to the
respective written landscaping scheme and reinstatement planting plan. This
will include a maintenance period which must be for a minimum period of 5
years, but this period is to subject to the approval of the relevant planning
authorities. Thereafter the responsibility will pass to the landowners. However,
the costs of maintaining the landscaping is capable of being compensated
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pursuant to the compulsorily acquisition compensation payments to be paid by
SP Manweb. As explained at the hearings this cost is capable of forming a
claim for compensation and the "compensation code" does not prevent it from it
doing so.
Landscape mitigation will be undertaken on the dark green land and the dark
green stippled land shown on the land plans. The written landscaping scheme
to be submitted to the relevant planning authority for approval cannot be
submitted until consultation has been undertaken with the affected land
owners. The reinstatement planting will be undertaken on land shaded blue and
yellow on the land plans. The planting of any new trees must be carried out in
accordance with a reinstatement planting plan to be submitted and approved by
the relevant planning authorities. The planting of new trees in accordance with
the reinstatement planting plan can only take place if the affected landowners
approve the planting of the new trees..
SPM will continue to negotiate matters relating to individual sites with land
owners and/or relevant agents.

Iwan Jones

Compulsory Acquisition - Land Negotiations Maps to

SPM is seeking to acquire the necessary rights and restrictions from all

landowners have until the last two months been unclear

landowners voluntarily in the form of an Option agreement. In the event that the

and contradictory in meaning and landowners have

Secretary of State grants the DCO, SP Manweb will exercise the option and

therefore been unsure what effect the development would

complete a Deed of Grant. Each owner or occupier will receive an offer of

have on their land.

compensation for the granting of rights and imposition of restrictions that will
allow the installation of the line.
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The plans that accompany the voluntary documentation are less specific in
nature as the rights would be granted voluntarily. This was explained at
paragraphs 5.11-5.12 of the written summary of SP Manweb's oral case put at
the compulsory acquisition hearings (Examination library reference REP3035).The DCO however has the power to grant permanent rights on a
Compulsory basis and SPM has specified these rights in a more detailed
manner .The plans that accompany the Order are therefore different to those
that accompany the voluntary agreements.
If CA rights are granted it does not prevent SPM from continuing to seek
voluntary agreements in which case SPM would not be required to exercise the
CA rights.
The plans SPM used for the completion of voluntary agreements differ in their
format compared to those used in the Development Consent Order Application
and this may have lead to some confusion.
SP Manweb has supplied Mr I Jones’ professional representative with a
number of different plans to assist him in his discussions with his clients. These
include sections and angle design footprint measurement plans, engineering
design drawings, footprint plans, enhancement and replacement planting
drawings, enhancement and replacement area plans, Option and Easement
area plans and Easement and Option plans.
The details of these communications are set out at paragraphs

14.4.1 to

14.4.19 of SP Manweb's response to relevant representations (Examination
library reference REP1-053).
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1. The ecologically and historically Important Hedgerows are identified in

List of important hedgerows in DCO does not include some

Technical Appendix 6.10 Examination Library reference APP-131) and

of the hedges identified as important and lists some that

Technical Appendix 8.2 (Examination Library reference APP-141) of

have been assessed as un-important as important hedges.

the Environmental Statement respectively.
2. They are also identified on the Landscaping Plans (Examination library
reference APP50-62) which have been updated in response to the
comment raised by Mr Iwan Jones and submitted at Deadline 4
(Examination Library Reference REP4-027) together with a Schedule
indicating the .hedgerow reference number and the reason for its
classification as an Important Hedgerow (ecological / historic).
(Examination Library Reference REP4-008).
3. The Landscaping Plans submitted as part of the DCO application had
only indicated hedgerows identified as important for their historic
interest. This has now been rectified as explained in bullet point (2)
above.

Iwan Jones

Compulsory acquisition – DCO Drafting

Requirement 7 of the revised Development Consent Order issued at Deadline 3

The applicant should not be able to plant trees &

(Examination library reference REP3-031) applies to the planting to take place

hedgerows in the (yellow area) temporary order area

on the yellow (and blue) land shown on the Land Plans. The yellow land (and

without the agreement of the landowners and the cost of

blue land) on the Land Plans are the areas where reinstatement planting is to

maintaining such mitigation measures should be the

take place (i.e. where hedgerows have been removed to enable the

responsibility of the applicant over the long term not just the

construction of the Proposed Development, these hedgerows will be

initial 5yrs.

reinstated). This reinstatement may also include improvements to vegetation;
e.g. where a hedgerow had gaps, the Applicant would intend to restore those
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gaps. However, where the improvements may involve a new tree, SP Manweb
would not include that new tree in the reinstatement planting unless agreement
had been reached with the relevant landowner.
The stipple green over the yellow land on the Land Plans are the areas where
new trees, shrubs and other soft landscaping is proposed. As these new trees,
shrubs and other soft landscaping are proposed for enhancement or mitigation
purposes, agreement with the relevant landowners is not a pre-requisite before
submission of the written landscaping scheme to the relevant planning
authority. However, Requirement 6 of the revised Development Consent Order
requires SP Manweb to consult with the relevant landowners on which the
planting is proposed to be located prior to submitting the written landscaping
scheme. It would then be the decision of the relevant planning authority as to
whether the planting scheme proposed is acceptable.
SP Manweb will be responsible for maintaining the planting carried out under
requirements 5 and 7 for a period of years as is agreed with the relevant
planning authorities (a minimum of 5 years). After the agreed period, the
landowner would have the responsibility for maintaining the planting. The cost
of this maintenance would either be included in any negotiated voluntary
agreement or would form part of the compensation claim should SP Manweb
need to utilise the compulsory acquisition powers in the Order.

Iwan Jones

Landscape and Visual

The photomontage referred to (viewpoint 11) has been updated in response to

The Photomontage picture of the A543 includes tree’s that

ISH Day 2 Action One and submitted at Deadline 4 (Examination Library

will be cut down to construct the line and therefore give an

Reference REP3-036).
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inaccurate view of the effect of the development. This
picture was used in public consultation and therefore has
misled the public.
Iwan Jones

Landscape and Visual

1.

The Holford Rules which are reproduced in Appendix 7.2 of the ES

Contrary to the Holford rules the overhead line does not

(DCO Document Ref 6.20.1, examination library reference APP-133)

cross straight across the road and a line of posts are seen

are guidelines for routeing new overhead lines which should be

running at a 45 degree angle to the road. In the background

followed wherever possible.

when

travelling

towards

Denbigh

is

a

windmill

at

Gwaenynog Bach whilst travelling from Denbigh the Tir

2.

The Holford Rules do not refer to road crossings, however it is always

Mostyn windfarm can be viewed which increases the

SP Manweb’s aim when routeing new overhead lines to cross linear

‘clutter’ effect.

features such as roads and watercourses as directly as possible (i.e.
at right angles). This is to minimise the likely effects on receptors
using those features (in this case road users).
3.

SP Manweb acknowledges that the alignment of the proposed 132 kV
Overhead Line as it crosses the A543 near Eriviat Hall is such that the
road is approached and crossed obliquely. There are a number of
reasons for this, which are outlined in the Holford Rules:



Holford Rule 4 suggests avoiding higher ground and ridgelines
wherever possible. The route follows the shallow valley that passes
from north-west of the A543 down into the lower lying parts of Eriviat
Park.
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Holford Rule 2 suggests avoiding small areas of high amenity value by
deviation. The route avoids Goppa Farm and the farm at Groes Bach.
In order to utilise the screening afforded by the lower lying parts of
Eriviat Park, the alignment lies closer to Goppa Farm.



Holford Rule 3 suggests choosing the most direct line to minimise the
requirement for heavier angle poles. In order to follow the shallow
valley into Eriviat Park, the alignment has to change direction and turn
to the north. An angle pole to the south is located back from the road
and allows for a direct alignment into Eriviat Park. A direct crossing of
the A543 would necessitate the use of two of the heavier angle poles
rather than one.

4.

In summary, whilst a direct crossing of a road is generally preferred,
other routeing considerations must be taken into account (as noted
above) in order to provide the most balanced solution.

Gwaenynog Individual Wind Turbine and Tir Mostyn Wind Farm
1. When travelling towards Denbigh along the A543 the Gwaenynog Bach
wind turbine may be partially visible in the background (at a distance of
some just under 1km) as road users approach and pass under the 132
kV Overhead Line.

Due to the winding road in this location, the

combined view of the turbine and the 132 kV Overhead Line is only
likely to be experienced very briefly.
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2. Given the distance involved and the likelihood that the turbine will be
partially screened by the intervening landform and mature trees the
likely combined effects and are not considered significant.
3. The combined effects of the Tir Mostyn wind farm and the 132 kV
Overhead Line is illustrated in Viewpoint 11 of Technical Appendix 7.3
Part A (DCO Document Ref 6.20.3A, examination library reference
APP-134) and in Appendix 7.3. When travelling westwards along the
A543, the Tir Mostyn wind farm will be visible some 6km to the south
with the Clocaenog forest behind on the ridgeline as road users
approach and pass under the 132 kV Overhead Line.

The overall

effect at this viewpoint was assessed as moderate and therefore
significant. This assessment was due primarily to the appearance of
the 132 kV Overhead Line as it approaches and overflies the road
rather than to the combined effects of the line with the Tir Mostyn
turbines. The latter will be perceived as distant upland features which
are quite different in appearance to the overhead line. There is also a
clear visual separation between the turbines and the wood poles
meaning result in a less cluttered effect than if there was an overlap
between the two types of structure. Additionally, the combined effects
of the line and the turbines will be experienced only briefly by car users
and the effects on road users in this location are not considered
significant.
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1. The LVIA has assessed the long term effects (i.e. effects still felt 15

The effect on the landscape has been understated and the

years after construction and no longer declining) of the Proposed

lifetime of the overhead line likely to exceed that of the wind

Development in accordance with GLVIA3 as explained in Paragraph

farms means the effect would be long term.

7.4.24 of Chapter 7, ‘Landscape and Visual’ (DCO Document Ref 6.7,
examination library reference APP-098) of the ES.
2. Based on what is currently known about the area and the likely change
which will occur irrespective of the Proposed Development, the
Applicant considers that no major effects will arise in the long term.
3. The law on environmental impact assessment is underpinned by the
concept of likely significant effects that are reasonably foreseeable.
The long term effects of the Proposed Development has been fully
assessed and likely significant effects that are reasonably foreseeable
have been identified in that assessment.
4. SP Manweb has responded more fully to this specific point raised
within this document. In this regard, please see the responses to the
Deadline 3 submission of Mr Andrew Sumner.

Iwan Jones

Biodiversity

1. Chapter 2 of the Environmental Statement ‘Description of Proposed

Area of hedgerows being removed have been down played,

Development (DCO Document reference 6.2 Examination library

DCO would give right to remove circa 7km of hedgerows.

reference APP-093) sets out (para 2.2.5) that:

Access is stated as being 5m, highway rules in terms of

The Order Limits for the Proposed Development contain a Limit of

access view and turning areas would lead to much greater

Deviation (LoD) within which the 132kV Overhead Line would be

lengths being removed. No assessment made of effect of

located. The LoD provides a degree of flexibility to ensure that any

taking large areas of hedgerows.

environmental constraints technical constraints or landowner requests
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can be accommodated. The LoD varies between 20m in areas with
good ground conditions and 40m in areas with poor ground conditions.
2. The DCO would give right to remove hedgerows within the Limits of
Deviation. As noted above the Limits of Deviation have been identified
in order to allow flexibility.

As identified in Chapter 6 of the

Environmental Statement ‘Ecology and Biodiversity’ (DCO Document
reference 6.6, Examination library reference APP-097) within the LoD
only 5m of hedgerow would be removed to allow for construction to
take place.
3. Further clarification was provided in response to FWQ 6.16 (e), (f) and
(g), (Examination library reference (Examination library reference
REP1-056) and in the submission to Deadline 4.
Iwan Jones

Iwan Jones

Biodiversity

Please refer to Appendix 19 of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral

The timing of hedgerow/tree removal which to safeguard

Case put at the Issue Specific Hearing Day 2 (Examination Library Reference

species is stated as being done in the preceding

REP3-037) for a timetable outlining how SP Manweb proposes to undertake

autumn/winter does not match with the timing of the

the necessary survey work and obtain the relevant licenses/permits in order to

construction works which are stated to start in Sept 2016.

achieve completion of the project by the proposed deadline of 2017.

Biodiversity

Please refer to:

Management/liability for hedgerow/ trees that are planted

Appendix 21 of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the

should lie with the applicant not the landowner.

Issue Specific Hearing Day 1 (submitted for Deadline 4) relating to track bellmouths/visibility splays needed for construction. SP Manweb's response to First
Written Question 6.16 (e) (Examination Library Reference REP1-056) and the
Revised draft of the Landscaping Plans (Version 2) (submitted for Deadline 4)
33
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relating to the removal of hedgerows for accesses.
Appendix 19 of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the
Issue Specific Hearing Day 2 (Examination Library Reference REP3-037) for a
timetable outlining how SP Manweb proposes to undertake the necessary
survey work and obtain the relevant licenses/permits in order to achieve
completion of the project by the proposed deadline of 2017.
Paragraphs 5.19 to 5.22 and Appendix 10 of the Written Summary of SP
Manweb's Oral Case put at the Issue Specific Hearing Day 2 (Examination
Library Reference REP3-037) relating to management and liability for
hedgerows.

Iwan Jones

Iwan Jones

Socio-economic

Please refer to paragraph 6.1.2 of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral

Tourism survey had not contacted or properly identified

Case at the Issue Specific Hearing Day 3 (Examination Library Reference

most tourism businesses in the study area.

REP3-036) relating to the validity of the business survey undertaken.

Socio-economic

Please refer to paragraph 6.1.1(r) of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's

It was stated that whilst the A543 was described as a

Oral Case at the Issue Specific Hearing Day 3 (Examination Library Reference

principal tourist route that the survey stated that it was 1km

REP3-036) relating to tourism impacts on the A543.

away from the development and that there was no view of it

The Applicant acknowledges that in Chapter 11 of the Environmental

– it was therefore assigned it as a minor effect. The effect

Statement (Examination Library APP-102), Section 6, ‘Principal Tourist Routes’

on the A543 should be reclassified as well as looking at the

incorrectly stated: “The A543 goes from Pentrefoelas to Bodfari via Denbigh

Brening which has been ignored due to the fact that the

and is located c.1km from the nearest point of the proposed development.” This

actual centre is outside the area not taking into account that

should have stated that the A543 was crossed by the power-line between

part of the lake, cycle tracks and walking paths are in the

Denbigh and Groes.

However, as the power-line following good design
34
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study area.

practice crosses almost perpendicular to the road to minimise visual impact, the
level of impact is assessed as minor on passing users of the road, and not
significant.
Although much of Llyn Brenig and the Llyn Brenig Visitor Centre are located
outside the study area, the Visitor Centre’s presence locally is recognised in
Chapter 11 of the Environmental Statement Section 6 ‘Principal Tourist
Receptors’. Given its location approximately 4km to the south westernmost
point of the proposed overhead line, the impact is assessed as minor and not
significant.
The impact on receptors and recreational users of the surrounding area has
been assessed through Chapter 7 of the Environmental Statement ‘Landscape
and Visual Impact’ (Examination Library APP-098).

Iwan Jones

Iwan Jones

Socio-economic

Chapter 11 of the Environmental Statement (Examination Library APP-102)

Tourism effect has included mitigation measures as part of

makes no reference to tree-planting as mitigation. Indeed under Section 11.10

the survey some of which the applicant states that there are

the assessment states “No temporary or permanent socio-economic or tourism

no guarantees that they will happen such as the 2 for 1 tree

mitigation is required.”

planting.

adverse impacts as a result of the proposed development.

Socio-economic

The Applicant’s observations on this report were set out in summary in Issue

Iwan Jones has submitted the 2003 Investigation into the

Specific Hearing 1st October 2015 Oral Summary (Examination Library

potential impact of wind farms upon tourism in Wales.

Reference REP3-036) Para.6.1.1: What evidence exists to demonstrate that

This is due to there being no assessed significant

tourists do not visit areas due to the existence of pylons or wood pole lines?
Key points of the research were set out in response provided in paragraphs
6.1.1 (d)-(e) referred to in the more up to date research report - ‘Tourism

35
EN020014

Respondent

Written Representation

SP Manweb Response
Impact of Onshore Wind Farms in Wales’ (February 2014).
For further clarity the 2003 NFO Report makes reference to ‘electricity pylons
and wires’ in the summary tables on pages 12 and 13. ‘Electricity pylons and
wires’ were only mentioned by respondents when prompted (page 11 bullet
point 3). When ‘spontaneous’ responses were sought ‘refuse and litter’ was
mentioned by the greatest number of respondents (11%), with no other dislike
gaining greater than 5%, but ‘electricity pylons and wires’ were not mentioned
at all as ‘spontaneous’ dislikes (page 11 bullet point 1).
This research report together with its sister report in Scotland have
subsequently been questioned and criticised as to the robustness and validity
of the methodology in ‘prompting’ responses, given that spontaneous
responses did not provide the interviewers with any relevant opinion on wind
farms as a subject matter. Further, the research has also been criticised for
only selecting quotas for those interviewed who were active outdoor types “as
opposed to those who were more passive” (page 8 bullet point 2), a factor
which was likely to skew the responses and not make them representative of a
full cross-section of the visitor population.
In summary this research is no longer regarded as either robust or valid and
has been superseded by more recent research assessments on the subject.

Iwan Jones

Analysis of costings of overhead line v underground cable
(1) Capital - Comparison between other costs of cables
within the area is provided. Summary states the additional
capital costs of an underground cable is £11,240,000.

Cost of Undergrounding (Life Time Cost report) has been prepared to provide a
complete analysis of the cost comparison between HDWP OHL and
underground cable options. The report covers Capital costs, cost of Losses,
Operational, maintenance and fault repair costs, asset replacement and

36
EN020014

Respondent

Written Representation

SP Manweb Response

(2) Losses - Summary that losses for 50 year life is

decommissioning costs.

£2,280,532 and 100 year life £4,561,064;
(3) O&M - summary of the fault rate. Statement made that

The analysis now includes NPV calculations

Any damage done by 3rd party to the cable is likely to be

Verification of SP Manweb cost basis is provided.

covered by their insurance rather than a cost carried by SP;

The analysis includes for long term asset replacement and decommissioning
costs

(4) Lifetime cost - conclusion is that per annum cost will be
an additional £186,730;
(5) Decommissioning - contention that this would reduce

S P Manweb is confident that its cost comparison figures are reasonable,
accurate and fair.

the overall lifetime cost as compared with undergrounding.
Iwan Jones

Socio-economic - Annual socio-economic costs to the area

1. This paper provides no evidence to support the basis of its scale of

Considers total direct losses of £68,000 per annum, due to

quoted value loss attributed to businesses as a result of the Proposed

tourism £150,000 per annum.

Development and hence is viewed by the Applicant as unsubstantiated
assertion.
2. No definition or list of the ‘10 self-catering establishments’ and caravan
sites is provided for the study area referred to in paragraph 1 of the
paper, so it is difficult to determine the accuracy of the statement and
whether any such receptors would potentially be affected or not.
3. 8% is quoted as a loss to businesses unilaterally without reason,
explanation or justification.
4. SP Manweb does not question the values attributed to the average
weekly charge for occupancy or the occupancy rate but no evidence
has been brought to the Hearing to support these figures.
5. The basis of this arithmetic calculation has not been provided nor has
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the reason attributed for these losses been stated to the Hearing. It
must be assumed that Mr Jones reasons that the perceptions of
‘electricity pylons and wires’ derived from the 2003 Investigation into
the potential impact of wind farms upon tourism in Wales converts in
some manner to an 8% loss of trade, but this is not explained or
justified nor is it supported by evidence.
6. SP Manweb has already set out that perceptions of the general
population do not convert into real-world behavioural change in visiting
patterns - see Issue Specific Hearing 1st October 2015 Oral Summary
Para.6.1.1 (f)-(k) (Examination Library Reference REP3-036), and also
SP Manweb’s response to Denbighshire County Council’s request for a
‘worst case’ quantification of possible impact (see SP Manwebs’
response, submitted at Deadline 4 to Denbighshire County Council’s
Deadline 3 submission (SPM NWWFC PHSDCC).
7. SP Manweb therefore does not accept this paper’s rationale,
reasoning, or quantification of business losses attributed to the
Proposed Development, on the basis that they are unsupported by
evidence.

Iwan Jones

Agriculture

SP Manweb is aware of the implications of Bovine TB and that the major cause

Losses that are hard to put a financial value to them

of the spread of the disease is through cattle infecting other cattle. It is also

States that "The possible spread of TB from the Northern
area of the corridor into clean areas by the creating of a
‘corridor’ where habitats have been removed and made it

understood however that the disease can be carried and spread by wildlife,
such as badgers and deer.
SP Manweb disputes the statement from the respondent that:
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easier for wildlife to migrate into other areas".

‘"The possible spread of TB from the Northern area of the corridor into clean
areas by the creating of a ‘corridor’ where habitats have been removed and
made it easier for wildlife to migrate into other areas".
This is disputed on 3 points:
1. There has been no evidence supplied to support the opinion that the
Proposed Development will create a wildlife corridor in which will
encourage the spread of the TB disease through the increased
movement of wildlife from the Northern area of the overhead line to the
southern area (and vice versa).
2. Evidence supplied by the Welsh Government, Animal and Plant Health
Agency (Wales TB Dashboard Quarter 2 2015) shows the county of
Clwyd has had 16 new incidents in Quarter 2 of 2015 of TB throughout
the county (i.e not confined to the Northern areas). SP Manweb is
aware that TB incidents are widespread throughout Wales. Please refer
to the Appendix section within this document for the Wales TB
Dashboard Quarter 2 2015.
3. If habitats are removed as part of the construction of the proposed
development, the habitat will be replaced or

replanted. The

reinstatement works will be completed within twelve months of
completion of the Proposed Development as laid out in the CEMP
(Reinstatement: 2.14.1).
Iwan Jones

Socio economic losses to the area of an overhead line

(1) Reduction in property values £990,000; and

(1) Reduction in property values would be £990,000; and

(3) Reduction in value of farmland would be £900,000
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(2) Reduction in capital value to the tourism business would

As far as the values mentioned are concerned SP Manweb is unaware as to

be £490,000; and

the basis of the assessment of the figures and does not recognise them as a

(3) Reduction in value of farmland would be £900,000.

realistic or evidenced estimate of losses and compensation payable.
Where SP Manweb acquires compulsory rights it may result in a liability to pay
compensation and SP Manweb have provided a budgetary estimate of the level
of compensation in accordance with the relevant legislation and Compensation
Codes, which has been independently verified in the report of Gareth Roberts
(document reference REP3-035, Appendix 6).
All calculations and estimates undertaken in respect of land and property use
accepted valuation methods and principles and each case are considered on
its own merits. Compensation is then assessed and ultimately paid in
accordance with compensation code practices on a case by case basis.
(2) Reduction in capital value to the tourism business would be £490,000
The potential socio economic effects of the Proposed Development have been
assessed within Environmental Statement Chapter 11 - Socio-Economic and
Tourism document reference 6.11.

John
Hopkinson

Text from oral presentation by Mr John Hopkinson at Open

As set out in paragraph 1.3 of the Statement of Reasons (Examination Library

Floor Hearing on 23 September–

Reference APP-078), page 26 of SP Manweb's Reponses to Written

(1) Raises concerns over the cost of infrastructure such as

Representations (Examination Library Reference REP2-015) and paragraph 5

the connection and impacts on electricity bills.

of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the Issue Specific

(2) Raises concerns over wind energy generation in
general. Full references included, such as National Grid
slides from "teach in", and letter from local MP Rt Hon

Hearing Day 1 (Examination Library Reference REP3-030), SP Manweb is
under a statutory duty to find a connection solution, such solution to be in
accordance with section 9 and Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act 1989.
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David Jones.

SP Manweb also refers to the National Policy Statements that set out the need
case for renewable energy and new electricity networks, for example –
1.

the Overarching National Policy Statement Energy (EN-1) says at
paragraph 3.4.5 that "to largely decarbonise the power sector by 2030,
it is necessary to bring forward new renewable electricity generating
projects as soon as possible. The need for new renewable electricity
generation projects is therefore urgent." Paragraph 3.7.3 goes on to
add 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."

2. the National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy (EN-3) says at
paragraph 2.7.1 that "Onshore wind farms are the most established
large-scale source of renewable energy in the UK. Onshore wind farms
will continue to play an important role in meeting renewable energy
targets."
3. the National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks (EN-5) says at
paragraph 2.2.2 "The general location of electricity network projects is
often determined by the location, or anticipated location, of a particular
generating station and the existing network infrastructure taking
electricity to centres of energy use. This gives a locationally specific
beginning and end to a line"
It is not appropriate for SP Manweb to comment on the submitted slides which
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relate to a System Operability Framework Workshop held by National Grid.

John Mars
Jones

John Mars
Jones

Undergrounding of the Overhead Line
If the Scheme is given the go ahead, the Jones family

SP Manweb’s consideration of undergrounding in the vicinity of Berain is set

would prefer that only underground transmission cables be

out in its response to the Written Representation submitted by Mr J M Jones

used along the section past Berain farm, given how an

(Examination Library reference REP2-015), submitted at Deadline 2, and in its

overhead power-line will permanently blight the features

response to CCBC’s LiR and Written Representation (Para 6.3.3) (Examination

mentioned below.

library reference REP2-023) also submitted at Deadline 2.

Undergrounding

SP Manweb has set out its position as to why it is necessary to underground

The Proposed Development is for the overhead line

the cable from St Asaph Substation to the terminal point of the Proposed

between Clocaenog Forest and Glascoed. This does not

Development located in a field to the south of Trebanog, Groesffordd Marli in its

represent the full connection required for the distribution of

responses to First Written Questions 1.1 – 1.2 (Examination library reference

electricity. There is a section of the connection between

REP1-056) and Statement of Reasons (Examination library reference APP-

Glascoed

078) at paragraphs 1.2.3, 2.2.2, 3.2.55, 4,1,4, 6.3.2 and 8.2.5.

and

St.

Asaph

that

is

proposed

for

undergrounding. Reference to SPM stating that an
application for the underground section is not required as
there would not be any objection to its installation.
Underground section should be subject to challenge and
considered within the DCO.
John Mars

Viability of wind farms and funding for OHL

(1) & (2) SP Manweb has set out its position in the 'Written Summary of SP
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(1) The Proposed Development is for the export of

Manweb's Oral Case made at the Issue Specific Hearing Day 1 (Document

electricity from proposed wind farms and the viability of

reference SPM NWWFC DL4ISH1 ) . Reference is made to paragraph 5 and

those wind farms should be questioned given the time

Appendix 24.

1

required to deliver them OHL and that the wind farm
developments become uneconomical. (2) Verification is
required over the commercial funding for the OHL.
John Mars
Jones

Lifetime of OHL and decommissioning
"The

Proposed

Development

has

Definition of use
various

terms

of

In relation to the definition of 'use', SP Manweb confirms that it has included a

existence subject to either the lifetime of the wind farms

definition for 'use' in the latest version of the draft DCO submitted for Deadline

being 25 years, a design life of 40 years or even subject to

3. This definition provides that:

use. I would stress that we consider that the lifetime of the

"“use” means to utilise the SP Manweb PLC distribution system".

wind farms or the design life is irrelevant to the extent of
time that the OHL line would be in existence. The
undetermined influence would be the interpretation of ‘use’.
As expressed at the hearing we would request that a
specific definition of ‘use’ is provided. The ‘use’ of the line
could be interpreted as either ‘import’ or ‘export’ of
electricity of any quantity. With the installation of the OHL,
and subject to other consents, could apply to connect the
OHL from the proposed sub-station with another substation in close proximity and thus the OHL would become
part of the SP Manweb network and always deemed to be

'distribution system' is defined as:
"…the system consisting (wholly or mainly) of electric lines owned or operated
by SP Manweb PLC that is used for the distribution of electricity from grid
supply points or generation sets or other entry points to the points of delivery to
customers or authorised electricity operators".
In response to Mr Jones' submission that in previous versions of the draft DCO
'use' could be interpreted as either the 'import' or 'export' of electricity of any
quantity, SP Manweb submits that this new definition of 'use' eliminates any
potential ambiguity in how this term should be interpreted.
Lifetime of Proposed Development

1

The Document Reference has been provided rather than the Examination library reference as at the time of writing there is an error in the Examination
library
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in ‘use’".

SP Manweb comprehensively addressed this matter at Day 1 of the Issue
Specific Hearings, where it responded to Agenda Item 6 (in which the
Examining Authority requested that SP Manweb explain why it did not consider
it appropriate to impose a timescale on the retention of the overhead line). SP
Manweb refers to its response summarised at page 10 of 'Written Summary of
SP Manweb's Oral Case Put at the Issue Specific Hearing Day 1 and
Appendices' (examination library REP3-030) and adopts this response in
relation to the above submission.

John Mars
Jones

Consultation

The Option offer letter and the accompanying plan dated 26/11/2014 were

(1) Previous offer letters being invalid (attaches letter from

addressed to John Mars Jones and the accompanying plan did not capture all

SPM dated 26 November 2014).

the land owned by the family in various names.

(2) Lack of consultation on alternative routes.

Following a meeting on 8 September 2015 between SP Manweb's

(3) Narrow width of assessed corridor meant that SPM
could not consider alternative routes (including route behind
trees).
(4) Correspondence received from CCBC relevant to
undergrounding and lack of transparency.
(5) Attached email (in Welsh) confirming that CCBC
considers the DCO to have a Significant (Major) impact on

representatives and Mr JM Jones, Mrs Eirian Jones, Mr Tudor Jones and their
agent SP Manweb's representatives made a revised offer of compensation to
Mr JM Jones as an owner in his own right on 9 September 2015.
An offer was also made to Mr John Mars Jones, Mrs Eleanor Mars Jones and
Mr Richard Mars Jones as joint owners. SP Manweb's representatives now
believe that the offers of compensation and the associated plans accurately
reflect the various ownerships.

Berain.
SP Manweb’s consideration the adequacy of the consultation process is set out
in its response to the Written Representation submitted by Mr J M Jones
(Examination library reference REP2-015) submitted at Deadline 2.
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The approach to routeing and consideration of undergrounding was considered
during ISH1 and ISH 2 (paragraphs 3.25 – 3.28 of ISH 1 Oral Summary and
Appendices (examination library reference REP3-035) and paragraph 3.48 of
ISH 2 Oral Summary and Appendices (examination library reference REP3037)
The approach to routeing and consideration of the alternatives has also been
presented in the response to Issue Specific Hearings Day 1 (ISH1) Action 6a
submitted at Deadline 4 (examination library reference REP3-035).

SP Manweb’s approach to undergrounding was set out in the Appendix to the
Planning Statement ((DCO Document Reference 7.5) (examination library
reference APP-159)) and has been further considered in responses to points
raised by the Examining Authority at ISH1 (Actions 7, 8, 9a, 9b, and 10).
SP Manweb has provided further clarification in its response to the Written
Representation submitted by Mr Mars Jones at Deadline 2.

SP Manweb’s consideration of undergrounding in the vicinity of Berain is set
out in its response to the Written Representation submitted by Mr J M Jones
submitted at Deadline 2, and in its response to CCBC’s LiR and Written
Representation (Para 6.3.3) (Examination Library Reference REP2-023), also
submitted at Deadline 2.
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SP Manweb will be submitting further materials in relation to landscape and
visual impacts at Berain with its response to the Examining Authority's Second
Written Questions at Deadline 6.

John Mars
Jones

Questionnaire

Results of the questionnaire will be submitted at a later date. SP Manweb will

The views of Owners, Tenants, Occupiers or Other persons

respond to this submission once the information is made available.

with Interests regarding ‘The Planting of Trees and
Ecological Mitigation Measures within the ‘Temporary
Construction and Access Areas (Yellow Coloured Land)’ by
SP Manweb’ has been sought through the release of a
questionnaire as a result of extensive discussions during
the hearing on ecological mitigation.
John Mars
Jones

Questionnaire

Results of the questionnaire will be submitted at a later date. SP Manweb will

A questionnaire has been prepared to express the views of

respond to this submission once the information is made available, however

Owners, Tenants, Occupiers or Other persons with

please

Interests regarding the likely acceptance of ‘‘Underground

undergrounding has been set out in the Technical Appendix to the Planning

Cabling’ of the SP Manweb NWWFC Over Head Power

Statement (Examination Library Reference APP-159).

Line

along

the

proposed

route

of

the

note

that

SP

Manweb’s

approach

to

the

consideration

of

Proposed

Development across the land/farm’ following extensive
discussions regarding the issue of underground cabling
during the hearing.
John Mars
Jones

Comments on guidance for the use of compulsory

SP Manweb refers to paragraph 8 of the Statement of Reasons (Examination

acquisition

Library Reference APP-078 and OpB-004) and paragraph 14 and Appendix 11

(1)

No

consideration

of

reasonable

alternatives

to

of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the Compulsory
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compulsory acquisition.

Acquisition Hearings (Examination Library Reference REP3-035) which sets

(2)

Land

discussions

have

been

inadequate

and

inconclusive, no discussion of underground route.
(3) Acquisition of land for landscaping is unnecessary and
won't outweigh the effect of the OHL.

out the justification for the use of compulsory powers and confirms SP
Manweb's position that there is a compelling case in the public interest for the
compulsory acquisition of rights for the Proposed Development.
Please also refer to paragraph 4 of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral

(4) No compelling case in the public interest as no benefit

Case put at the Compulsory Acquisition Hearings (Examination Library

to local area or landowners.

Reference REP3-035) where SP Manweb confirmed that it had explored all

(5) Lack of consultation.

reasonable alternatives to compulsory acquisition.

(6) Inappropriate discussions with SPM to obtain voluntary
agreement and verbal rejection of alternative option not
provided until 8 September 2015.

Appendix 1 of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the
Compulsory Acquisition Hearings (Examination Library Reference REP3-035)
summarises the rights sought under the compulsory acquisition powers.

(7) Waiting for SPM to confirm whether compulsory rights
would be used.

Appendix 5 of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the

(8) SMP "threatening" use of compulsory rights as soon as

Compulsory Acquisition Hearings (Examination Library Reference REP3-035)

DCO granted.

includes an updated Landowner Table of Negotiations

(9) No use of alternative dispute resolution techniques.
(10) Lack of explanation of CA process and no specified
case manager who landowners can contact.

detailing the

communications and negotiations that have taken place to date with each
landowner. SP Manweb does not agree with John Mars Jones' submission that
there has been a lack of consultation or inadequate or inappropriate
discussions.

(11) No information provided on minimum levels of
compensation.

As set out in paragraph 16.5.2 of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral

(12) The ExA is requested to ensure that there is time for

Case put at the Compulsory Acquisition Hearings (Examination Library

negotiations once DCO is granted before CA rights are

Reference REP3-035), the draft DCO enables SP Manweb to take temporary
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vested.

possession of the land to commence construction of the Proposed
Development.

This enables SP Manweb to continue to negotiate with

landowners, after the DCO has been granted, in order to try and reach
voluntary agreement, whilst not impeding the construction timetable.
Submissions relating to the level of compensation are not matters for the
Examining Authority to consider.

John Mars
Jones

Letters and meetings relating to Berain

1) Various inaccuracies in written correspondence from SPM (including wrong

(1) Mr Mars Jones claims various inaccuracies in written

landowners and plans, for example)

correspondence from SPM (including wrong landowners,

The Option offer letter and the accompanying plan dated 26/11/2014 were

plans, for example.).

addressed to John Mars Jones. The letter followed diligent enquiry and SP

(2) No clarification as to how the consideration was valued.

Manweb understood the contents of that letter to be correct. However, it is now

(3) No quantification of land take or areas for ecological
mitigation areas.
(4) References to short notice meetings and discussions
only relating to diversion of 11kV not the OHL.

understood that and the accompanying plan did not capture all the land owned
by the family in various names.
A meeting on the 08/09/2015 between SPM's representatives and Mr JM
Jones, Mrs Eirian Jones and Mr Tudor Jones and their agent, was the first
opportunity SPM representatives had had to discuss the option offer with the
family, following the initial meeting with Mr John Mars Jones on the 22/10/2014.
In this meeting the landownership was clarified. The correct position is now
recorded in the Book of Reference (version 2) Examination library reference
(REP1-060) and the Addendum to the Book of Reference (Examination library
reference REP2-025).
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In that meeting SPM's representatives made a revised offer of compensation to
Mr JM Jones as and owner in his own right on the 08/09/2015. An offer was
also made to Mr John Mars Jones, Mrs Eleanor Mars Jones and Mr Richard
Mars Jones as joint owners. SPM's representatives now believe that the offers
of compensation and the associated plans accurately reflect the various
ownerships.
2) No clarification as to how the consideration was valued.
At the initial meeting between SPM’s representatives and Mr JM Jones on the
22/10/2014 a detailed breakdown of the compensation offer was provided to Mr
Jones, on a per pole structure basis. The method for assessing the calculation
of compensation is based upon SP Manweb’s custom and practice, which
reflects industry practice. The annual wayleave guidance payment rates are
multiplied using 20 years purchase on a per pole structure basis and. In this
instance SPM has used the arable element of the wayleave payment guidance
rate as the basis for the compensation. These were reiterated to Mr Jones
during the Oral Hearings.)
3) No quantification of land take or areas for ecological mitigation areas.
SPM’s representatives were unaware of Mr JM Jones concerns relating to the
Enhancement and Replacement, until the meeting of 09/08/2015. On the
01/04/2014 a meeting was held with Mr JM Jones to discuss the enhancement
and replacement planting measures amongst other things. The only concern
raised at that meeting, relating to the planting proposals, was that trees should
not be planted in existing hedgerows where no trees currently existed. SPM
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has recorded that feedback. SPM will provide details on land take to Mr Jones.
4) References to short notice meetings and discussions only relating to
diversion of 11kV not OHL.
SPM’s representative’s general approach is to contact landowners by phone to
make arrangements to go out and see them. However, in some instances it is
not always possible to make prior meeting arrangements and we have to make
site visits. Farmers by nature are busy people and SPM is aware of this, should
we call on landowners and they are busy SP Manweb's representatives will call
again.
Please refer to page 49 of SP Manweb's response to written representations
(Examination Library Reference REP2-015).

John Mars
Jones

Action Point 8.11 – Impacts on agricultural operations

1. Impact on efficiencies of farming activities:

(1) Impact on efficiencies of machinery and field boundaries

SP Manweb has addressed the responses relating to the impacts on the

(2) Health and Safety

efficiencies of farming activities from the Proposed Development in the

(3) Impact on Land Drainage
(4) Effect on Farm subsidy (Basic Area Payment and

following documents:


Library Reference REP1-053) responds to the issues of impact on

Environmental Schemes)

agricultural land and activity in sections 2.4 and 20.4.

(5) The loss of production land due to poles crossing fields
without consideration of the field boundaries and isolating
further parcels of land.

SP Manweb's Response to Relevant Representations (Examination



SP Manweb's Reponses to Written Representations (REP2-015)
submitted as part of SP Manweb’s Deadline 2 Submission; specifically,
SP Manweb’s

responses

to the specific issues of the proposed

development raised from
2. Health and Safety
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SP Manweb has addressed concerns of the additional health and safety risks
to agriculture workers as a result of the Proposed Development in the following
documents:


SP Manweb's Comments on Denbighshire County Council Local
Impact Report and Written Representation (REP2-022) submitted as
part of Deadline 2, which responds to the issues of the health and
safety considerations of the proposed development, p107.



SP Manweb also added to this with oral representations at the Issue
Specific Hearings (Day 3) that evidenced examples of the health and
safety implications which stated:
-

‘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 U.K which has
a minimum height of 5.2m above ground. Therefore,
this pole design gives an additional 1.5m of clearance.’

And
-

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

51
EN020014

Respondent

Written Representation

SP Manweb Response
4.8m when the spout 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. Impact on Land Drainage
SP Manweb has addressed concerns of the Proposed Development in relation
to the impact on land drainage in the following documents:


SP Manweb's Response to the Examining Authority’s First Written
Questions (Examination Library Reference REP1-048) submitted as
part of deadline 1, question number 4.10, highlights the procedure to
be implemented if any land drains are impacted as a result of the
proposed development.



Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the Issue Specific
Hearing Day 3 and Appendices (Examination Library Reference REP3036) submitted as part of Deadline 3, section 4.2.4 confirms SP
Manweb will 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.

4. Effect on Farm Subsidy (Basic Payment Scheme and Agri- environmental
Schemes).

52
EN020014

Respondent

Written Representation

SP Manweb Response

SP Manweb has addressed concerns of the Proposed Development in relation
to the impact on farm subsidy and agri – environmental schemes following
documents:


SP Manweb's Response to the Examining Authority’s First Written
Questions submitted as part of deadline 1, question number 4.11 and
4.13 highlights detailed implications of the proposed development on
the ‘Basic Payment Scheme’ and Agri-environmental schemes’.



Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the Issue Specific
Hearing Day 3 and Appendices submitted as part of Deadline 3
expanded on the procedure to be adopted to minimise the impacts on
the ‘Basic Payment Scheme’ and Agri-environmental schemes’.

5. Effect on Farm Subsidy (Basic Payment Scheme and Agri- environmental
Schemes).
SP Manweb has addressed concerns of the Proposed Development in relation
to the impact on farm subsidy and agri – environmental schemes following
documents:


SP Manweb's Response to the Examining Authority’s First Written
Questions (Examination Library Reference REP1-048) submitted as
part of deadline 1, question number 4.11 and 4.13 highlights detailed
implications of the proposed development on the ‘Basic Payment
Scheme’ and Agri-environmental schemes’.



Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the Issue Specific
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Hearing Day 3 and Appendices (Examination Library Reference REP3036) submitted as part of Deadline 3 expanded on the procedure to be
adopted to minimise the impacts on the ‘Basic Payment Scheme’ and
Agri-environmental schemes’.
6. Please Refer to response previously provided in Written Summary of SP
Manweb's Oral Case put at the Issue Specific Hearing Day 3 and Appendices,
Examination Library Reference REP3-036.

John Mars
Jones

Historic Environment

SP Manweb’s has recognised the importance of the heritage assets at Berain

(1) Berain is a historic property of national importance.

within both the Environmental Statement and subsequent submissions

There is potential for significant detrimental effect on the

including the Response to Relevant Representations (Document Reference

setting of the Grade II* listed house and group of

Examination Library Reference REP1-053) (submitted at Deadline 1) (paras

agricultural buildings.

5.8.1 – 5.8.4), SPM’s response to the Written Representation submitted by Mr J

(2) OHL should be undergrounded.
(3) The boundaries have been established for centuries and
the landscape should be considered for its historic value.

M Jones (Examination Library Reference REP2-015), submitted at Deadline 2,
and in its response to CCBC’s LiR and Written Representation (Para 6.3.3)
(Examination Library Reference REP2-023) also submitted at Deadline 2.

SP Manweb is submitting a full paper explaining the environmental effects upon
Berain, particularly in relation to the historic environment, and how they have
been assessed. This has been prepared in response to Second Written
Question 12.7 from the Examining Authority and will be submitted for Deadline
6.
John Mars
Jones

Biodiversity and Agricultural Activities

Please refer to page 52 of SPM’s response to the Written Representation

A considerable number of trees along the Berain section

submitted by Mr J M Jones (Document reference SPM NWWFC Comments on
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will have to be felled to provide sufficient clearance for the

WRS), submitted at Deadline 2 (Examination Library REP2-015).

proposed

draft

route.

Mitigation

through

ecological

improvements has not been clearly indicated and further
loss of agricultural land is anticipated. The OHL could even
affect the efficiency of farming activities, the clearance of
existing field boundaries and the creation of new fields
along the route of the proposed OHL.
JP Hughes

Landscape and Visual

1. Desktop measurements using SP Manweb’s GIS mapping show the

(1) Representation purports to show that using SP

distance from the garden boundary to the edge of the Limits of

Manweb's own maintained website the distance between

Deviation to be approximately 280m. The distance from the property

the connection and Llys Hedydd at the closest point could

edge to the centre of the Limits of Deviation is approximately 300m as

be as little as 236m, in contrast to Gillespies' statement at

noted during the site visit. Any potential pole movements are restricted

the site visit on 23 September 2015 that it would be 300m

to within the Limits of Deviation. This can be viewed in the suite of

at the closest point.

figures in Appendix 6.16 (Examination library reference APP-107) of

(2) Representation goes on to state that the impact of the
pylons on the property will be major, and includes images

the ES, therefore in the realistic worst case scenario; the closest the
poles would therefore be to this property is approximately 280m.

purporting to show views from the living room and "office" at
the property with the pylons shown in black.

2. SP Manweb’s comments on responses to First Written Questions

(3) The representation sets out why Mr Hughes believes

(APP-EN020014) explained on page 52 that, because this property lies

that the impact is of major significance, making reference to

more than 200m from the Proposed Development, it is unlikely to

terminology used in the LVIA.

experience an overbearing effect on visual amenity and therefore was
not included in the Residential Visual Amenity Assessment in the ES.
In response, however, to the current representation, an assessment of
the likely visual effects on occupiers of Llys Hedydd, which was
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Respondent

Written Representation

SP Manweb Response
included in the residential amenity assessment, is provided below.

3. As reflected in JP Hughes’s image of the Proposed Development, and
by the measurements noted in the paragraph above, in the realistic
worst case scenario when viewed from the living room of that property
the nearest poles would be approximately 280m from the property.
Although most of the poles would be backclothed by landform, there
would be the potential for 2 or 3 poles to appear on the skyline as they
cross the higher land north of the B5382. The nearest pole with the
potential to skyline lies some 430m from Llys Hedydd and would have
an apparent height of approximately 2.1cm high when measured at
arm’s length from the viewer. Pole 139 (visible in JP Hughes’s image)
would lie approximately 470m from the property and would have an
apparent height of approximately 2cm high when measured at arm’s
length from the viewer. At these distances, and with the scale and
spacing of the poles, the effects of the Proposed Development are not
considered significant.
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Wales TB Dashboard Quarter 2 2015
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Number of new, closed and open incidents
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12,067 Live Herds
New Incidents: 196
Incidents Closed: 206
Open Incidents: 673 (-4)
Reactors Disclosed: 1,687
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Clwyd
1,666 Live Herds
New Incidents: 16
Incidents Closed: 17
Open Incidents: 40 (-1)
Reactors Disclosed: 106
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Anglesey
699 Live Herds
New Incidents: 3
Incidents Closed: 4
Open Incidents: 3 (-1)
Reactors Disclosed: 15
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2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Fig 2: 5-year trend in new, closed and open bTB Incidents by
quarter in Wales since 2010 (Surveillance Data, APHA
Weybridge).
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Gwynedd
1,338 Live Herds
New Incidents: 1
Incidents Closed: 4
Open Incidents: 3 (-3)
Reactors Disclosed: 10

•
•
•
•
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North Powys
1,162 Live Herds
New Incidents: 22
Incidents Closed: 34
Open Incidents: 78 (-12)
Reactors Disclosed: 177

Relative incidence, herd prevalence and
animal-level risk
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Sparkline series shows bTB open incidents on a quarterly basis since 2010. Red bar indicates highest level, green bar
the lowest level.
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Key points
• The Officially TB Free (OTF) gauge compares percentage of unrestricted cattle herds for equivalent
quarters in 2013, 2014 and 2015 (Fig 5). The gauge shows that close to 95% of herds are TB free.
• For Wales as a whole, there has been little overall change in the number of open bTB incidents
between Q1 and Q2 2015. Compared to Q2 2014, new incidence and the number of open incidents
have increased by 5.5% and 12.4% respectively, the latter primarily driven by a 9.3% drop in
breakdown closures (Fig 2).
• In Q2 2015, the number of open bTB incidents decreased in 8 counties and increased in three (Fig 1).
Although there were 10 more closed cases than new breakdowns in all of Wales during this quarter,
open incidents only dropped by 4. This was due to a number of slaughterhouse cases which occurred
at the end of Q1 2015 becoming confirmed in this quarter.
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Fig 1: Wales bTB incident summary for Q2 2015. Map displays new Incidents with a start date in the quarter and open
incidents as at the end of the quarter. (Surveillance Data, APHA Weybridge).
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Gwent
819 Live Herds
New Incidents: 17
Incidents Closed: 21
Open Incidents: 71 (-4)
Reactors Disclosed: 127

2012

Proportion of closed TB cases up to Q2 2013 with recurrence in
350
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Glamorgans
886 Live Herds
New Incidents: 11
Incidents Closed: 5
Open Incidents: 24 (+6)
Reactors Disclosed: 29
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South Powys
579 Live Herds
New Incidents: 9
Incidents Closed: 24
Open Incidents: 26 (-15)
Reactors Disclosed: 68

Qtr1

•
•
•
•
•

Carmarthenshire
1,982 Live Herds
New Incidents: 45
Incidents Closed: 29
Open Incidents: 147 (+16)
Reactors Disclosed: 502
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Fig 3: 5-year trend in relative new bTB incidence, herd
prevalence and animal level risk (number of reactors per 1000
animals tested) by quarter in Wales since 2010 (Surveillance
Data, APHA Weybridge)

Precentage of closed TB cases with breakdowns in
subsequent 2 years
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Pembrokeshire
1,188 Live Herds
New Incidents: 53
Incidents Closed: 37
Open Incidents: 181 (+16)
Reactors Disclosed: 492

Number of reactors per
1000 animals tested
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Mid Powys
570 Live Herds
New Incidents: 12
Incidents Closed: 18
Open Incidents: 49 (-6)
Reactors Disclosed: 56
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Ceredigion
1,178 Live Herds
New Incidents: 7
Incidents Closed: 13
Open Incidents: 51 (-6)
Reactors Disclosed: 105

Number of herds under
restriction due to bTB
incident per 100 live
herds at end of
reporting period

Fig 5: Percentage of officially TB-free herds in Wales for Q2 2015
and for the equivalent quarters in the two preceding years.

2013

Fig 4: 2-year recurrence rate , number of closed bTB cases (2010
to 2013, Surveillance Data, APHA Weybridge)

Likelihood of
recurrence for
herds with TB
breakdowns closed
in this quarter

• Generally, North West Wales, namely West Clwyd, Anglesey and Gwynedd, is characterised by low
incidence and the majority of disease is bought in. For example, in Anglesey, two of this quarter’s
three new TB incidents were directly associated with purchased infected cattle.
• The number of new incidents per 100 complete herd tests on non-breakdown herds has previously
shown some seasonal fluctuation. For this quarter, despite the drop in absolute incidence, relative
incidence still increased as numbers of herd tests dropped more sharply than those for new
breakdowns.

• Herd prevalence is showing the same mild decrease as absolute prevalence (number of open cases at
the end of quarter) as the denominator (herd numbers) did not change notably from Q1 to Q2.
Compared to the last quarter (3.02) and to 12 months ago (3.34), animal level risk has increased to
3.69 reactors/1000 animals tested; the overall pattern clearly following that of relative incidence (Fig
3).
• The proportion of resolved TB incidents with recurrence within 2 years of breakdown closure was at
its highest (49.3%) in Q2 2010 (Fig 4), which is consistent with the peak in new TB breakdowns in
2012. Taking into account the 2-year time lag, Q2 2013 (32.3%, only slightly higher than the three–
year low Q3 2012 with 28.5%) is the most recent observation for this measure.

