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“As well as the changes identified in the Option B application SP Manweb
has further identified a number of changes it can adopt in to either Option
A or Option B as they fall within the LoD of both applications. The
changes included in the Option B design involve an overall reduction in the
number of stays by 12 and the repositioning of poles on to field boundaries
or in to areas of land considered to be less intrusive on normal agricultural
practices by the owner or occupier. This again further reduces the level of
impact on landowners and occupiers. Whilst it is considered that any such
changes under the Option B or indeed the Option A design would result in
a possible reduction in the amount of compensation, those changes are
likely to be such that I see no requirement at this stage to amend the
proposed provision in the Funding Statement.
In conclusion I confirm my agreement with the answer provided by the
Applicant, SP Manweb to the question in 0.4”
A signed copy of the statement from Gareth Roberts has been submitted
SPM NWWFC ExA2 Appendices 0.4.
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1.4 Under Option B, it is proposed that pole 175 will be located in the
same location as in Option A but the pole will be an angle pole in
Option B with stay wires. Under Option A, pole 175 will not have stay
wires and will be an intermediate pole.
1.5 Under Option B, it is proposed that pole 177 will be located in the
same location as in Option A but the pole will be an angle pole in
Option B with stay wires. Under Option A, pole 177 will not have stay
wires and will be an intermediate pole.
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2.8.9 The impacts and costs of both overhead and underground
options vary considerably between individual projects (both in absolute
and relative terms). Therefore, each project should be assessed
individually on the basis of its specific circumstances and taking
account of the fact that Government has not laid down any general rule
about when an overhead line should be considered unacceptable. The
IPC should, however only refuse consent for overhead line proposals in
favour of an underground or sub-sea line if it is satisfied that the
benefits from the non-overhead line alternative will clearly outweigh any
extra economic, social and environmental impacts and the technical
difficulties are surmountable. In this context it should consider:
the landscape in which the proposed line will be set, (in particular, the
impact on residential areas, and those of natural beauty or historic
importance such as National Parks, AONBs and the Broads);
the additional cost of any undergrounding or sub-sea cabling (which
experience shows is generally significantly more expensive than
overhead lines, but varies considerably from project to project
depending on a range of factors, including whether the line is buried
directly in open agricultural land or whether more complex tunnelling
and civil engineering through conurbations and major cities is required.
Repair impacts are also significantly higher than for overhead lines as
are the costs associated with any later uprating.); and
the
environmental
and
archaeological
consequences
(undergrounding a 400kV line may mean disturbing a swathe of ground
up to 40 metres across, which can disturb sensitive habitats, have an
impact on soils and geology, and damage heritage assets, in many
cases more than an overhead line would)."
SP Manweb notes that in determining how the phrase 'serious concerns'
should be interpreted, the policy is concerned solely with the "potential
adverse landscape and visual impacts of a proposed overhead line". 'Serious
concerns' can only relate to landscape and visual impacts, and not to any
other impacts of the line (such as heritage or ecological impacts).
Paragraph 2.8.9 also makes clear that the assessment to be undertaken must
be carried out in respect of each Project "individually on the basis of its
specific circumstances".
SP Manweb considers that to address these requirements, the starting point
must be to look at the conclusions of the landscape and visual impact
assessment in the Environmental Statement, where the specific
circumstances (including the landscape character of the area, the landscape
value, the range of likely receptors and their sensitivity to and ability to absorb
change) are examined and assessed.
NPS EN-1 and NPS EN-5 are clear that there is no in-principle objection to
overhead lines; equally the policies recognise that all new overhead line
proposals will have some landscape and visual effects. The 'serious
14

concerns' test is therefore an impact threshold test, at which the applicant and
decision maker should carry out a further balancing exercise to determine
whether undergrounding of an overhead line would be justified.
In order to apply the 'serious concerns' test, professional judgement has to be
used to determine what level of significance a landscape and visual effect
should be in order to be classed as a 'serious concern'. Given 'concern' is
pre-fixed with 'serious', there has to be a recognition that the Government
intended the level of significance to be something more than one would
expect from an overhead line; in this particular case from a double wood pole
overhead line (the wood pole design itself being mitigation for a steel lattice
pylon design). Therefore, the level of significance for when there is a 'serious
concern' cannot simply be all effects that are classed as significant, as
otherwise that would mean that a considerable part of a double wood pole
overhead line would always fall in the 'serious concern' category. This cannot
be correct given NPS EN-5 at paragraph 2.8.2 recognises that "new above
ground electricity lines, whether supported by lattice steel towers/pylons or
wooden poles, can give rise to adverse landscape and visual impacts" and
that the Government does not consider that the development of overhead
lines is generally incompatible in principle with developers’ statutory duty
under section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989.
In defining what is or is not significant for landscape and visual effects, SP
Manweb has applied the third edition of Guidelines for Landscape and Visual
Assessment (GLVIA3). In terms of landscape effects, GLVIA3 notes that:
"Major loss of irreversible negative effects, over an extensive area, on
elements and/or aesthetic and perceptual aspects that are key to the
character of nationally valued landscapes are likely to be of the
greatest significance"
SP Manweb considers that this definition equates to where there would be a
'serious concern', given the references to "major loss" and "key to the
character".
In the levels of significance used in the environmental
assessment, this definition is a 'major adverse effect', which is described as
"An effect on the fundamental nature, key characteristics or features of the
landscape resource." Similarly, SP Manweb has described a visual effect as
major adverse where it is "An effect on the fundamental nature, key
characteristics or attributes of the visual resource." SP Manweb has therefore
looked at the conclusions of the environmental statement to see where there
are any major adverse landscape and visual effects to ascertain whether there
are any 'serious concerns'.
A moderate adverse effect, is at the lower end of the significance spectrum,
and is therefore not considered to give rise to 'serious concerns' as otherwise
if both major adverse and moderate adverse effects where classed as 'serious
concerns', then all significance effects would be within the 'serious concerns'
bracket which cannot be right, for the reasons expressed above. Negligible
and minor adverse effects are not classed as significant as explained in
Appendix 7 to the Oral Summary of Day 2 of the Issue Specific Hearings
(REP3-037).
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SP Manweb applied this approach in relation to its application to the Secretary
of State under s37 of the Electricity Act 1989 for an overhead line to connect
at Llandinam, which was determined earlier this year. SP Manweb's
interpretation that 'serious concern' is triggered by a major adverse effect was
accepted by the Inspector in that decision, although no commentary was
offered by the Secretary of State on the approach. This represents the most
recent decision SP Manweb is aware of, and is consistent with the approach
that SP Manweb has taken in relation to the Proposed Development.
Recognising that landscape and visual impact assessments can involve a
degree of subjective assessment, SP Manweb has also taken a precautionary
approach and looked also at impact conclusions which are borderline
moderate/major adverse, to consider whether further analysis and balancing
of alternative options (including undergrounding) should be undertaken. SP
Manweb considers that its approach complies fully with the requirements of
paragraphs 2.8.8 and 2.8.9.
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SP Manweb does not agree with the ExA's interpretation of SP Manweb's
definition of 'serious concerns' that there is only a single standard level of
impact one would expect from an overhead line as a general concept
applicable to all overhead lines across the country. SP Manweb's position is
that 'serious concerns' should be interpreted as a major adverse effect. Major
adverse is defined by reference to GLVIA3. This gives the term 'serious
concerns' a definition which can then be applied on a case by case basis.
In this case, SP Manweb has mitigated the overhead line through the wood
pole design, rather than the default steel lattice tower design. It has then
assessed the wood pole overhead line and applied a level of significance
along the route. If SP Manweb had chosen a steel lattice tower, then there
may well have been major adverse effects, but through its inherent mitigation,
SP Manweb's assessment has concluded that there would be no major
adverse landscape and visual effects, and therefore no 'serious concerns.'
It follows that the SP Manweb approach does not set out a single level of
concern across all projects. Indeed the opposite is the case. By linking the
phrase 'serious concerns' to the assessment of landscape and visual effects,
it ensures consideration is given to the particular development proposed in the
specific location proposed. The underlying concern that the ExA identify in
question (b) is, therefore, recognised and addressed by the SP Manweb's
approach to 'serious concerns'.
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would be placed at field boundaries to indicate the cable route. Such
markers would be located so as not to interfere with normal farming
activities.
The cables would be installed at the Terminal Point using special
weatherproof terminations known as sealing ends which, after electrical
commissioning tests, are connected to the overhead line conductors.
Generally 132kV cable systems are maintenance free other than for
non-intrusive inspections and non-invasive periodic electrical tests.
Future work is only likely to be required in the event that the cable is
damaged and in this case, dependent upon the extent, either the cable
will be exposed to carry out a local repair or a new cable will be pulled
into the duct up to the next joint position.
The construction process for the section of underground cable to be
laid in the highway (where the compulsory acquisition of rights has not
been requested) is set out in paragraphs 2.2.12 – 2.2.16 of Technical
Appendix 1.2 of the Environmental Statement (Examination Library
Reference APP-109).
3. The width of the blue land at this northern end from the Terminal Point
to the highway is 6 metres. This width is considered to be as narrow as
it possibly can be at this stage of the design process; i.e. until the
micro-siting process takes place, SP Manweb requires some flexibility
as to where the underground cable could be located. It is not unusual
in infrastructure projects for intrusive micro-siting to take place once
consent has been granted. Joint bays are all proposed where the cable
route passes through existing highway.
4. With regards to construction timescales for the proposed 150m section
of 132kV cable between the northern terminal pole and the highway at
Groesffordd Marli, it is estimated that the excavation, duct laying and
reinstatement activities will take approximately 3 weeks to complete. A
further 3 to 4 weeks will be required at a later stage to pull cables
through these ducts and to construct the cable sealing ends at the
terminal pole. No excavation activities are required at this stage.
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‘Although the area around the A543 crossing is attractive and the
backdrop of the Elwy and Aled Valleys SLA is a valued and locally
designated landscape, none of the affected landscape is nationally
designated. It has been assessed as medium-high sensitivity in
Appendix 7.4 of the ES ‘Effects on Landscape Character’ (DCO
Document Reference 6.20.4).
Assessment of Sensitivity
Estate and parkland character is evident within the landscape but
there are no nationally designated landscapes within this area of
the Llannefydd Lowlands, and whilst the VSAA contains several
small areas of land classified as outstanding (LANDMAP
Landscape Habitats), the Proposed Development lies 200m to the
east of the largest area. The area is tranquil in places, with
relatively open views to the south and west, but also containing
clusters of settlements. It is transected by a busy A road and two B
roads in addition to a network of rural roads and lanes. It also
contains existing low voltage overhead lines and telegraph poles.
Whilst scenic and in good condition, the landscape is not rare. SP
Manweb reiterates its view that the sensitivity of the landscape is
medium-high rather than high and is not, therefore "particularly
sensitive." as described in NPS En-1 and NPS EN-5 policies.
In reviewing the Proposed Development in the vicinity of the A543
against the various policy tests SP Manweb has demonstrated that
the project complies with tests and requirements. The requirements
of the Electricity Act with respect to mitigating impacts on natural
beauty have been considered. With regard to EN-1 and TAN 8 SP
Manweb does not consider that the "exceptional circumstances"
exist, which should require amending the design of the Proposed
Development in the vicinity of the A543 through undergrounding
and with regard to EN-5, Government policy accepts overhead
lines are not incompatible with licence operators’ obligations
pursuant to Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 to preserve the
environment. No major adverse landscape and visual effects were
identified in relation to the Proposed Development in the vicinity of
the A543 and the relatively high costs of a wholly undergrounded
design in this case do not justify undergrounding the Proposed
Development."
As set out in paragraph 3.2.6 of the Written Summary of SP
Manweb's Oral Case for ISH1 (Examination Library Reference
REP3-030), SP Manweb's position is that the "serious concerns"
test in EN-5 means adverse impacts over and above what you
would expect for an overhead line. SP Manweb considers that
effects that are over and above the effects you would normal
associate with an overhead line are the equivalent of a major
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adverse effect in EIA terms. Please also refer to SP Manweb's
response to Second Written Question 1.1.
A sensitive location – where the planning impacts in landscape and
visual terms are unacceptable – must, therefore be an area, where:
(a) the impacts are sufficient (major adverse) to trigger “serious
concerns” and the need to carry out the balancing exercise to
determine if the overhead line should be undergrounded and (b)
where the result of the balancing exercise is that it is concluded
that the overhead line should be undergrounded.
The ES assessed this area and concluded that no major adverse
landscape and visual effects were identified in relation to the 132
kV Overhead Line in the vicinity of the A543 and, consequently, the
trigger of “serious concerns” for the consideration of
undergrounding was not met.
5. With respect to Berain SP Manweb stated:
‘The overall visual effects at Berain have been determined in the
historic environment assessment as “moderate”, primarily due to
the proximity of the 132kV Overhead Line on the west side of the
farm. This assessment, however, is considered conservative, the
actual effect being towards the lower end of “moderate”, on account
of the fact that a) views of the 132kV Overhead Line from the east
and south east are mostly back-clothed against sloping land to the
west of the farm; b) views from the south and south east are
partially filtered by intervening trees; c) views from the north and
north west are blocked by landform and the existing agricultural
sheds; d) there are limited views in which the 132kV Overhead Line
appears sky-lined; e) views diminish rapidly with distance due to
the twin pole design of the 132kV Overhead Line; f) the immediate
setting of the farm has been compromised by modern sheds and g)
the pre-existence of overhead lines in the immediate landscape of
the farm means that the Proposed Development does not introduce
an entirely new form of modern infrastructure into the landscape.
This moderate effect is assessed as being significant. SP Manweb
is of the opinion that the visual effects would not be higher than
“moderate” on account of the facts that a) the assessed effect is a
conservative one as explained above, and b) the group of buildings
does not primarily derive its significance from setting. Mitigation
planting within the order limits may help to alleviate visual effects,
but the effects at Berain are likely to remain significant.
As stated above, effects judged to be significant under the terms of
the EIA Regulations do not necessarily equate in policy terms to
‘Substantial Harm’ and do not mean that the Proposed
Development becomes unacceptable in planning terms. The
Applicant is of the opinion that ‘Substantial Harm’ is a very high
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level of harm, which equates to a serious impact on the significance
of an asset and therefore the upper end of the spectrum of “Major”
adverse effects. The determined effect at Berain is “Moderate” and
does not, therefore, constitute ‘Substantial Harm’.
This determination has also been reached by giving special regard
to the desirability of preserving listed buildings or their settings.
Assessment of Mitigation
SP Manweb has reviewed the outcome of the above assessment of
impacts on the historic environment against its duty under
Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 and national policies, in
particular, NPS EN-1 and NPS EN-5. The above assessment, and
the conclusions reached in Chapter 8 of the ES, demonstrate that
SP Manweb’s assessments of the Proposed Development against
Schedule 9 and NPS EN-1, complies with these requirements. SP
Manweb notes that the Welsh Government in its response to First
Written Question 9.1 has stated that "Cadw has agreed the results
and the findings of the heritage assessment and have no particular
concerns. The route has been informed by the heritage
assessment and avoids any direct impacts on designated historic
assets whilst minimising any setting impacts on Scheduled
Monuments / historic landscapes. The wooden pole and line is
unlikely to raise any significant issues in this case."
NPS EN-1 provides guidance on cultural heritage matters.
Specifically, the requirement placed on SP Manweb to provide a
description of the significance of heritage assets affected by the
Proposed Development (in a manner proportionate to the
importance of the asset) and to ensure the extent of the impact of
the Proposed Development on the significance of the assets
(including their setting) can be understood.
Chapter 8 of the ES ‘Historic Environment (DCO Document
Reference 6.8) contains an assessment of significance and
therefore, fulfils precisely the requirements imposed on the
Applicant by NPS EN-1. 30. In relation to EN-5, there is no specific
guidance in NPS EN-5 on cultural heritage and nor is there any
indication that undergrounding should be considered as a result of
cultural heritage impacts. In any event, should "substantial harm" in
EN-1 be treated as the bar for when a balance has to be struck with
other relevant factors, including the need for the Proposed
Development, the availability and cost of alternative sites and
routes and methods of installation (including undergrounding) (i.e.
akin to "serious concerns" in landscape and visual terms set out in
paragraph 2.8.8 of EN-5), then this bar is not met in respect of the
Proposed Development as the assessed effects of the Proposed
development at Berain, although significant, are assessed towards
the lower end of “moderate” (i.e. they do not fall in the highest
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magnitude of effect category, which is “major”). The moderate
effects at Berain do not, therefore, equate to "substantial harm." As
such, SP Manweb has not seen a need to assess the area around
Berain where these effects arise further against the balancing
exercise referred to in paragraphs 2.8.8 and 2.8.9 of NPS EN-5.
6. Paragraph 3.2 of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case
for ISH1 (Examination Library Reference REP3-030) summarises
the policy tests for undergrounding.
SP Manweb assessed
compliance with EN-5 and the need for undergrounding at the
locations where it was identified in the ES that there would be likely
to be a significant effects in the Appendix to the Planning
Statement (Examination Library Reference APP-159).
7. There are no major adverse effects on residential receptors
identified in the landscape and visual chapter (Chapter 7) of the ES
(Examination Library Document Reference APP-098) and,
consequently, the trigger of “serious concerns” for the
consideration of undergrounding is not met.
8. It is important to note that it is not policy for an overhead line to be
underground where there "would be likely to be a significant effect
upon residential receptors." The policy in National Policy Statement
EN-5 on undergrounding refers to paragraph 2.8.8 the following:
"Paragraph 3.7.10 of EN-1 sets out the need for new electricity
lines of 132kV and above, including overhead lines. Although
Government expects that fulfilling this need through the
development of overhead lines will often be appropriate, it
recognises that there will be cases where this is not so. Where
there are serious concerns about the potential adverse
landscape and visual effects of a proposed overhead line the IPC
will have to balance these against other relevant factors, including
the need for the proposed infrastructure, the availability and cost of
alternative sites and routes and methods of installation (including
undergrounding." (emphasise added).
9. It cannot be the case that every likely significant effect is a 'serious
concern' when it is accepted practice there are different levels of
effect (in terms of minor, moderate, major etc).
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5. SP Manweb can confirm that the text contained in paragraphs 10.7.2 to
10.7.9 in Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement (Examination
Library Reference APP-101) does not require to be amended, as the
methodology and conclusions therein are correct for the assumption
that all land is Grade 3a (BMV). This was the basis on which the
assessment was carried out, with the statement that no BMV land was
affected having been a typographical error.
6. The text in relation to paragraph 5.10.15 in Table 10.1 should state:
"It has been assumed that all land affected by the Proposed
Development is Grade 3a and therefore BMV land."
7. A further amendment has been identified in relation to the text in
paragraph 10.5.4, which should be amended to state:
"The Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) provides information on
agricultural land and its quality. There are five classifications of
agricultural land (six with a subsequent subdivision of Grade 3) with
Grades 1, 2 and 3a land currently defined as ‘best and most versatile’
(BMV)."
8. Finally, the Welsh Government has queried two of the definitions in the
Glossary in its Written Representation dated 13th November 2015. SP
Manweb can confirm that changes are required to two of the definitions
in the Glossary. The definition of Agricultural Land Classification (ALC)
should read:
"Agricultural Land Classification (ALC): The classification system
used by the Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs based
on its quality and versatility. The classification ranges from Grade 1
(the best and most versatile) through Grades 2, 3a, 3b, 4 and Grade 5
(least versatile)."
9. The definition of Best and Most Versatile (BMV) should read:
"Best and Most Versatile (BMV): Defined by the ALC as Grades 1, 2
and 3a land."
10. The amendments to these definitions have no impact on the original
assessment or subsequent responses provided by SP Manweb, as the
correct definition has been used throughout the process.
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margins of a range of ‘typical’ crops grown in the area. This is
summarised in the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the
Issue Specific Hearing Day 3 and Appendices (SPM NWWFC ISH03)
submitted as part of Deadline 3, section 3.9 – 3.11 (Examination Library
Reference REP3-036).
The area within the Order Limits of the Proposed Development is mainly
comprised of a mix of pasture for grazing and arable land therefore the
management and implications of the Proposed Development are replicated
across all units. This means that there is no need to apply the conclusions
individually to each farm unit, since the same impacts apply to all such
units. The Environmental Statement comprehensively and robustly
identifies and assesses the potential impacts from the Proposed
Development on agricultural land in accordance with the methodology set
out in relation to Chapter 10 (Examination Library Reference APP-101).
In addition to the impact assessment contained in the Environmental
Statement; consultation has been undertaken with farmers and
landowners to identify poles which result in specific concerns or impact
which could be mitigated if the pole is relocated, for instance to the field
boundary. SP Manweb has endeavoured to address such issues and to
accommodate farmers' proposals for relocation of poles where possible,
and so has applied for an ‘Option B’ overhead line which includes revised
pole locations. The revised pole locations have been identified as a result
of detailed consultation with individual farmers and landowners. This
further addresses the issue of specific impacts on individual farms.
SP Manweb will also arrange pre-entry meetings with individual owners
and occupiers of land or their agents to ensure that, in carrying out the
authorised development, disruption to farming activities is kept, as
reasonably as possible, to a minimum.
Liaison with owners and individual occupiers of land or their agents will
take place throughout the construction of the Proposed Development
through an appointed liaison officer who will be the primary point of
contract (the "SPM Liaison Officer"). These requirements are secured
through paragraph 3.6.2 of the Construction Environmental Management
Plan (Examination Library Reference REP4-012).
Should an affected person suffer any loss as a result of the Proposed
Development then the affected person has the right to include this in their
claim for any compensation as a result of SP Manweb exercising
compulsory acquisition rights granted under the Order. In the event that a
voluntary agreement is reached between SP Manweb and
owners/occupiers, then the voluntary agreements will set out the
mechanism for SP Manweb to be liable for any such loss.
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as the removal of a hedge), stating in writing clearly where the pole(s)
will go and the route where disturbance may occur.
c. An appointed liaison officer who will be the primary point of contact (the
"SPM Liaison Officer") will assist in providing the necessary information
that will be required by the appropriate department. For example, the
SPM Liaison Officer will provide a letter stating what works are to take
place on the affected holding, the timing and duration of such works,
and confirmation that such works are taking place in accordance with
the Development Consent Order for the Proposed Development.

2. Unforeseen Breech: e.g. Poaching due to adverse weather
conditions
a. Any breaches which occur but were not foreseen in the initial pre-entry
meetings will be dealt with through liaison between SP Manweb and the
owners and occupiers of affected land or their agents, which will take
place throughout the construction of the Proposed Development, led by
the SPM Liaison Officer.
b. If a breach is identified, the owner or occupier of the affected land would
be required to immediately inform the Welsh Government and Rural
Inspectorate Wales (RIW) of the breach, stating in writing clearly where
the disturbance which resulted in the breach has occurred in relation to
the Proposed Development.
c. The SPM Liaison Officer will assist in providing the necessary
information that will be required by the appropriate department. For
example, the SPM Liaison Officer will provide a letter stating what works
have resulted in the breach, and confirmation that such works took
place in accordance with the Development Consent Order for the
Proposed Development.
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Incident 2
4. 3rd June 2015 at an agricultural/industrial site in Kirknewton, West
Lothian - a tipper driver was fatally injured on lifting the rear door of the
bed of a tipper truck whilst the bed of the truck was in contact with an
11kV overhead power line. Please note this incident took place in the
SP Distribution licence area, not the SP Manweb licence area.

5. SP Manweb outlined in “Appendix 9 of the Applicant's Appendices to
the Oral Summary to the Day 3 Issue Specific Hearing”, Examination
Library Reference REP3-046), how SP Manweb propose to support
landowner/tenant farmers with risk assessments for working under
overhead lines.
6. SP Manweb wishes to draw attention to the following elements of that
response, which aims to minimise the risk of these types of fatalities
happening again.
“SP Manweb proposes to offer free awareness sessions to groups or
individual landowners/tenant farmers affected by the Proposed
Development to raise awareness of the equipment on the electricity
network and the potential dangers of working in close proximity to it.“
“SP Manweb offers free safety advice about working safely near power
lines. If requested by an affected land owner or tenant a representative
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will visit site to offer site specific advice for persons working in proximity
to the 132 kV Overhead Line.“
“SP Manweb has 4 public safety leaflets: Safety Matters when working
near overhead power lines; Safety matters when working near
underground cables; Safety matters when taking part in leisure
activities near overhead power lines; and, Safety matters when working
near the electricity supply to your property. Each leaflet sets out
general information on how to stay safe, what to do in an emergency,
how to contact SP Manweb for general safety advice or in an
emergency and where to seek further information such as through HSE
Guidance Note GS6 and HSE Agriculture Information Sheet AIS8.
There are also 2 vinyl cab stickers available for machinery which aim to
remind the operator of the danger and what to do in an emergency.”
“Press and media activities – A media and press public safety
campaign targets industries such as agriculture. So far in 2015, SP
Manweb has published over 20 media items targeted at agriculture
specifically, accessing titles such as Farmers Weekly and BBC Radio
Wales.”
“Agricultural Shows – SP Manweb provides a pyrotechnic stand at the
Anglesey Show, Cheshire Show and Royal Highland Show, which
demonstrates the potential dangers of working near power lines and
explains how to stay safe should an incident occur.“
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6. Given this, and Mr Stewart's oral evidence in REP3-036 regarding
impacts on farming practices, the guidance in GS6 at paragraph 23 is that
no further precautionary measures are required.
7. Accordingly, SP Manweb considers that work underneath the line can be
performed safely subject to risk assessment and following guidance set
out in Guidance Note GS6 as the risk of accidental contact or breach of
safe clearance distances in ENA Technical Specification 43-8 is low.
8. If, following construction, SP Manweb became aware of regular working
near the 132kV Overhead Line, then SP Manweb would assist the
landowner/tenant farmer as outlined in Appendix 9 of the Oral Summary
to the Issue Specific Hearing held on 1 October 2015 - Deadline Four
Document Submission, document reference SPM NWWFC DL4ISH3.
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3. Addressing the specific question of the Ex A:
a. In respect of where landscape mitigation measures are required
which include the planting of new trees, shrubs and other
landscaping measures (on the dark green land and the dark
green stippled land on the Land Plans), SP Manweb will consult
with the landowner and seek to take that person's comments
into account when preparing the written landscape scheme prior
to submitting it for approval to the relevant planning authority
(see requirement 5 in the draft DCO (REP3-031). However, the
final approval of the landscaping planting scheme is by the
relevant planning authority and therefore there could be a
scenario where SP Manweb compulsorily acquires the rights to
undertake landscaping works, which are approved by the
relevant planning authority pursuant to the written landscape
scheme, and the landowner is compelled to have that
landscaping on his land notwithstanding his comments. SP
Manweb will seek to avoid this scenario by consulting with the
landowner over the landscaping planting scheme and
discussions with the relevant planning authority prior to
submission of the scheme for final approval so that both the
landowner's and the relevant planning authority's comments can
be taken into account before submission.
b. In respect of reinstatement planting, SP Manweb cannot submit
a reinstatement planting plan to the relevant planning authority
for approval that contains any new trees unless the relevant
landowner has given his approval for such new trees to be
included. If the landowner does not give his approval, then the
new trees cannot be included in the reinstatement planting plan
(see requirement 7 of the draft DCO (REP3-031).
4. It is necessary for SP Manweb to undertake the landscape mitigation
measures approved under the written landscaping scheme
(requirement 5 of the draft DCO) as these measures are justified by the
environmental impact assessment that has been undertaken to ensure
that the affect of the construction and operation of the Proposed
Development is as assessed as part of the Environmental Impact
Assessment.
5. In terms of the reinstatement planting, the conclusions of the
Environmental Impact Assessment have not been reached on the basis
that the reinstatement planting will include new trees (i.e. enhancement
of the vegetation already in situ) and therefore there is no necessity
that the planting takes place. It is therefore appropriate that landowners
are provided with this veto power referred to in requirement 7 of the
draft DCO and above in paragraph 3.
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4 In and around Ruthin (Cartref – Cyffylliog, The Granary – Rhewl,
Part Of The Farmhouse – Rhewl, Bodlondeb Cottage - Bontuchel)
5.

The business survey list was produced via a desk-based analysis and
there is no guarantee that every single business will be included
within the assessment. As explained during Day 3 of the Issue
Specific Hearings (REP3-036), it is not the intention of the survey that
every single business will be identified. This is particularly due to
limitations such as low visibility of certain businesses on web
searches, leaflet collation and local research. In addition out of 15
businesses identified above which could have been included in the
business survey, only two (Segrwyd Mill – Nantglyn and the White
House in St Asaph) have their own websites. The visibility therefore
of businesses without dedicated websites is potentially reduced,
making them more difficult to find during web searches. However, the
purpose of the survey was to provide a representative sample of
relevant businesses within each area. The method used to locate
such businesses mimics that of tourists, in that a tourist would utilise
the same approach and look to information available within the public
domain. The tourism business survey (APP-102) did provide a
representative sample of the total tourism related business population.
The below figures bring together the businesses identified by PBA in
their assessment and those identified by PPG to give a total business
survey list for each of the following catchments: Inside the 2km
catchment, In and around St Asaph, In and around Denbigh and In
and around Ruthin. For each respective catchment the proportion of
those businesses identified by PBA in their assessment is calculated
as follows:
Inside the 2km catchment – 9 out of the 15 businesses (60%) in
this catchment were picked up under the PBA assessment
In and around St Asaph – 4 out of the 6 businesses (66.6%) in
this catchment were picked up under the PBA assessment
In and around Denbigh – 15 out of the 18 businesses (83.3%) in
this catchment were picked up under the PBA assessment
In and around Ruthin – 8 out of the 12 businesses (68.6%) in this
catchment were picked up under the PBA assessment
The Applicant therefore considers that the tourism business survey
provides a representative sample of the total tourism related business
population within the overall study area and within each of the
geographic sub areas.
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Table 1 (Version 1: October 2015) North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project - Interested Parties who are
objecting to the Compulsory Acquisition of Rights
Objection
Number

Representation
Number(s) and
Document
Library
Number

Interested
Party
Name

Interested
Party First Line
of Address

Land Plots

Pole
Numbers

Category
of Person
(1/2/3)1

1

10031170
[RR-052]

Melin Wynt
Hafodty
Ddu Cyf.

Plots 6, 6a

Poles 7-12

1

2

10031191
[RR-071]

Mrs C A
Carol Ann
Owen

Graig Lwyd
(registered
address 17A
Watling Street)
Croenllwm Farm

Plots 83,
83a, 85,
85A, 85B,
85C

Poles 175177

1

Poles 212
and 204-

1

3

10031198
[RR-064]

Mr H M
Plas Hafod
Hugh Morris

(83, 83A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Plot 105
Plots 104,

Notes (for example
if an objection is
withdrawn)

1 S102B of the Planning Act 2008 defines these. In summary, Category 1 Persons are owners/lessees/tenants; Category 2 Persons have an interest in
the land or have power to sell and convey the land or to release the land. Category 3 Persons are persons who would or might be entitled to make a
relevant claim under (a) section 10 of the Compulsory Purchase Act 1965 (in relation to injurious affection of land not subject to compulsory purchase);

(b) a claim under Part 1 of the Land Compensation Act 1973; (c) a claim under s152(3) of the PA2008.

There are no Category 3 persons

identified in the BoR.

1
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[REP1-105]
[REP3-009]

4

5

10031199
[RR-061]
[REP1-104]
[REP3-009]

10031200
[RR-069]
[REP1-107]
[REP3-009]

Parry

Mr D R
Dafydd
Richard
Owen Mr D
R and Mrs E
M Elen Mai
Owen

Mr M Hywel
Meirion
Jones

105, 105A,
105B,
105C,
105D, 106,
106A

Tyddyn Bartley

Bryn Llyfanen

(106, 106A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Plot 91
Plots
83A, 83B,
83C, 85D,
89, 91,
91A, 91B,
91C
(83A, 83B
and 89
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Plots 59
and 61
Plots 58,
58A, 58B,

213

Pole Poles
179 and
180

1

(Poles
124, 129,
131 to
133) - 132

1

2
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58C,
59A,
59C,
60A,
61A,
61C,
62A

6.

7.

10031202
[RR-059]
[REP3-009]

10031203
[RR-066]
[REP3-009]

Mr D E
David Elvet
Jones

Mr I W
Jones
Messrs
JGJohn

Ty Gwyn

Groes Bach

59,
59B,
60,
61,
61B,
62,

(60, 60A,
62, 62A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Plot 68Plots
67, 67A,
68, 68A,
68B, 68C,
69, 69A
(69, 69A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Plot 50Plots
46, 46A,
49, 49A,
50, 50A

Poles 142146

1

Poles 109
and 110

1

3
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8

10031204
[RR-060]
[REP3-009]

Gwynfor
Jones, MH
and IW
Meinir Hedd
Jones and
Iwan
Wynne
Jones
Mr D G
David
Gwynfryn
Davies

(46, 46A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)

Prion Ucha

9

10031205
[RR-067]
[REP1-106]
[REP3-009]

Mr J E John
Evan
Davies

Tan y Garth

10

10031206
[RR-070]
[REP3-009]

Mr R Elwyn
Rheon
Evans

Tyn y Ffrith

11

10031207
[RR-057]

Mr B M
Berwyn

The Old
Farmhouse

Plot 12Plots
11, 11A,
12, 12A
(11, 11A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Plot 24Plots
24, 24A,
24B, 24C,
24D, 24E,
24F, 25,
25A, 26,
26A
Plot 16Plots
16, 16A,
16B, 16C,
16D
Plot 20Plots
18, 18A,

Poles 24
and 25

1

Pole
59Poles
59-63

1

(poles
Poles 3842)

1

Poles 4650

1

4

27 October 18 November 2015

[REP3-009]

12

10031208
[RR-072]
[REP3-009]

Maelor
Roberts

Mrs J L
Jonette
Lloyd Jones

18B, 18C,
19, 19A,
19B, 19C
20, 20A,
20B, 20C,
21, 21A

Bodeiliog Isaf

(21, 21A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Plot
45
Plots 38,
38A, 39,
39A, 39B,
39C,
45, 45A,
45B, 45C,
46, 46A,
47, 47A,
52, 52A,
52B, 52C,
52D, 52E

Poles 8791 and
108

11/2

(46, 46A,
47, 47A
refer to
public

5
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13

10031209
[RR-058]
[REP3-009]

Mr D C
Dewi Clwyd
Jones

Mr Dewi
Clwyd
Jones, Mrs
Jonette
Lloyd
JonesMr D
C Jones,
Mrs J L
Jones and
Mr A L
Jones and
Mr Arwyn
Lloyd Jones

Bodeiliog Isaf

adopted
highways)
Plot 45
Plot 39
Plots
38, 38A 39,
39A, 39B,
39C, 45,
45A, 45B,
45C, 46,
46A, 47,
47A, 52,
52A, 52B,
52C, 52D,
52E
Plots
38, 38A,
39, 39A,
39B, 39C,
45, 45A,
45B, 45C,
46, 46A,
47, 47A,
52, 52A,
52B, 52C,
52D, 52E

Poles 8791 and
108

11/2

Poles 8791 and
108

(46, 46A,
47, 47A

6
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14

10031210
[RR-055]
[REP1-101]
[REP-102]
[REP3-009]

Mr AA Aled
Alun Owen

Mr AA Mr
Aled Alun
Owen and
Mrs CA
Carol Ann
Owen

Croenllwm Farm

refer to
public
adopted
highways)
Plots 83,
83A 85,
85A, 85B,
85C, 86,
86A, 86B,
86C, 87,
87A, 87B,
87C, 88,
88A, 88B,
89, 94,
94A, 94B,
94C, 94D,
94F, 98,
98A, 98B,
98C, 98D,
108, 108A,
108B,
108C, 109,
110
Plots 83,
83A, 85,
85A, 85B,
85C

Poles 175177 poles
182 187,
181-188
and 217218

1

Poles 175177

7
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Plot
85;Plots 94
and 98

Mr AA Mrs
Carol Ann
Owen

Poles 175177

Plot 83,
83A, 85,
85A, 85B,
85C

15

10031211
[RR-056]
[REP1-103]
[REP3-009]

Mr A E M
Arthur Elwy
Morris
Owen

Bodysgaw Isa

16

10031225

Nerys Jones

Tan’r Yr Allt

(83, 83A,
89 refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Plots 99
100 and
101Plots
94E, 99,
99A, 99B,
99C, 99D,
101, 101A,
101B,
101C,
101D,
101E, 108,
108A,
108B,
108C, 109,
110
Plots 21A,

Poles 189202 and
217-218

1

Poles 51-

31/2

8
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[RR-076]
[REP3-003]

17

10031226
[RR-028]
[REP1-028]

21B, 22,
22A, 22B,
22C

Glynne
Jones

Hafod Olygfa

Richard
Glynne
Jones

18

10031229
[RR-022]

Elgan Jones

Hafodty Ddu

19

10031239
[RR-034]

Iwan
Thomas

Penygerddi,

(21A refers
to public
adopted
highways)
Plots 2, 2A,
3, 3A, 4,
4A, 5, 5A,
6, 6A, 7,
7A, 8, 8A,
8B, 9, 9A,
9B, 10, 10A

57

Poles 7-23

11/2

As far as SP Manweb
is aware, Glynne
Jones is not a
category 1, 2 or 3
person.

(4, 4A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
-

-

1-

As far as SP Manweb
is aware, Elgan Jones
is not a category 1, 2
or 3 person. He is the
son of Mr Richard
Glynne Jones (see
number 17 above)

Plots, 21,
21A, 22,

Poles 5158

1

9
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[REP3-003]

20

10031252
[RR-063]
[REP1-099]
[REP3-009]

Jones and
Helen
Margaret
Jones

Emyr
Wynne
Hughes
Mr EW, Mrs
PA and Mr
EW Hughes

Mr Emyr
Wynne
Hughes,
Mrs Pamela
Ann Hughes
and Mr
Euros

22A, 22B,
22C, 23,
23A
(21, 21A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Gwaenynog Bach Plots
44,51,54Plo
ts 44, 44A,
44B, 44C,
44D, 44E,
46A, 51,
51A, 51B,
52, 52A,
52B, 52C,
52D, 52E,
54, 54A,
55, 55A
Plots 44,
44A, 44B,
44C, 44D,
44E, 51,
51A, 51B,
52, 52A,
52B, 52C,
52D, 52E,

Poles 103107,111112
and 117

11/2

Poles 103107 and
111-112
and 117

10
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Wynne
Hughes

21

10031254
[RR-065]
[REP1-100]
[REP3-009]

22

10031259
[RR-024]
[REP3-003]

23

10031261
[RR-078]
[REP3-003]
10031283
[RR-068]

24

Hefin
Wynne
Hughes

Messrs
HW,EA
Hefin
Wynne
Hughes, E
A Hughes
and GW G
W Hughes
Emlyn a
and Nicola
Davies,

54, 54A,
55, 55A

Troed y Foel

Plas Captain

Neville
Hughes

Bodeiliog Ucha

John Mars
Jones

Berain Farm

(46A refers
to public
adopted
highways)
Plots 53,56,
67 Plots 52,
52A, 52B,
52C, 52D,
52E, 53,
53A, 56,
56A, 56B,
56C, 57,
57A, 57B,
57C

Poles 113116 and
118-123

11/2

Plot
31, 31A,
31B, 31C,
31D, 31E
Plot
43, 43A

Poles 7083

1

Poles 96102

1

Plots
74, 77, 70

(poles
153; 154;

11/2

Plot 67 is not on land
owned by Mr Hughes
but SP Manweb has
assumed that the
table should refer to
plot 57 instead and
has included the
appropriate pole
numbers. So far as SP
Manweb is aware E A
and G W Hughes are
not category 1 or 2
persons.

Plot 70 is not on land
owned by Mr John

11
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[REP1-036]
[REP3-016]

25

10031294
[RR-054]

(80?)82,84
74, 74A,
74B, 75,
75A, 76,
76A, 77,
77A, 77B,
77C, 79,
79A, 80,
80A, 80B,
80C, 81,
81A, 82,
82A, 82B,
82C, 82D,
83, 83A,
84, 84A

Mr Eric
Gwyn
Edwards
and Mrs E
G and A
Annie
Edwards

Cefn y Marial or
Y Bwythyn

(79, 79A,
81, 81A,
83, 83A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Plots 14,
14A, 15,
15A, 17,
17A, 17B,
17C

155;
157;
159;
161;
163;
165;
167;
169;
171;
173;

156;
158;
160;
162;
164;
166;
168;
170;
172;
174)

Mars Jones but SP
Manweb has assumed
that the table should
refer to plot 80
instead and has
included the
appropriate pole
numbers.

Poles
153-174

Poles 3437 and
43-45

1

(14, 14A

12
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26

10031301
[RR-035]

Janet
Beedles

Tywysog Bach

refers to
public
adopted
highways)
-

27

10031307
[RR-020] and
10031314
[RR-021]

Eirian Jones

Berain

-

-

1-

28

10031308
[RR-082]

Richard
Mars Jones

Berain

Plots 75,
75A, 80,
80A, 80B,
80C, 81,
81A, 82,
82A, 82B,
82C, 82D,
83, 83A,
84, 84A

Poles
159-174

11/2

-

3-

As far as SP Manweb
is aware, Janet
Beedles is not a
category 1, 2 or 3
person.
As far as SP Manweb
is aware, Eirian Jones
is not a category 1, 2
or 3 person. Eirian
Jones is the wife of Mr
John Mars Jones (see
number 24 above)

(81, 81A,
83, 83A,
refers to
public

13

27 October 18 November 2015

29

30

10031309
[RR-033]

10031312
[RR-050]
[REP3-023]

Eleanor
Iona Jones

Meilir
Owain
Jones

Berain

Gop Farm

adopted
highways)
Plots 75,
75A, 80,
80A, 80B,
80C, 81,
81A, 82,
82A, 82B,
82C, 82D,
83, 83A,
84, 84A
(81, 81A,
83, 83A,
refers to
public
adopted
highways)
Plots 69,
69A, 70,
70A, 70B,
70C, 70D,
71, 71A,
72, 73, 73A

Poles
159-174

11/2

Poles
147-152

11/2

(69, 69A
refers to
public
adopted
highways)

14
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31

10031313
[RR-027]

Gerwyn
Jones

Cefn y Marial

-

-

-

32

10031315
[RR-014]

David
Roberts

Hafod

Poles 147153

11/2

33

10031316
[RR-023]

Elin Mars
Jones

Berain

Plots 70,
70A, 70B,
70C, 70D,
71, 71A,
72, 73,
73A, 74,
74A, 74B
-

-

-

34

10031318
[RR-048] and
[REP1-039]

Mari
Roberts

Hafod

Poles 152
and 153

1

35

10031319
[RR-018]
[REP1-021]
[REP1-022]
[AS-003]

Dewi Parry

College Farm
Bungalow

Poles 6465 and
68-69

1

Trustees of

c/o John Morris

Plots 70D,
71, 71A,
72, 73,
73A, 74,
74A
Plots
27, 27A,
29, 29A,
29B, 29C
Plots 104,

Poles 204-

1/2

36

As far as SP Manweb
is aware, Gerwyn
Jones is not a
category 1, 2 or 3
person. He is the
Son-in-Law of Mr Eric
Gwyn and Mrs Annie
Edwards (see number
25 above).

As far as SP Manweb
is aware, Elin Jones is
not a category 1, 2 or
3 person.

15

Protective Provisions (please see Appendix 11.2(d) to the Second
Written Question responses, Document reference NWWFC 11.2(d)).
2. SP Manweb followed up the above email of 6 November 2015 with a
further email on 16 November 2015 (please see Appendix 11.2(e) to the
Second Written Question responses, Document reference NWWFC
11.2(e)).
3. On 17 November 2015, Dave Turnbull of BT responded to the above
emails and stated that BT has sent a letter to SP Manweb on 17
November 2015 (please see Appendix 11.2(f) to the Second Written
Question responses, Document reference NWWFC 11.2(f)).
4. SP Manweb will provide the Examining Authority with any letter it receives
from BT as soon as it is received.
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were necessary for the generating station, which is a NSIP). The
Hirwaun Generating Station Order included the powers accordingly.
4. SP Manweb's submission is that this is the approach the ExA should
take to the consideration of including compulsory acquisition powers in
the Order in respect of the land required for that part of the
underground cable from the Terminal Pole to the highway at the
northern end.
5. The northern section is not included in the works powers for the
reasons given in SP Manweb's response to the ExA's First Written
Questions at 11.9.
6. However, for the reasons set out in SP Manweb's response to the
ExA's First Written Questions at 11.10, the 132kV Overhead Line
cannot be connected to the SP Manweb substation at St Asaph, and
consequently cannot be energised and used for the distribution of
electricity, without acquiring the necessary rights in land for the cable's
installation. SP Manweb also requires the right to suspend or
extinguish other conflicting third party rights in land to be able to
complete the installation and energise the 132kV Overhead Line.
7. SP Manweb takes the view that the underground cable is therefore
required to facilitate, or is incidental to, the 132kV Overhead Line and
therefore satisfies the test in section 122(2) of the Planning Act 2008
for the inclusion of compulsory acquisition powers.
8. In the Hirwaun decision letter, the Secretary of State noted that further
consents would be required to construct the works for the gas
connection and electricity connection, and made an amendment to the
order to make the powers of compulsory acquisition over that land
subject to a requirement that the necessary consents be obtained prior
to the exercising of the compulsory acquisition powers in respect of that
land.
9. In the case of the underground cable, the works proposed constitute

permitted development and there are, therefore, no further separate
consents which will need to be obtained.
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judgement may be at the higher end of the moderate scale of
significance.
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reliance should be placed on 'use'. A definition of 'use' has therefore
been inserted.
5. The definition of ‘use’ means 'to utilise the SP Manweb PLC distribution
system'. The ‘distribution system’ means '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'.
6. This definition of distribution system is informed by the Distribution
Code. It does not refer to 'import' and 'export' as this is in appropriate
when referring to a network distribution asset. However, it does mean
that the 132kV Overhead Line could be utilised so electricity can flow in
either direction, either from the grid supply point at Clocaenog Forest or
from the entry point at the existing St Asaph substation. The reasons
for this is as explained in paragraph 1 above to this answer.
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156) that the132kV Overhead Line is the appropriate solution to
connect these three Wind Farms.
4. However, SP Manweb also has to ensure that it complies with its duties
under the Electricity Act 1989, which makes this development different
to many other schemes. Whilst the immediate need is in respect of
three Wind Farms, once constructed SP Manweb would have a duty to
consider the 132kV Overhead Line in any connection solution options
in respect of any future connection offer SP Manweb is obliged to make
to any future proposed generating station. Just as SP Manweb has
done in considering the connection solutions for the three Wind Farms,
SP Manweb would need to factor in the ability to use the 132Kv
Overhead Line for any future generating station that requests a
connection offer.
5. For this reason, the Environmental Statement did not rely on the 132kV
Overhead Line being decommissioned at the end of the life of the three
Wind Farms. Accordingly, there is no reason why the existence of the
132kV Overhead Line has to be linked to the three Wind Farms.
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In the event that agreement cannot be reached with the relevant landowners,
the Class 2(g) and (h) rights are necessary to enable SPM Manweb to comply
with requirements 5(3) and 7(3).
Ecological Measures
It may be necessary for SP Manweb to maintain any ecological measures
approved in the construction environmental management plan pursuant to
requirement 13 of the Draft DCO for a longer period of time than the
maintenance period.
Until the construction environmental management plan has been approved by
the relevant planning authority, SP Manweb is unable to identify exactly which
parts of the yellow land (if any) will required for ecological measures beyond
the maintenance period. The Class 2(g) and (h) rights therefore need to apply
to the entire yellow land.
In the event that agreement cannot be reached with the relevant landowners,
the Class 2(g) and (h) rights are necessary to enable SPM Manweb to comply
with requirement 13(2).
Drainage
The construction of the authorised development may also require the
permanent construction, diversion or relocation of drains, drainage ditches,
culverts or pipes in the yellow land and the Class 2(f) rights need to be
retained.
SP Manweb is unable to identify which parts of the yellow land will be required
for drainage works until detailed ground investigations have been carried out.
The Class 2(f) rights therefore need apply to the entire yellow land.
In the event that agreement cannot be reached with the relevant landowners,
the Class 2(f) rights are necessary to enable SPM Manweb to implement the
authorised development.
It should be noted that in its micro-siting, SP Manweb would seek to avoid any
diversion or relocation of drains, drainage ditches, culverts or pipes where it
can, however, there may be instances where this is not possible.
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Sub-article (4) provides that there is an entitlement for compensation where
loss is suffered as a result of the extinguishment or suspension of any private
right or restrictive covenant.
Reference to personal covenants has been included in sub-article (8) as the
Book of Reference includes reference to personal covenants.
All those persons who enjoy easements or other private rights over land which
it is proposed shall be extinguished, suspended or interfered with, would, or
might be entitled to, make a claim for the depreciation in the value of land due
to the execution of the works authorised in the development consent order.
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supply of water to the animal drinking trough as contained in a
Conveyance dated 5 October 1994.
3. Rights to run and conduct water through a water supply pipe to one
animal drinking trough together with all necessary rights of access to
obtain readings from the sub-meter and repair, renew and maintain
when necessary as contained in a Conveyance dated 5 October 1994.
The construction of the authorised development may temporarily or
permanently interrupt the use, or require the diversion, of these water supply
pipes. In the event that agreement cannot be reached with the persons with
the benefit of these rights, Article 23 would enable SPM Manweb to suspend
or extinguish these rights in order to implement the authorised development.
The persons with the benefit of these rights would, or might be entitled to,
make a claim for compensation as a result.
Part 2a of the Book of Reference lists a numerous rights relating to the use of
water pipes.
It should be noted that in its micro-siting, SP Manweb would seek to avoid any
such rights where it can, if indeed they are being exercised, but there may be
instances where this is not possible.
Example 3:
Plot 92 (page 505 of the Book of Reference, Version 2 (Examination Library
Reference REP1-060)) is subject to the following right:
"The right to pass and repass with or without vehicles and equipment used in
connection with the use and management of the property as woodland over
and along the tracks and access ways provided that in the exercise of such
rights they shall make good any damage caused to such tracks and access
ways and also to any adjoining property including gates, fence, hedges and
ditches; and to exercise the sporting rights (meaning the right to sport by
shooting, hunting, hawking and taking and killing and carrying away all game
including pheasants, partridges, deer, hare and rabbits and also vermin) over
and on the property together with the right to rear stock and preserve game
including the laying down of pens and the provision of rearing areas, as
contained in a Transfer dated 31 March 2003, registered under title
CYM568281 for the benefit of land known as the Cefn Estate, St. Asaph."
The construction of the authorised development may temporarily or
permanently interrupt these sporting rights and/or the right to rear stock and
preserve game. In the event that agreement cannot be reached with the
persons with the benefit of these rights, Article 23 would enable SPM Manweb
to suspend or extinguish these rights in order to implement the authorised
development. The persons with the benefit of these rights would, or might be
entitled to, make a claim for compensation as a result.
Part 2a of the Book of Reference lists a numerous rights relating to shooting.
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It should be noted that in its micro-siting, SP Manweb would seek to avoid any
such rights where it can, if indeed they are being exercised, but there may be
instances where this is not possible.
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However, the 132kV Overhead Line cannot move outside the
Limits of Deviation (due to Article 3 of the Order). Therefore, the
amendment, should one be necessary, would be to bring the
illustrative section drawings in line with the as built 132kV
Overhead Line but all within the Limits of Deviation.
b. the compound layout drawing – the final layout design will be
determined by the appointed contactor. However, the compound
cannot move outside the Limits of Deviation (due to Article 3 of
the Order).
Therefore, the amendment, should one be
necessary, would be to bring the illustrative layout in line with
the as built compound but all within the Limits of Deviation.
c. any documents, plans etc approved by the relevant
planning authority – following the approval by the relevant
planning authority of any documents, plans etc that require
approval pursuant to the Requirements, it may be necessary to
apply for an amendment (as is the case under a planning
permission).
Given these documents, plans have been
approved post grant of the Order and by the relevant planning
authority, it is appropriate for there to be express provision to
enable such documents, plans to be amended should they need
to be.
8. Finally, any application made under Requirement 16(1) is subject to
Requirement 16(2), which prevents any application being made that is
likely to give rise to any materially new or different environmental
effects in comparison with those identified in the environmental
statement. The relevant planning authorities have the ability, therefore,
to refuse any application if they consider this test is not met.
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given the 40 year life of the development, as TAN 8 is a planning policy which
may be revoked or amended during the life of the network infrastructure,
leaving the scope of the decommissioning requirement uncertain.
SP Manweb maintains its view that it is not appropriate that the 132kV
Overhead Line should be left in situ if it is not being used for the purposes of
carrying electricity, and has provided alternative wording for Requirement 18
which will require SP Manweb to notify the relevant planning authorities and to
submit a decommissioning and restoration plan within three months of the
132kV Overhead Line ceasing to be used as part of the distribution system.
In order to make the relevant definitions easier to find, SP Manweb proposes
to move the definition of "use" (and the related definition of "distribution
system" into Schedule 2 Paragraph 1.
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SP Manweb is obliged to supply connections in accordance with its licence
obligations; in the future the 132kV network may be required to carry
electricity for a range of purposes beyond connecting new generation to the
network. Whilst the proposed drafting has changed, SP Manweb's position as
to the need for the 132kV Overhead Line to be able to accommodate any
future connections that SP Manweb is obliged to provide under its licence (for
import or export) has not changed.
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