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WRITTEN SUMMARY OF SP MANWEB'S (THE "APPLICANT") ORAL CASE PUT
AT THE ISSUE SPECIFIC HEARING ON PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES INCLUDING (BUT NOT LIMITED TO) COSTS AND
POLICY, LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACTS AND LAND USE AND
MANAGEMENT MATTERS REGARDING OPTION B AND ANY OUTSTANDING
MATTERS REGARDING OPTION A ON THE PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT
AND ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
8TH DECEMBER 2015

1.

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

1.1

This document summarises the Applicant's case as presented at the Issue
Specific Hearing (the "IS Hearing") held on 8th December 2015 at Denbigh
Town Hall, Denbigh.

1.2

The note addresses each of the agenda items set by the Examining
Authority, as published on the Planning Inspectorate's website on 30th
November 2015 (the "Agenda"). Issues on which submissions were made
are grouped under the headings provided in the Agenda.

1.3

Please note that in this document the terms "the Applicant" and "SP
Manweb" are used interchangeably.

2.

INTRODUCTION OF THE PARTICIPATING PARTIES

2.1

Speaking on behalf of the Applicant:-

2.2

2.1.1

Mark Westmoreland Smith of Counsel (Francis Taylor Building);

2.1.2

Tom Edwards (Associate at Pinsent Masons LLP);

2.1.3

Huw Thomas (SP Manweb);

2.1.4

Alyn Jones (SP Manweb);

2.1.5

Stephen Gendler (Parsons Brinckerhoff); and

2.1.6

Jacqueline Critchley (Gillespies).

The Applicant also invited a number of members of its consultant team to
provide further specialist, technical input where required. This summary
introduces each of those witnesses where applicable.
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3.

ITEM 3.1 PRINCIPLES OF DEVELOPMENT FOR OPTION B INCLUDING
COSTS AND POLICY

3.1

Item 3.1.1 - Examination of the principles of development in light of
national and local policy and the Holford Rules for Option B.

3.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the application for Option B was
made on 16th September 2015 and that the genesis of the changes was ongoing discussions with landowners. Each of the changes result from a
request from the landowner, which was then considered by the Applicant.
The proposals set out in Option B comprise the suggested amendments that
the Applicant considered acceptable following consideration of those
requests. The changes proposed are minor and localised in nature and do
not involved any new landowners. Only 8 require additional land.

3.3

Mr Westmoreland Smith invited Mr Thomas to explain each of the proposed
changes with reference to the plans deposited.

3.4

Mr Thomas described the proposed changes as follows:
3.4.1

Pole 7 – the proposed change is to move the pole across the road
onto NRW's land. NRW has indicated that they are content with that
change.

3.4.2

Pole 24 – the indicative locations of poles 24 and 25 have been
moved within the existing limits of deviation, as per a landowner
request.

3.4.3

Poles 38-41 - the indicative location of poles 38, 39, 40 and 41 have
been moved within the existing limits of deviation to the boundary, as
per landowner request. This has necessitated a new indicative pole
38b.

3.4.4

Pole 59 - this change involves moving the pole further into the field,
to allow for continued access across this flat part of the field.

3.4.5

Poles 64 and 69 – this change relates to a landowner request to
move pole 64 into an adjacent land parcel and pole 69 as far in to
the corner of the field as possible. It has resulted in moving both
poles as far into the corner of the fields as possible.

3.4.6

Pole 71 - The tenant farmer has removed the landscaping in this
location and therefore no mitigation planting is now required. There
was a hedgerow the Applicant sought to improve as part of the
development. It has been removed so the landowner has asked that
the works are not carried out.

3.4.7

Pole 80 - the indicative location of pole 80 has been moved within
the existing limits of deviation, as per landowner request.
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3.4.8

Pole 96 – this change relates to the realignment of poles on
boundaries to the east of pole 96, meaning that a slight repositioning
of this pole number was needed.

3.4.9

Pole 119 – this change was made due to the slight rise in the field
adjacent to the Option A position, which would be difficult to
negotiate in winter months. The pole location has been moved to the
opposite side of the fence line.

3.4.10 Pole 176 - the pole has been moved away from a future potential
building plot as requested by the landowner.
3.4.11 Poles 179-188 – this change involves two landowners and the
changes are dependent on one another. The proposal is to move
pole 179 to a boundary, so as to reduce the impact on the field. That
would allow repositioning of poles 180-188 onto field boundaries.
Each one of those changes is intended to reduce the impact on the
fields.
3.4.12 Poles 210-214 – this change was requested by the landowner to
improve views from Plas Hafod in the southerly direction, and looked
to move poles 210-214 in an easterly direction, away from those
views.
3.5

Mr Westmoreland Smith noted that Item 4(i) at Issue Specific Hearing Day 1
(Examination Library Ref REP3-030) dealt with the ‘Principles Of
Development: Assessment Approach, Costings And Planning Policy’. The
response by SP Manweb set out how the Proposed Development is in
accordance with national policy, local policy and the Holford Rules (Sections
3.1.1 to 3.1.7). This response applies equally to Option B as it does to
Option A.

3.6

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that Option B includes a number of minor
amendments to Option A, but that the nature and extent of these changes
are such that they do not affect the conclusion that the Proposed
Development is in accordance with national policy, local policy and the
Holford Rules.

3.7

Item 3.1.2 - Examination of the approach taken by the applicant for
assessing the route of Option B and alternatives.

3.8

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the approach taken by SP Manweb
in relation to assessment of the route and alternatives is exactly the same for
Option A as it is for Option B. The route corridor of both Option A and Option
B is exactly the same and Option B is merely a minor adjustment to pole
locations within the same route corridor. The response provided to the
Examining Authority in the Oral Summary to Issue Specific Hearing Day One
(Examination Library Reference REP3-030), paragraph 3.6.1 – 3.6.11
therefore fully explains the approach taken to assessment of the route and
alternatives.
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3.9

Item 3.1.3 - On a ‘without prejudice basis’, to examine the extent that a
‘mix and match’ scheme containing some parts of option a and some
parts of option b could be deliverable, in the light of the letter from the
applicant dated 28 October 2015

3.10

SP Manweb was asked to consider the extent to which a 'mix and match'
scheme could be accommodated within its application for development
consent.

3.11

Mr Westmoreland Smith notes that this question gave rise to the letter dated
28 October 2015 (Examination Library Reference OpB-022) in which it was
confirmed that SP Manweb considered that the following approaches are
available to the Examining Authority (and the Secretary of State) should it
decide to recommend (and the Secretary of State grant) development
consent, all of which are acceptable to SP Manweb:
3.11.1 Grant development consent for Option A; or
3.11.2 Grant development consent for Option B (which is Option A subject
to 16 changes at discreet sections along the line).

3.12

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that SP Manweb considers that either
Option A or Option B are appropriate and are capable of being consented as
they stand. SP Manweb considers that it would also be possible for the
Examining Authority to recommend, and for the Secretary of State to grant,
development consent for a mix and match of Option A and Option B.

3.13

However, for a mix and match option to work it would be necessary for a
revised DCO, Book of Reference, Land Plans and Works Plans to be
submitted to the Examination. In order to prepare these SP Manweb would
need to understand what the mix and match scheme would look like so that
it can prepare the necessary documentation to facilitate the mix and match
approach. Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that SP Manweb would need
the Examining Authority to provide this direction. There are a number of
ways that this direction could be provided, but SP Manweb's preference
would be for a formal direction as soon as possible after 10th December
2015, after the hearings have been closed. SP Manweb would then submit
the revised DCO, Land Plans and Works Plans with the agreed time frame
within the Examination.

3.14

Item 3.1.4 – Examination of whether the lifetime costing report
submitted by the applicant for deadline 4 is applicable to both option A
and option B. Would it also apply to a ‘mix and match’ scheme?

3.15

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed in response to a question from the
Examining Authority that the whilst the Lifetime Cost Report is based on
Option A it applies equally to Option B or indeed a mix and match scheme.
Clearly, there would be extremely minor changes to the length of the 132kV
Overhead Line under Option B or a mix and match scheme and these
changes would give rise to immaterial changes to the absolute costing for
Option B (or mix and match) as compared to Option A, however, it would
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make no discernible difference to the relative costs of overhead lines versus
undergrounding, which is the primary purpose of the lifetime costing report.
4.

ITEM 3.2 EXAMINATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS ASSOCIATED
WITH OPTION B

4.1

Item 3.2.1 – The ERISOB report states that many of the proposed
changes have resulted from requests from landowners for minor
changes in pole locations in order to assist with their agricultural
activities. What are the other reasons for pole location changes if they
do not result from discussions with landowners (or tenant farmers).

4.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed in response to a question from the
Examining Authority that all changes to pole locations have resulted from
landowner suggestions. In most cases the reason for the landowner
requesting the change related to agricultural activities, but some were
requested for other reasons.

4.3

Those reasons include:
4.3.1

The change to poles 210 to 214 in Option B was to improve views
from Plas Hafod in the southerly direction; and

4.3.2

The change to pole 71 in Option B results from the fact that the
tenant farmer has removed the landscaping in this location and
therefore no mitigation planting is now required.

4.4

The statement in the ERISOB (para 4.1.4 – Examination Library Reference
Opb-003) must be read in the context of the above.

4.5

Item 3.2.2 – Examination of whether the additional land take and the
changed locations of poles associated with Option B would be an
advantage or disadvantage to landowners and tenant farmers
compared with option A.

4.6

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed in response to a question from the
Examining Authority that all of the changes described in Option B are as a
consequence of consultation with landowners. Landowners made
suggestions for amendments to Option A and SP Manweb has sought to
accommodate those changes where possible. The position of the
landowners therefore must be that Option B is more advantageous than
Option A.

4.7

Mr Westmoreland Smith indicated that SP Manweb has been careful to
ensure that there are no consequential effects to adjacent landowners when
undertaking assessments on whether the changes requested can be
incorporated.

4.8

Mr Westmoreland Smith also noted that the terminology "additional land" is
derived from the Infrastructure Planning (Compulsory Acquisition)
Regulations 2010, and that there is in fact no additional land required for
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Option B – rather it is a swap in terms of the particular parcels of land
required from each landowner.
4.9

Mr Westmoreland Smith noted that in support of Option B, in his
representation (Examination Library Reference REP5-006) Mr Eifion Bibby
has stated Option B is “favoured over Option A” or “is an improvement over
Option A” on behalf of his clients:
1. G Davies
2. R Evans
3. JE Davies
4. DC Jones
5. EW Hughes, PA Hughes, EW Hughes
6. HW Hughes, EA Hughes, GW Hughes
7. M Jones
8. CA Owen, AA Owen
9. DR Owen, EM Owen
10. AA Owen
11. HM Parry

4.10

Mr Westmoreland Smith noted that, in addition, the agent for Evans, Bryn
Hen has emailed the Planning Inspectorate stating that, whilst he was
against the scheme, 'in the unfortunate situation that it came down to A or B,
we would prefer Option B'.

4.11

Further, Mr Westmoreland Smith noted that Mr Dewi Parry (Examination
Library Reference REP6-002) and Iwan Jones (Examination Library
Reference REP6-004) made comments in respect of the location of poles in
their responses to Second Written Questions. These comments were
responded to by SP Manweb for Deadline 7 (Examination Library Reference
REP7-005). The Interested Parties at the hearing confirmed to the
Examining Authority that their preference was for Option B, rather than
Option A, except for Mr Parry, who had not provided a response. Mr Parry
has now given confirmation that his preference is Option B (see SP
Manweb's response to Action point 11 from the DCO Hearing – Appendix
11).

4.12

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed in response to a question from the
Examining Authority that the proposal presented in Option B is the definitive
version. Option B proposed 16 changes, 8 of which required additional land,
the other 8 of which were within the existing order limits and were changes
to indicative pole locations. Whilst the Applicant would carry on discussions
with landowners and would accommodate landowner requests for further
changes if possible to execute within the order limits, it would not now be
possible to accommodate requests that required additional land. Mr
Westmoreland Smith noted that no requests for any form of change were
before the Applicant at present.
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4.13

Mr Westmoreland Smith indicated in response to a question from the
Examining Authority that it would seek to enter into voluntary agreements
with landowners in relation to micro-siting of poles.

4.14

Item 3.2.3 – Examination of whether the pole locations in Option B
would adversely affect more hedgerows than Option A.

4.15

Ms Critchley indicated in response to a question from the Examining
Authority that in general, the alterations in the Order Limits to accommodate
Option B result in a shift in the position of the Order Limits. The Order Limits
and Limits of Deviation are the same width and as such, in most locations,
the same lengths of hedgerows are potentially affected. The Environmental
Statement assumed that, as the pole locations were not fixed, all hedgerows
crossed by the 132 kV Overhead Line would potentially be affected. In all
but one location the assessment therefore remains unchanged.

4.16

Ms Critchley confirmed that due to a widening of the Order Limits to
accommodate an additional angle pole near Plas Hafod a slightly longer
section of hedgerow sits within the Order Limits (refer to Sheet 13 of the
Landscaping Plan, Important Hedgerow 122-123) at this location, increasing
the length of hedgerow potentially affected by approximately 10m. As with
all the hedgerows crossed by the 132 kV overhead line, not all of this
hedgerow will actually be affected but it is assumed to be all affected for the
purposes of environmental assessment and to ensure a realistic worst case
approach is adopted. The hedgerow has been identified on the Landscaping
Plans (DCO Document Ref 2.6.1 Examination Library Reference APP-050)
for hedgerow improvements and reinstatement.

4.17

Item 3.2.4 – Examination of whether all of the mitigation planting could
be delivered with option B.

4.18

Ms Critchley confirmed that all of the mitigation planting can be delivered
with Option B as indicated on the Landscaping Plans for Option B
(Examination Library Reference OpB-008).

5.

ITEM 4 OUTSTANDING MATTERS IN RELATION TO PRINCIPLES OF
DEVELOPMENT FOR OPTION A (AND ANY MATTERS WHICH RELATE
TO BOTH OPTION A AND OPTION B): COSTINGS AND POLICY

5.1

Item 4.1 – Costings
To examine the lifetime costing report submitted by the applicant at
Deadline4 (DL4) particularly in respect of:
(a) The chosen route for the underground cables;

5.2

Mr Jones explained the route selection criteria for the offered route and the
detailed the cost assumptions within the Lifetime Costing report, based on a
range of ground conditions anticipated along the route.

5.3

The route chosen as an alternative to the OHL follows the well-established
principles of utilising public highway and adjacent footpath and verges where
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available (due to H&S, access rights and optimised section lengths).
Principally there are two sections:
5.3.1

St Asaph to Denbigh which follows B5381 and A525, giving
confidence as to deliverability; and

5.3.2

Denbigh to Clocaenog which follows a proven route already
established by other utilities (BT and an Independent Connection
Provider (ICP)).

5.4

In summary Mr Jones confirmed that the route is well established and
provides a high degree of confidence that the route is deliverable.

5.5

Mr Jones confirmed that the OHL can traverse rise and fall in landscape
more readily than underground cable, and that therefore underground cables
could not follow exactly the proposed OHL route.

5.6

Mr Jones also confirmed in response to a question from the Examining
Authority that laying the cable would probably take up to around a year but
that this would depend on the number of gangs undertaking the laying of the
cable and traffic Management plans and agreements with the authorities.

5.7

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the Applicant has been asked to
consider undergrounding and has therefore developed what would be the
preferred underground route. This differs from the offered route, which is an
OHL with short underground sections in certain places.

5.8

Mr Westmoreland Smith indicated that in terms of CPO these relate to the
OHL and the works relating to it.

5.9

In keeping with all commercial contracts of this nature the actual costs will be
determined through a competitive tender and will reflect market values and
availability. Mr Jones pointed out that the Applicant's estimated values based
on two recent contract awards are within the lower range of the values
contained by within an Ofgem commissioned report by independent
consultants TNEI. Within that report a benchmark range for 132kV cable
installation is given as between £1.5m and £2.6m per km.
(b) The high fault rates for both overhead and underground cables
compared with the England and Wales average and the national
average;

5.10

Mr Jones noted that there will be a range of fault performance across the UK
DNO’s and that this will depend on a range of factors, including Network
Design and Operating models (Radial, Interconnected, Fault Level,
Investment cycles) together with external factors such as prevailing weather
issues or urbanisation. The fault data provided is from the ENA - National
Fault Information Reporting Scheme gathered from each DNO over the last
5 years, which accounts for the regional variances.

5.11

The data in the lifecycle report is the SP Manweb specific data. Over the last
five years to March 2014, Mr Jones noted that the rate of faults on SP
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Manweb’s 132kV Overhead line and Underground cables are slightly higher
than the UK average, however if their performance is compared directly with
the other DNO in Wales, which faces similar climatic and urbanisation
challenges to SP Manweb, that the SP Manweb 132kV overhead line fault
rate is the same and SP Manweb's 132kV underground cable fault rate is
lower.
5.12

Mr Jones noted that the wind and weather generally does result in a slightly
higher fault rate in west coast DNOs within the UK than is the case in East
coast DNOs .

5.13

Mr Westmoreland Smith emphasised that SP Manweb is within the ballpark
of ordinary fault rates for DNOs, and that there is not a significant difference
in performance.

5.14

Action Point 3 requires the Applicant to submit a summary of their oral
presentation on the fault rates for both new and old underground cables in
response to Agenda Item 4.1(b), and this is include in Appendix 2.
(c) Evidence to justify the average fault repair costs for underground
cables;

5.15

The Lifetime costs report refers to three types of fault (low, medium and
high)

5.16

Mr Gendler indicated that the cost for the repair of extensive damage faults
are derived from SP Manweb's experience and data it has collected from
faults across its network and on an estimated typical 200m fault repair. The
length of cable to be repaired is mainly dictated by positioning of suitable
joint bays and the fault repair cost varies accordingly. The cost of the cable
and joints materials typically make up 50% of the cost and the remainder is
made up of initial fault location, and subsequent excavation and testing of
the replacement cable, and ‘Indirect costs’ (such as project management
fees, procurement, data management and site establishment).

5.17

Mr Gendler indicated that the Lifetime Costings Report elaborated more on
the fault data, providing an assessment of fault types, categorised as low
impact faults, medium impact faults and high impact faults (extensive
damage). The data are estimates based on SP Manweb's cost models,
looking across the range of types of faults. Mr Gendler indicated that
medium faults do not require excavation for example. Mr Gendler confirmed
that the report looked at faults that have historically occurred, and made an
assessment on that basis. It was indicated that for a £600,000 fault that
requires an extensive replacement, full excavation, 200m and joint bays, half
of the costs will come from labour and the others will come from project
management. Mr Gendler confirmed that these were SP Manweb's own
estimates based on their internal costs and experience in this area. SP
Manweb accepts that there could be a range, and Mr Jones confirmed that
the data is an average estimate.
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(d) Examination of the spreadsheets attached to the lifetime costing
report to establish why they do not include any life time costs for
losses and operation and maintenance (O&M) life time costs including
faults for the underground section of the overhead line;
5.18

Mr Gendler confirmed that the Life time costings report does include both the
losses and O&M costs for the 2.6kM cable portion of the 132kV Overhead
Line route.
(e) What evidence was used to conclude that damage faults for
underground cables would be 50% limited damage (averaging £25,000
per fault) and 50% extensive damage faults (averaging £600,000 per
fault);

5.19

This matter was not discussed in detail at the hearing. However, SPM's
response is as follows:
5.19.1 Fault data used in the Lifetime costs report is from the ENA Nafirs
scheme, which confirms that 50% of the faults on the SP Manweb
132kV underground network result in no damage and 50% in some
damage. A more detailed assessment of the variety of fault types
was carried out and an associated estimation of the costs of repairs
for each type made using SP Manweb's own historical cost data.
(f) To examine to what extent can damage fault costs be reclaimed
through third party insurance?

5.20

Mr Jones indicated that recovery of the cost will be either directly from the
third party that caused the damage or through the SP Manweb customer
base, via the Distribution Use of system element of customers electricity bill.
Irrespective of the method of recovery the costs of the damage repair must
be considered in the lifetime costs.

5.21

Mr Jones noted that not all third party damage faults result in immediate
cable failure, and that some faults can take many years to materialise,
meaning that the culprit is not always identified and costs are not always
capable of being recovered directly. In such cases they are therefore borne
by SP Manweb customer base.

5.22

Scottish Power do not have third party insurance cover and therefore, where
the culprit is identifiable it will always seek to obtain the costs from the
person causing the damage.
(g) Capital costs for undergrounding including:
(i) whether the high range of costs (£1.6M per km) is realistic given the
two examples of recent tender prices that the report quotes (£1.1M/km
and £1.19M/km)

5.23

Mr Jones indicated that the capital cost for undergrounding the 132kV cable
is based upon recent cable installations and tender returns, and that the
indirect costs, such as project management fees, drawing updates, site
establishment, are also included.

EN020014

12

5.24

Mr Jones gave the example of the Trawsfynnydd cable contract, which has
been awarded for £1.19m however the average tender returns at BAFO
stage was £1.26m. The tendering process is very job specific.

5.25

Mr Jones confirmed that in-keeping with all commercial contracts of this
nature, the actual costs will be determined by thorough competitive tender
and will reflect market rates (investment cycle) and capacity at that time.
Demand for cables is likely to be high going forward given the connection of
renewable projects and this means that SP Manweb cannot guarantee that
the costs achieved on previous competitive tenders will be achieved again.

5.26

SP Manweb would point out that their estimated values are within the lower
range of the values contained within an Ofgem commissioned report by
independent consultants TNEI. Within that report a benchmark range from a
number of sources indicate that 132kV cable installation costs are between
£1.5m and £2.6m per km.

5.27

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, it was confirmed
that the cable tender would be issued in the Spring of 2016.
(ii) why the modern XLPE cables ‘tend to suffer from manufacturing
defects or installation defects leading to premature failure’ (page 29
costing report) when the applicant company has a certified ISO 9001
Quality Assurance (QA) system in place;

5.28

Mr Jones indicated that information from recent faults indicate that failures
are just as likely with modern XLPE cables as they are on older pressurised
cables. It is only XLPE cables that are available for new installations.

5.29

In particular Mr Jones noted that 132kV distribution cables tend to operate in
pairs or higher levels of redundancy, so for the majority of their life cycle they
operate at less than 50% load due to the security of supply requirements
placed on DNOs. This has provided relatively reliable cable networks over
the years. Modern circuits connecting generating stations such as the
Proposed Development are generally single circuit and therefore they are
expected to operate at the higher end of their operating capability for long
periods of time, the reliability of cables is therefore yet to be proven over
extended operational life.

5.30

Mr Jones stated that whilst modern cables are manufactured and tested in
controlled factory conditions, cable jointing by contrast is a field based
activity undertaken by contract jointing technicians. Despite thorough quality
control plans site installation failings can and does result in points of
weakness developing over time.

5.31

Mr Jones indicated that it is a known fact, with many engineering papers
written by eminent engineers, physicians and industry bodies (as available
on the internet), that the interface between the modern 132kV site prepared
cable insulation surface and the required stress cones, within in joints and
cable terminations is particularly vulnerable to site installation techniques
and in particular the correct use of grease used to assist the stress cone
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over the prepared cable insulation surface. Incorrect application can result in
voids developing at the interface between the stress cone and the cable
insulation surfaces deteriorating, leading to premature failure.
5.32

Mr Jones indicated that older pressurised cables by nature do not suffer from
these defects, as hydraulic or pneumatic mediums fill any gaps between the
insulating papers preventing voids.

5.33

Mr Jones concluded that there are field based failure mechanisms in both
old and new cable systems notwithstanding modern QA processes.
(h) To understand if the wind farms are funding any other aspects of
the wider scheme

5.34

Mr Jones indicated that, in line with the Common Charging Methodology
referenced in the Lifetime costings paper, the Wind Farm developers will
fund the capital cost of the SP Manweb connection in full. This will include all
elements of the connection from the St Asaph substation through to the
Connection points to the individual windfarms as stipulated in the individual
connection agreement with each party.

5.35

Mr Jones further confirmed, following a question from the Examining
Authority, that the technical solution would remain the same, regardless of
whether one or both of the Clocaenog Forest and Brenig Wind Farm come
forward. Further the route of the Proposed Development would not change,
regardless of whether a further wind farm developer terminated its
connection agreement.

5.36

Mr Jones confirmed that in addition the Developers will be funding their
respective Windfarms.

5.37

Mr Westmoreland Smith referred the Examining Authority to the letter from
SP Manweb dated 2 December 2015 (Examination library reference RE7002, REP7-007 to REP7-008.). These documents explain how the Proposed
Development will be funded, in the context of Derwydd Bach wind farm
terminating its connection agreement. It was confirmed that the costs of the
Proposed Development would fall upon RWE and the developer of Brenig
Wind Farm.

6.

ITEM 4.2 POLICY

6.1

Item 4.2.1 – Consideration of alternatives
(a) The Panel notes the applicant’s response to Mr R Barlow at deadline
4 (DL4) states that the only design approved by SP Manweb for this
type of project is an overhead earth conductor and they state, “An
overhead earth conductor is not approved for use on SP Manweb’s
network for a project of this type”. The Panel would like the applicant to
explain on what grounds is the use of an underground earth conductor
not approved and how does the approval process for new types of
equipment work?
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6.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that the Infrastructure Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (the "Regulations")
require the Applicant to set out main alternatives considered and give the
main reasons for choosing the final solution over these alternatives. The
Examination was referred to Schedule 4, Part One, paragraph 18 and Part 2
paragraph 27 of the Regulations for the obligation on the applicant. Mr
Westmoreland Smith also explained that in terms of the relevance of
alternatives to decision making, there is case law to say that alternatives will
normally only be capable of being relevant where there is material harm or
conflict with planning policy. Where an alternative is proposed that is vague
or inchoate it will be unlikely to be relevant, or the weight to be given to it will
be little or no weight, except in exceptional circumstances.

6.3

Mr Stephen Gendler, of Parsons Brinckerhoff, stated that any new piece of
equipment would have to be authorised prior to use. SP Manweb work with
industry groups associated with the UK, and any new technique would
require a rigorous design approval and safety assessment by the industry
prior to its use on the system.

6.4

The National Standards for 132kV Wood Pole construction are BSEN 50341
and ENA TS 43-50. Mr Gendler noted that any changes would have to fall
within the remit of these documents. SP Manweb uses these documents as
a basis for its internal specifications and standards. All equipment and
designs used on the SP Manweb system must comply with its own Company
and National Standards to ensure safety.

6.5

SP Manweb do not have a standard for ground deployed earth conductors
(counterpoise) associated with wood pole overhead lines, and further SP
Manweb are not aware of this solution being incorporated within a UK
national standard used on wood pole lines, therefore this solution has not
been considered for use in relation to the Proposed Development.

6.6

Mr Gendler noted that there are new technologies and that the Applicant is
involved in such innovation. Each Distribution Network Operator and
Transmission Network Operator can submit innovation projects to OFGEM to
develop new approaches and technologies. Recently SP Manweb has been
awarded funding to develop an MVDC scheme as one of eight DNO
Innovation projects funded as part of RIIO ED1. New technologies are
usually introduced on a trial basis before being rolled out as common
business practice. That process takes years, and therefore innovation
technology would not be suitable to meet the connection dates for this
Project. In any event, SP Manweb is not aware of any innovation projects
considering technology of the sort suggested here.

6.7

At present it is speculative to consider such technology in relation to ground
deployed earth conductors for wooden poles for overhead lines.
(b) To examine whether it would be possible that less resistive ground
part way along the route would enable a switch from the double wood
poles system to a Trident system:
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Is the ground’s resistivity lower as the route travels away from
the southern end of the proposed development?
The applicant’s costs report submitted for DL4 states that, “The
most effective means to reduce the ROEP to manageable levels
is to install a separate earth wire between the source substation
‘St Asaph Grid’ and the proposed ‘Clocaenog substation’”. Is
this the only solution to reduce the Rise Of Earth Potential
(ROEP)? If not, what alternative solutions are there and what are
their pros and cons?
Would a switch from the double wood pole system to a Trident
system be technically possible somewhere along the route?
6.8

Mr Stephen Gendler, on behalf of the Applicant, explained that resistivity has
not been measured along the route of the Proposed Development.

6.9

An assessment has already been made to ensure that ROEP is at the lowest
level in order to discharge SP Manweb's statutory duty of care and maintain
a safe system for their employees, customers and members of the public. It
was noted that the St Asaph substation is the earthing point for the 132kV
Overhead Line. The site at St Asaph is a proven, successful location, which
already exists for the earthing point. The site is secure and this is a
recognised approach.

6.10

Measuring the ROEP across the whole route would be a substantial
undertaking and ROEP is site specific. Mr Gendler expected that the ROEP
would change over the course of the route, albeit it should not change
substantially. The possible use of a remote earth mat position has not been
considered as it presents a number of technical problems:
6.10.1 Finding a suitable site would require extensive ground investigations
in order to locate an area of lower resistivity in close proximity to the
DCO corridor;
6.10.2 Maintaining the integrity of another remote site is difficult and would
require extensive physical protections (with secure fencing to ensure
that earthing systems in the ground could not be tampered with or
damaged) to ensure that the primary aim of providing a safe system
is maintained; and
6.10.3 Techniques for remote monitoring are not guaranteed therefore
regular visual physical inspection would be required.

6.11

Given that the Applicant is legally obliged to use the solution that minimises
risk and health and safety implications (which it considers the earthing at St
Asaph to do), the ground resistivity along the whole route has not been
tested as this is a substantial undertaking and may not prove in any way
beneficial.

6.12

The only approved solution for providing the safety earth on a wood pole is
via HDWP construction.
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6.13

A switch between HDWP and Trident is structurally possible but assumes
that the remote earth solution can be identified and used.

6.14

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that it would not be possible to deliver
this alternative under the DCO as it would result in unknown land acquisition
and would require a new substation structure, with a wood pole line entering
and leaving it. That wood pole would be single pole in part but would still
have double pole structures. The perceived harm of the current design
(which harm is not accepted by SP Manweb) would be compounded by such
alteration.

6.15

In response to a question raised by the Examining Authority, Mr
Westmoreland Smith confirmed that case law dictates that alternatives can
be considered in exceptional circumstances and that they are capable of
being material in situations where there is an identified harm or policy
conflict. The greater the harm, the more material they might be. Alternatives
are also material where harm will be caused by the development and the
Applicant accepts the harm but argues that the need for the development
overcomes that harm.

6.16

In this case, design of the 132kV Overhead Line is acceptable and does not
cause such harm. Mr Westmoreland Smith clarified that in any event, SP
Manweb has not applied for a scheme with a remote earth mat, and a
change of this nature could not be implemented within the remit of the
current DCO.

6.17

Item 4.2.2 – SP Manweb’s regulatory accounts for year ending 2015
This document was submitted to the examination as Appendix 11.13(b)
to the applicant’s responses to the ExA’s first set of written questions.
On page 4 is an ‘Operational Performance’ table. This appears to show
a decrease in the length of overhead lines of 99 circuit km and an
increase in the length of underground lines of 223 circuit km from year
ended March 2014 to year ended March 2015.
(a) Is this due to a change of policy or does it reflect the operating
conditions for that particular year?

6.18

It is noted that the provision of the regulatory accounts was in response to
the safeguarding of funds associated with compulsory acquisitions.
6.18.1 Over the 2014/15 reporting year there has been a marginal increase
(4.6km) in the SPM’s 132kV Overhead Line and no change to the
132kV underground cable volumes; and
6.18.2 The main areas of change in the Applicant's overhead line and
underground cables were in relation to lower voltage cables, and can
be attributed to:(a)
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(b)

New connection to low and medium voltage customers; and

(c)

Disposals associated with abandoned assets.

(b) At March 2015, the length of overhead lines is given at 22,053
(circuit km) and the length of underground cables is given at 26,548
(circuit km). Is this split due to the urban (undergrounded) element of
the operational asset compared to the rural (overhead) element of the
operational asset?
6.19

Mr Gendler explained that the assumption in the question is correct, but that
the 132kV overhead line forms 83% of SP Manweb's network and only 17%
is underground. In relation to SP Manweb's low voltage network, the cables
are predominantly underground. The Examining Authority requested that the
Applicant supply a written response to this agenda item. This response is set
out at Appendix 5.

6.20

Item 4.2.3 Wider scheme - The Panel requires an update regarding the
wider scheme development including the appeal for the Clocaenog
Forest collector sub-station and the receipt of confirmation from DCC
that the connection to St Asaph’s sub-station is permitted
development.

6.21

Mr Westmoreland Smith informed the Examination that in terms of providing
an update on the planning appeal for the collector substation, appeal
statements were exchanged on 24th November 2015 in preparation for the
appeal hearing, which is taking place on 12th January 2016. SP Manweb
was advised by the Planning Inspectorate Wales on 22nd October 2015 that
the planning appeal had been recovered and would be determined by Welsh
Ministers. In response to a query from the Examining Authority, Mr
Westmoreland Smith explained that 'recovery' in this context means that the
government concludes that it should make the decision on the appeal rather
than the planning inspectorate. Mr Westmoreland Smith also confirmed
subsequently to the hearing that there was not specific timetable for a
decision to be made, however the Inspector will write up their
recommendation within approximately six weeks and submit to the Welsh
Ministers, who then make a decision.

6.22

In relation to the question asking for confirmation from DCC that the
connection to St Asaph substation is permitted development, Mr
Westmoreland Smith referred the Examining Authority to the Statement of
Common Ground with DCC at paragraph 4.2.1 (Examination Library
Reference REP1-054) which states that the installation of an underground
cable to connect St Asaph Substation to the terminal point is permitted
development. This Statement of Common Ground is currently being
negotiated with DCC and it is hoped agreement will be reached in relation to
this statement. However, this paragraph has been in the draft Statement of
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Common Ground for some time and has never attracted any adverse
comment from DCC.
6.23

Further to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland Smith
confirmed that the Applicant hopes to reach agreement on the Statement of
Common Ground with CCBC this week as only one minor point of contention
remains.

6.24

Item 4.2.4 Interpretation of term ‘serious concerns’ - To further examine
the applicant’s justification for its interpretation of the term, ‘serious
concerns’. Paragraph 2.8.9 of EN-5 states:- “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);” Given the inclusion of the terms “in particular” and “historic
importance such as” in the above quotation, how would the applicant
justify the narrow interpretation given in the Response to the ExAs
second round of written questions, question number 1.1a that:“’Serious concerns’” can only relate to landscape and visual impacts,
and not to any other impacts of the development (such as heritage or
ecological impacts)”?

6.25

Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that policy statements should be interpreted
objectively in accordance with the language used, read as always in its
proper context (Tesco Stores Ltd v Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC 13).

6.26

The Government carefully considers and deliberately drafts its policy.

6.27

Paragraph 2.8.8 of National Policy Statement EN-5 sits in a chapter entitled
“Landscape and Visual.” The assessment of landscape and visual is the
subject matter at hand. The subheading under which paragraph 2.8.8 and
2.8.9 sits is “Underground”. It is undergrounding in the context of landscape
and visual.

6.28

Paragraph 2.8.8 states this in terms. It is absolutely clear that the term
"serious concerns" can only relate to landscape and visual impacts. The
paragraph states:
6.28.1 "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)."

6.29

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that the drafting of paragraph 2.8.8
carefully and deliberate links the term ‘serious concerns’ expressly to
landscape and visual effects.
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6.30

Mr Westmoreland Smith then drew the attention of the Examining Authority
to Paragraph 2.8.9 which sets out the balancing exercise to be undertaken
where serious concerns are identified.

6.31

It also explicitly deals with landscape on a standalone basis in the first bullet
point ("the landscape in which the proposed line will be set”). This is clear
from the plain language used. The further particularisation in parenthesis is a
particularisation of landscape matters. It cannot be read fairly having regard
to the language employed in any other way. Where it refers to historic
importance, therefore, that is in landscape terms. It should also be noted that
the end of that bullet point refers the reader in a footnote to paragraph 5.9 of
NPS-EN1, which is the specific section relating to Landscape and Visual
Effects.

6.32

The second and third bullet points of paragraph 2.8.9 require the Examining
Authority to consider other matters as part of the balancing exercise. These
include cost and the environmental and archaeological consequences of
undergrounding.

6.33

It is plain, therefore, that the serious concerns test is one that relates to
landscape and visual alone.

6.34

A different approach would amount to a re-writing of Government policy
which is legally impermissible.

6.35

It should be said for completeness that decision maker can depart from
policy. However, for the decision to be lawful, the decision maker must take
into account, properly understand and interpret relevant policy. If the
decision maker departs from policy the reasons for doing so should be
carefully set out. It should also be made very clear that the decision maker
did properly understand the policy.

6.36

Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that the fact that the serious concerns test is
limited to landscape and visual matters does not mean a connection cannot
be undergrounded for other reasons. Such a decision would not be related to
the serious concerns test; it would be to mitigate a particular effect. However
that the Government clearly states that overhead lines will usually be
appropriate (paragraph 2.8.2) and have prescribed a test that relates to
landscape and visual alone gives a clear indication that the Government
regards landscape and visual as the factor more likely to give rise to a need
to underground.

6.37

In response to a question of the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland
Smith confirmed that serious concerns is not confined to designated
landscapes and referred the Examination to footnote in paragraph 2.8.8,
which takes the reader to 5.9 of EN-1 which sets out a cascade of
importance of landscapes which should be borne in mind in assessment of
harm and impact.
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7.

ITEM 5. OUTSTANDING MATTERS IN RELATION TO ENVIRONMENTAL
MATTERS FOR OPTION A (AND ANY MATTERS WHICH RELATE TO
BOTH OPTION A AND OPTION B)

7.1

Item 5.1 Landscape and visual impact

7.2

Item 5.1.1 Report on separation distances
(a) To establish whether the landscape and visual impact assessment
submitted as part of the applicant’s environmental statement included
an assessment of effects using the methodology proposed in the
gwynedd council, isle of anglesey county council and snowdonia
national park guidance on the application of separation distances for
residential properties. if so, where is this documented?

7.3

SP Manweb confirms that this study was used as documented in Paragraph
1.4 of the Residential Visual Amenity Assessment presented in the ES
(Appendix 7.1, Chapter 7: Landscape and Visual) (Examination Library
Reference APP-132). Reference to the title of the document is provided in
footer 3.

7.4

The value of the study to the LVIA is that it provides a calculation which can
be applied to structures of different heights in order to establish a trigger
distance for consideration of residential visual amenity effects.

7.5

Ms Gibson explained that the study established that the most significant
effects are deemed likely if a vertical structure (in this case a double wood
pole) appears (at least) 7.5 cm high when seen at arm’s length from the
viewer. This is the distance within which the structure may1 give rise to a
very large scale of visual effects due to its prominence in the view.

7.6

Using the calculation, this distance was established as 122 metres for
structures approximately 15 metres high. This is the distance from a
property within which the 15 metre high wood pole structures may give rise
to a very large scale of effect and is the trigger distance for consideration of
residential visual amenity effects. Therefore any poles beyond 122 metres
would be unlikely to give rise to significant effects.

7.7

Ms Gibson informed the Examination that based on the Applicant's site
knowledge and previous experience working with double wood pole lines, a
conservative approach was taken and this distance was increased from
122metres to 200metres (either side of the proposed 132kV Overhead
Line). Additional properties outside the 200 metre 'trigger distance' were
also assessed where specific concerns were raised during stakeholder and
public consultations.

1

In addition to the height of a structure and its distance from a receptor there are a number of
modifying factors which may affect the assessment of the scale of visual impact by reducing or
increasing it. These factors are outlined Table 4.4 of the Guidance on Separation Distances
Document.
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7.8

It was stated that the Applicant therefore believes that a very through
approach to assessment was undertaken.

7.9

It was agreed the Applicant would submit the correct viewing height of the
proposed poles around College Farm which range between 4.8-5.5cm high
in the Landscape Assessment. This is set out in Appendix 7.

7.10

(b) Table 5.1 of the executive summary of this document sets out the
residential visual amenity assessment trigger distances. Why did the
applicant adopt the wind turbine guideline height as the basis for the
amenity assessment, rather than the guideline pylon height, which, at
less than 40m might result in a wider study area (up to 350m)?

7.11

Ms Gibson, on behalf of the Applicant, confirmed that this study looked at
pylons and windfarms but not specifically wood poles and therefore the
Applicant did not adopt the heights given in Table 5.1.

7.12

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that the key point to note is that the
document provided the formula through which to adapt and apply to other tall
structures. Once heights are measured in the landscape it allows the
assessor to understand whether it would potentially have a likely significant
effect on the environment.

7.13

Item 5.1.2 Holford Rules - Examination of how the scheme complies
with the Holford Rules with particular reference to the crossing of the
A54.

7.14

Ms Gibson explained that the Holford Rules are guidelines which NPS EN-5
notes (at paragraph 2.8.4) should be followed where possible. The Holford
Rules are reproduced in Appendix 7.2 of the ES (Examination Library
Reference APP-133).

7.15

It was stated that there are two reasons as to why the 132kV Overhead Line
design did not take the most direct route. Firstly, there is a spread of
individual properties and the 132kV Overhead Line has been routed to be as
far away as possible from these receptors.

7.16

Secondly, Holford Rule 4 suggests avoiding higher ground and ridgelines
wherever possible. North of the road, the route follows the shallow valley that
passes from north-west of the A543 down into the lower lying parts of Eriviat
Park. To do this it had to cross in the location proposed.

7.17

In order to follow the shallow valley into Eriviat Park the alignment has to
deviate from a straight line. An angle pole is required to the south of the
road, which is set back from the road to avoid additional visual effects on
users of the road. A direct crossing of the A543 would necessitate the use of
two of the heavier angle poles rather than one. Holford Rule 3 suggests
choosing the most direct route to minimise the requirement for heavier angle
poles and additional stays.
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7.18

An explanation of why the route of the line crosses the road obliquely is
provided in the Applicant’s response to Post Hearing Submissions provided
at Deadline 3 (REP4-036), submitted at Deadline 4 (see response to Iwan
Jones on Page 29).

7.19

During the hearing, Mr Iwan Jones questioned why the poles crossed the
A543 at an elevated point, rather than at a lower elevation. Ms Karen Lees,
a consultant for the Applicant, explained that this was a balanced response
to the particular constraints at this location:7.19.1 To cross the road at a lower elevation, the poles would have to move
further south and therefore closer to the farm and residential
property at Groes Bach. This would also necessitate the use of an
angle pole closer to the road (in order to re-orientate the line in the
direction of the shallow valley into Eriviat), which would be more
visible from the road; and
7.19.2 Moving the poles further north of the suggested crossing would take
the poles onto slightly higher ground, closer to the bend in the road
and in the direction of the elevated landform of Beacon Hill, thus
increasing their wider visibility.

7.20

In summary, the proposed crossing of the A543 is due to the application of
the Holford Rules. The Applicant submits that if it could have complied with
the Holford Rules and crossed the line of the road in at a perpendicular
angle it would have, but this was not the best solution in this instance. The
scheme fully complies with the Holford Rules in relation to the crossing of the
A543.

7.21

Item 5.1.3 Photomontages - To establish whether the revised
photomontages have removed all of the trees that would need to be
felled as part of the proposed development. To also establish whether
the revised photomontages show any change in pole height compared
with the earlier photomontages.

7.22

The revised photomontages submitted at Deadline 4 (Examination Library
Ref REP4-032) have removed all trees that would need to be felled as part
of the Proposed Development.

7.23

In response to a question raised by Mr Iwan Jones, Ms Critchley stated that
the Applicant considers that the tree referred to in REP5-009, will be retained
but will require some pruning on the side of the line to maintain safety
clearance distances.

7.24

SP Manweb thought it would be helpful to clarify the position for the
Examining Authority relating to changes in pole height within this oral
summary, as set out below:
7.24.1 The height of the wooden poles in the revised photomontages is the
same as in the ES photomontages. These photomontages are
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modelled on the most recent engineering design for the 132kV
Overhead Line and has regard to individual pole heights.
7.24.2 The photomontages provided for the consultation in March and April
2014 was modelled using the design available at that stage in the
project’s development. At that stage individual pole heights were not
available and so the photomontages were based on a uniform
height. As the design has progressed there have been changes in
the heights of individual poles resulting in the minor discrepancies in
pole heights between the photomontages shown at the consultation
events and those provided in the ES and later revisions.
7.24.3 The changes in heights in the poles in the photomontages between
consultation and the ES and revised photomontages are therefore
correct and merely reflect the design as it has evolved.
7.25

Item 5.1.4 Examination of what is meant by term, “the effects of the
development are ‘potentially reversible’” (paragraph 7.4.26 of the
Environmental Statement (ES)).

7.26

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that there is a decommissioning
requirement in the draft DCO. Once the proposed 132kV Overhead Line is
decommissioned and removed, there will no be longer landscape and visual
effects. This is what is meant by "potentially reversible", as it refers to
decommissioning which may take place at some point in the future.

7.27

However, Mr Westmoreland Smith noted that in order to assess the realistic
worst case scenario, the landscape and visual assessment provided in the
Environmental Statement was not based on the assumption that the 132 kV
Overhead Line will be removed.

7.28

In response to a question from the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland
Smith confirmed that landscaping will be retained even if the line were
removed. It was clarified that the landscaping does not reverse the effects
but serves to make the effects acceptable.

7.29

Item 5.1.5 Examination of whether the use of the Residential Visual
Amenity Assessment should have been applied to Pen Parc Llwyd.

7.30

The Study Area for the residential visual amenity assessment (Examination
Library Reference APP-132) extends approximately 200 metres from the
centreline of the Limits of Deviation. A residential property located
200 metres or more from the proposed 132kV Overhead Line is unlikely to
experience an overbearing effect on visual amenity given that the apparent
height of the poles in the view would be much less than 7.5 cm. However,
as noted in the Residential Visual Amenity Assessment, Appendix 7.1
(Examination Library Reference APP-132), receptors greater than
200 metres from the Final Route Alignment were included where concerns
were raised during stakeholder and public consultations. In addition,
knowledge of the residential properties surveyed between 2012 and 2014
also helped to identify any additional properties that may experience
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significant effects, for example, where there would be the potential for the
proposed 132 kV Overhead Line to be seen on the skyline or where the
geographic extent of the effects was likely to be very large.
7.31

In response to a question raised by the Examining Authority, Ms Gibson
confirmed that since the likely visual effects on Pen Parc Llwyd were raised
as a concern during the consultation process, an assessment of the likely
effects on residential visual amenity was carried out. The property had not
been previously assessed as it lies beyond the 200 metre assessment field.
It is Gillespies' professional view that this methodology is entirely prudent
and ensures that SP Manweb are receptive to the views of the locality and
potential concerns raised through the consultation process.

7.32

The Residential Visual Amenity Assessment for this property recorded a
minor effect. For convenience, set out below is the assessment:
7.32.1 Ref 216 - Pen Parc Llwyd - Individual Property
7.32.2 An isolated detached property which is approximately 320 m from
the nearest pole located on the centreline of the Limits of Deviation.
The receptor is both a residential property and a centre for personal
development (business).
7.32.3 Distance to nearest point on the edge of the Limits of Deviation is
approximately 310 m - this represents the worst case scenario in
terms of potential nearest proximity to the Proposed Development.
7.32.4 Although outside the 200 m Study Area, this property would have
skylined views of the Proposed Development on the rising land
above Hafod Farm. The house has a picture window and a garden
which are orientated towards the Proposed Development, although
intervening vegetation and landform would assist in screening and
backgrounding parts of the Proposed Development.
7.32.5 Sensitivity: High
7.32.6 Magnitude: Small
7.32.7 Rationale and Summary: Potential for some skylining of the
proposed 132 kV Overhead Line near Hafod as views from the
house look up towards the Proposed Development. In other
directions, the Proposed Development would be screened or
backclothed by vegetation and landform. The visual effects would
also be reduced due to the distance between the house and the
Proposed Development.
7.32.8 Minor (not significant)
7.32.9 The effect was assessed based on likely views from the main living
area of the property and its garden.

7.33

Item 5.1.6 Are Interested Parties content with:
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(a) the answers given by the applicant to Question 8.1(a) in the
Deadline 6 Responses to the ExA’s Second round of Written questions
as to how landscape mitigation measures would be undertaken on land
shaded dark green/ stippled green on the Land Plans; and
(b) how reinstatement planting would be undertaken on land shaded
yellow and blue on the Land Plans.
7.34

This agenda item and Item 5.1.8 were addressed collectively. See below at
agenda item 5.1.8 for the Applicant's representations on these topics.

7.35

Item 5.1.7 To examine the length of the maintenance period for new
planting and how this would be agreed. The Updated Hedgerow
Management Plans V2 on Page 6, section 2.7 mentions the
maintenance, monitoring and replacement of trees, a 1st cut after 2 to 3
years and the need for hedge-laying after 15 years. How would the
costs and responsibilities for these operations be allocated over this
time frame?

7.36

The Hedgerow Management Plan will be secured through Requirement 13 of
the draft DCO and SPM must comply with its contents in order to discharge
that Requirement. As such, SP Manweb is bound to comply with the
requirements, regardless of how it is paid for or responsibility allocated.

7.37

Mr Westmoreland Smith explained that maintenance will ultimately be paid
for by the developers. There are three key components to the maintenance:
7.37.1 Initial inspection after 12 months and replacement of failed plants;
7.37.2 Cutting every 2-3 years; and
7.37.3 Hedge laying after 10-15 years.

7.38

Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that SP Manweb will secure the services of
an independent landscaping contractor. That contractor will be responsible
for landscape planting and hedgerow maintenance, ordinarily over a five
year period, to coincide with landscape planting requirements.

7.39

It was noted that one of the milestone payments from the wind farm
developers is a lump sum in order to fully discharge all necessary
requirements. When the hedge laying is required after 10 years, SP Manweb
will use the sum allocated from the milestone payment to secure an
independent contractor (which may or may not be the same contractor) to
undertake the necessary maintenance.

7.40

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that if it transpired that the hedge laying
costs have increased during that time, then SP Manweb will need to pay the
additional sum. This will be recouped a general bills from the Scottish Power
customer base.
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7.41

Further to a question raised by Eifion Bibby, Mr Westmoreland Smith
confirmed that after the 10-15 year laying period for the hedges, the
responsibility of maintenance will sit with the landowner.

7.42

Item 5.1.8 To examine the changes between the March and November
editions of the landscaping plans.
(a) The proposed woodland and hedgerow improvements appear to be
consistent across the two editions of the suite of landscaping plans
(March and November). The concerns raised by interested parties (ips)
regarding safety and maintenance issues caused by the road side
planting of trees do not appear to have been incorporated into any
changes. Is this the case and are these plans indicative only?

7.43

Mr Westmoreland Smith noted that the Landscaping Plans are indicative
with respect to the locations of individual trees. The location of individual
trees in the areas identified on the Landscaping Plans (Examination Library
Reference REP4-027) will be discussed with the landowners through
consultation and will be submitted to the appropriate local planning authority
as set out in Requirement 5 of the draft DCO.

7.44

It was noted by Mr Westmoreland Smith that the Applicant is attempting to
make progress with landowners as to agreement on these points.

7.45

Further to a question raised by Mr Iwan Jones, Mr Westmoreland Smith
confirmed that class 2 rights relate to land shown as yellow and blue on the
plans. It was confirmed that in the yellow and blue areas the Applicant is not
seeking anything more than rights to undertake reinstatement planting. It
was agreed that the Applicant would consider whether class 2(g) rights were
required and would confirm their position.

7.46

Please see the response provided by SP Manweb to SWQ 8.1(a)
(Examination Library Reference REP6-035), which explains in detail the
mechanism as part of the DCO application relating to tree planting.
(b) The one major change between the March and November plans
concerns the definition of important hedgerows. The March and
September plans define important hedgerows as, “those that have
been identified as part of the historic environmental assessment”.
There are 78 listed on the plans. In the November plans, the definition
has changed to include hedges that have been identified as part of an
ecological assessment as well as a historic environmental assessment.
There are 131 listed on the plans. What effect does the change to the
definition of important hedgerows and the increased number have on a
flexible approach to the implementation of the landscaping plans?

EN020014

27

7.47

In response to a question raised by the Examining Authority, Mr
Westmoreland Smith stated that the landscaping plans were prepared
cognisant of all important hedgerows. There was however an administrative
error, which resulted in the landscaping plans only indicating the hedgerows
identified as ‘important’ under the historic environment assessment. This
error was also replicated in the DCO. The revisions to the landscaping plans
have rectified this. This error will have no impact on the proposed
landscaping schemes as all important hedgerows were identified when the
landscaping plans were prepared.

7.48

Further to a question raised by the Examining Authority, Ms Critchley
confirmed that all important hedgerows were identified as part of the EIA as
part of the ecological assessment (Appendix 6.1 – Phase I survey;
Examination Library Reference APP-123) and the historic environment
assessment (Appendix 8.1 – Historic Environment: Desk Based Assessment
and Reconnaissance; Examination Library Reference APP-140).

7.49

Item 5.1.9 In deadline 4, Mr Parry considered that the LVIA assessment
of “briefly visible”, related to transient receptors and that stationary
receptors like his dwelling at College Farm should have been given a
higher weighting in the visual assessment process. He also queried
why the LVIA methodology assessed the effect on the hamlet of Peniel
as moderate even though some of the houses are not in line of sight of
the proposed grid connection whilst College Bungalow and the
dwellings in the immediate vicinity though close to 200m to the
proposed grid are assessed as “minor”. The Panel wishes to examine
this matter further.

7.50

Ms Gibson explained that the reference to ‘briefly visible’ does not refer to
transient receptors as explained in response to the Applicant’s Response to
Dewi Parry in the Post Hearing, Submission from Interested Parties
submitted at Deadline 4 (Examination Library Reference REP4-036). Ms
Gibson stated that this was noted verbally at the Day 2 Issue Specific
Hearing in October, the word ‘briefly’ suggests a temporal (time-related)
quality to the statement which is not what was meant by the description. The
following wording would therefore better represent the findings of the
residential visual amenity assessment at College Farm bungalow: “The
proposed 132kV Overhead Line would skyline over a short section as it
reached the rising land adjacent to the B4501."

7.51

Irrespective of this, Ms Gibson explained that occupiers of residential
properties are given more weighting in the assessment process. This is
because the sensitivity of a receptor is one of the factors used when arriving
at judgements on significance. As explained in paragraph 1.9 in Technical
Appendix 7.1, ‘Residential Visual Amenity’ (Examination Library Reference
APP-132), the sensitivity of people living in residential properties is
automatically considered high. This is because occupiers of properties are
generally highly susceptible to changes in their view. Table 7.9 of Chapter 7,
‘Landscape and Visual’ in the ES (Examination Library Reference APP-098),
sets out the susceptibility of other visual receptors and notes that transient
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receptors such as users of rural lanes and tourist routes are of medium-high
and therefore slightly lower sensitivity.
7.52

In response to a question raised by Mr Dewi Parry, Ms Gibson stated that
the assessments for Peniel and College Farm are completely different. The
assessment at Peniel refers to general visual amenity rather than effects on
a specific view i.e. the overall everyday visual amenity on those going about
their day to day activities. Ms Gibson noted that this does not mean that
every location or property within Peniel will experience moderate effects, but
that the likely effect on the general visual amenity of people living in the
community is considered moderate.

7.53

Ms Gibson explained that the effects on individual properties in the Peniel
area could be judged to be higher or lower than moderate but in most cases
have not been individually assessed as they lie further than 200 metres from
the proposed development.
College Farm however was individually
assessed as part of the Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (which is a
separate assessment to the viewpoint assessment) and the effects are
considered to be at the upper end of minor and therefore not significant.
This does not conflict with the judgement of moderate for the wider visual
amenity effects.

7.54

It was agreed that the Applicant would submit for deadline nine a written
summary in response to the query regarding the reconciliation of the
assessments of Peniel and College Farm. This summary is set out at
Appendix 8.

8.

ITEM 5.2 HERITAGE

8.1

ITEM 5.2.1 BERAIN: The applicant’s written statement following the ISH
on 29 September stated that “conservation areas and clusters of listed
buildings were included at this stage. Individual listed buildings were
considered during the later routing stages when assessing whether a
deviation around them is required”. Were the listed buildings at berain
considered to be a “cluster” or “individual listed buildings” under this
process?

8.2

Ms Jacquie Critchley explained SP Manweb’s approach to routeing the
proposed 132kV Overhead Line was built on considerable experience and
used established routeing methodologies (Holford Rules). The applied
approach refined the level of detail in stages, in accordance with the
hierarchical principal of the Holford Rules.

8.3

Initially, areas of ‘highest environmental value’ were identified in the broad
study area (Holford Rule 1). Areas considered of ‘highest environmental
value’ included international and national designations.

8.4

In the case of listed buildings, a rationale for the avoidance of concentrations
was adopted on account of the large number of listed buildings within the
broad study area. This approach considered listed buildings as being either
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‘individuals’ or ‘clusters’, but did not discriminate on the basis of grade of
listed building.
8.5

Due to their spatial proximity the four listed buildings at Berain were
considered as an ‘individual’ location rather than a cluster at this high-level
routeing stage.

8.6

As part of the assessment of the historic environment all four listed buildings
at Berain were considered in their own right.

8.7

Item 5.2.2 To examine whether the historical parkland setting at Berain
has been given due weight in the Landscape Visual Impact
Assessment (LVIA) especially given the applicant’s reply to the second
round of Examining Authority Questions, number 1.2b, (regarding
Paragraph 5 on Berain). Is the applicant confident that the historical
parkland setting of Berain has been given due weight in the Landscape
Assessment? Do any IPs wish to comment on this assessment?

8.8

As this agenda item was not specifically addressed at the hearing, SP
Manweb have sought to assist by providing a response below.

8.9

The historic parkland is given due weight in the LVIA because the sensitivity
of the landscape in which it is located (i.e. the Llannefydd Lowlands) is one
of the factors used when arriving at judgements on the likely significance of
effect on the landscape.

8.10

An assessment of the sensitivity of the Area 5: Llannefydd Lowlands
(LANDMAP VSAA CNWVS019) is provided in the table at Appendix 7.4 of
the ES (Examination Library Reference APP-137).
The assessment
concludes that the sensitivity of the Llannefydd Lowlands to the 132kV
Overhead Line is medium-high, partly because of the localised areas of
parkland character.

8.11

The ‘Berain Paper’ provides a more detailed assessment of the landscape
around Berain, as set out below:
8.11.1 “5.3……The parkland landscape to the south of the farm on the
opposite side of the lane is visible but there are not many parkland
trees remaining (parkland trees are statuesque individual trees
planted within, rather than along, the edge of fields). The image also
shows the recently constructed tracks (and storage area for
construction of the tracks which is assumed to be temporary) running
through the parkland.
8.11.2 5.9.1
An assessment of the sensitivity of the Llannefydd
Lowlands is provided at Appendix 7.4, ‘Effects on Landscape
Character’ (APP-137). This is an evidence based assessment using
datasets from all of the LANDMAP Aspect Areas as required by
Natural Resources Wales (NRW).
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8.11.3 5.9.2
In summary the assessment concludes that the overall
value of the landscape of the Llannefydd Lowlands is medium-high.
8.11.4 5.9.3
The assessment concludes that the overall susceptibility of
the landscape to the 132 kV Overhead Line is medium. This is partly
a reflection of the rolling/ undulating landform and medium scale of
the landcover as this combination of landscape characteristics and
presence of hedgerows and mature hedgerow trees makes the
landscape better able to accommodate a new wood pole overhead
line than more intimate or larger scale landscapes.
8.11.5 5.9.4
When the medium-high value is combined with the
medium susceptibility, the overall sensitivity of the landscape of the
Llannefydd Lowlands to the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line is
judged to be medium-high. With respect to the local landscape
around Berain, this is considered a conservative judgement as the
presence of the modern farm buildings to the north of the farm has a
detrimental influence on the character of the landscape. In addition,
to the south of the farmhouse, the parkland character is perceptible,
but not strong. There are few parkland trees left in the middle of
fields and, in the publicly accessible locations, little evidence of metal
estate fencing. There is scant evidence to suggest that it is being
maintained as there appear to be no young replacement trees
(within fields and protected from grazing) to replace the existing
mature trees which are reaching senescence. The new tracks do
not appear to have any boundary hedgerows or hedgerow trees
planted alongside them……
8.11.6 Assessment of Effects
8.11.7 5.10.1
The introduction of the 132 kV Overhead Line would
add a new man-made feature into the rural landscape. The
character of the landscape has already been affected by the
presence of other detracting features, including the new farm
buildings, tracks and existing low voltage electricity line and
telegraph poles and the addition of the 132 kV Overhead Line would
not fundamentally change its character but would strengthen the
landscape change which is otherwise occurring.
8.11.8 5.10.2
The addition of a new man-made feature alongside the
western extents of the parkland would locally affect the parkland
character of the landscape on the opposite side of the lane to
Berain.
8.11.9 5.10.3 Based on the findings of the ES, and by way of further
clarification the scale of the effects of the 132 kV Overhead Line on
the local landscape is still predicted to be small-medium. A small –
medium scale of change is one which is borderline between causing
little change in the appearance and character of the baseline
landscape and one which will cause a moderate change in the
appearance and character of the baseline landscape. In making
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judgements, factors such as the size or scale of change and
geographical extent of the effects were taken into account as
outlined below.
8.11.10 5.10.4
During the EIA process, the size/ scale of effects were
assessed as small-medium. This means that the 132 kV Overhead
Line would blend reasonably well into the landscape and would
result in a small to medium change in the characteristics of the
landscape. This is primarily because of the influence of the large
scale farm buildings which have downgraded the baseline
landscape. It is against this landscape, which includes the farm
buildings, that the effects of the 132 kV Overhead Line were
assessed. Put simply, because the landscape already contains
large man-made features, the magnitude of likely change arising
from the 132 kV Overhead Line is considered less than if the
assessment had been made prior to construction of the new farm
buildings.
8.11.11 For the magnitude for change to be major the 132 kV Overhead Line
would have to be very prominent and have a strong influence on the
perception of the landscape and potentially extend over a wide area.
It is the view of Ms Gibson (Associate Partner of Gillespies,
landscape consultant to SP Manweb) that this will not be the case.
8.11.12 5.10.6 When the medium-high sensitivity of the landscape is
combined with the small-medium magnitude of effect, the overall
effect on the landscape is considered moderate and therefore
significant.
8.11.13 5.10.7 In identifying the overall level of significance of landscape
effect as moderate and therefore significant, Ms Gibson considers
that this is a conservative judgement and the effects will be at the
lower end of moderate. Again, this is because the magnitude of
change is smaller than would otherwise be the case if the effects of
the line were being assessed without the relatively new farm
buildings as part of the baseline landscape. The landscape around
Berain appears to be in a state of transition (irrespective of the 132
kV Overhead Line) with the parkland landscape declining and
farming practices modernising and expanding. Berain is primarily a
private house and working farm with some historic buildings. This is
reflected in the activities and new farm buildings clearly visible from
the local lanes.”
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8.12

Item 5.2.3 Examination of what constitutes the ‘setting’ of Berain and
how the overhead line (OHL) would affect this with particular regard to
listed buildings.

8.13

In order to assist the Examining Authority as much as possible, SP Manweb
has prepared a separate summary note, in order to fully address this specific
agenda item. This has been submitted for Deadline 9.

8.14

Item 5.2.4 Eriviat Hall - Is the applicant confident that the effect of the
proposed grid connection on the setting of Eriviat Hall especially
between Poles 112 just after the crossing of the A543 and Pole 123
towards Beacon Hill has been properly assessed, given that this
setting, though not a registered parkland, was nevertheless assessed
as historic parkland for the purpose of Tir Gofal Agri-environment
scheme and is shown as parkland on historical maps?

8.15

Ms Gibson explained that the landscape surrounding Eriviat Hall is given due
weight in the LVIA because the sensitivity of the landscape in which it is
located (i.e. the Llannefydd Lowlands) is one of the factors used when
arriving at judgements on the likely significance of effect on the landscape.

8.16

It was noted that an assessment of the sensitivity of the Area 5: Llannefydd
Lowlands (LANDMAP VSAA CNWVS019) is provided in the table at
Appendix 7.4 of the ES (Examination Library Reference APP-137). The
assessment concludes that the sensitivity of the Llannefydd Lowlands to the
proposed Overhead Line is medium-high, partly because of the localised
areas of parkland character including that at Eriviat.

8.17

In the assessment presented in the same table, Ms Gibson explained that
the magnitude of change likely to arise specifically refers to the likely effects
on parkland character:
8.17.1 “……. the proposed overhead line would locally conflict with the
parkland character of the landscape near Eriviat Hall and Berain.
The introduction of this new feature into the rural and tranquil
landscape would locally alter the perception of the landscape. The
scale of effect of the proposed overhead line is predicted to be
small-medium.”

8.18

The assessment concludes that the likely effects on the landscape around
Eriviat Park will be moderate and therefore significant.

8.19

Further to a comment from Mr Iwan Jones regarding veteran trees, it was
confirmed that the Applicant would submit a response to the Examination in
response to any further details of this being provided by Mr Iwan Jones.

8.20

Whilst the historic environment aspect of Eriviat Hall was not discussed at
the hearing, in order to assist the Examining Authority, Mr David Bonner has
provided a brief summary note. This is set out below.
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HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT: ERIVIAT HALL
DAVID BONNER
Introduction
8.21 This update, relating to Agenda Item 5.2.4, has been provided following the
open floor hearing representations to provide clarification to the Examining
Authority as to the effects of the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line on the
historic environment aspect of Eriviat Hall and country park estate.
8.22 I set out below first a summary of the historic environment assessment and
assessed impact of the proposed 132kV Overhead Line and second, a
summary of the Tir Gofal Agri-environment scheme and its relevance to the
historic environment assessment.
Historic Environment Assessment
8.23

Eriviat Hall country house and parkland estate have been fully assessed
in SP Manweb’s historic environment chapter of the ES (Table 8.13 and
Paragraphs 8.7.10, 8.7.69, Figures 5, 32).

8.24

Eriviat Hall sits within a non-registered park, both of which are recorded in
the regional Historic Environment Records (HERS 101466, 48103).

8.25

SP Manweb has previously confirmed (SP Manweb Written Summary of
SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the Issue Specific Hearing Day 2 and
Appendices; (Appendix 20) Application Reference: EN020014 Deadline 3
Submission Examination Library APP REP3-037) that Eriviat Hall and its
surrounding land is not on the current list of Historic Landscape Areas,
Scheduled (Ancient) Monuments and Listed Buildings for Wales.
Denbighshire County Council has confirmed that they agree with this
position.

8.26

The historic environment assessment determined the estate’s importance
as medium, this being the highest classification for non-designated
assets, within the applied assessment methodology.

Impact of the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line
8.27

The impact of the proposed 132kV Overhead Line on the country house
estate and its setting was determined as minor by the historic environment
assessment, on the basis of slight change to the overall setting of the
asset. Specifically, there is change to the setting on the east side of the
estate, and this change is localised, due to the topography and the
screening effects of trees and hedgerows.

Tir Gofal Agri-environment Scheme and its Relevance to the Historic Environment
Assessment
8.28

Tir Gofal (literally meaning ‘Land Care’) was an Agri-environment Scheme
run by the Welsh Assembly Government, aimed at promoting whole farm
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conservation and management. One of four main objectives of the
scheme was protecting ‘Historic and Archaeological Features’ (e.g.
archaeological sites, traditional farm buildings, field boundaries, and other
historic features).
8.29

The four Welsh Archaeological Trusts were consulted on every farm that
applied. In the case of Eriviat, Clwyd Powys Archaeological Trust
undertook a desk-based assessment in 2000 which identified reference to
“Private Parkland” on several OS County Series maps covering the
estate. Surviving parkland characteristics were confirmed on the ground
later in the same year. The results of this work are cross-referenced on
the regional Historic Environment Records for Eriviat Hall country house
and parkland estate, which I consulted as part of the original historic
environment assessment for the ES.

8.30

The former and surviving historic parkland at Eriviat was one of the
triggers which led me to determine the estate’s importance as medium, in
the historic environment chapter of the ES (Paragraph 8.6, above). In the
absence of statutory designation (Paragraph 8.5, above), it is my opinion
that neither the recording of “Private Parkland” on several historic maps,
nor its recognition and protection by the Tir Gofal Agri-environment
Scheme conveys status or significance above the medium value ascribed
to this undesignated asset in the assessment (Chapter 8 of the ES – APP099).

Conclusion
8.31

In conclusion,
1. The fact that Eriviat Hall was designated as parkland under the
Tir Gofal Agri-environment Scheme does not change or alter the
outcome of the Environmental Impact Assessment. Tir Gofal and
the CADW Register are two completely separate schemes.
2. The proposed 132 kV Overhead Line would locally alter the
character and appearance of the setting between Pole 112 and
Pole 123, but it would not appreciably affect understanding of the
relationship between the parkland estate and the surrounding
agricultural land, and
3. The level of visual alteration to the setting of this undesignated
asset of medium value by the proposed 132 kV Overhead Line
would be ‘slight’ but it would not be ‘considerable’, and therefore
the threshold for a ‘moderate’ magnitude of effect would not be
reached and the effect would not be significant.
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9.

ITEM 5.3 BIODIVERSITY

9.1

Item 5.3.1 Action Point 27 arising from the ISH on 29 September was for
the applicant to submit a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) with
NRW which is to include agreement with NRW on the proposed
mitigation strategy on dormice. At DL3 the applicant stated that it is
hoped that the signed SoCG will be submitted for DL4. Yet at DL4 the
applicant stated that this was submitted for DL3 in accordance with the
action points published by the ExA on 6 October. When is the SoCG
with NRW to be submitted to the examination?

9.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed the terms of a Statement of Common
Ground between NRW and the Applicant was agreed on 3 December 2015
and published on the Planning Inspectorate website on 10th December
2015.

10.

ITEM 5.4 LAND USE, LAND-TAKE AND LAND MANAGEMENT

10.1

Item 5.4.1 At DL4 the applicant stated that negotiations with Tir Mostyn
and Foel Goch Wind farm operators had resulted in the
owners/operators of those windfarms confirming satisfaction that the
height of the cables would allow their vehicles to traverse underneath
them. Please could the applicant submit evidence to the examination to
prove that this is the case?

10.2

This e-mail confirmation has been provided and submitted at Appendix 11.

10.3

Item 5.4.2 The applicant has provided information in the updated CEMP
submitted for DL4 as to how potential foreseen and unforeseen
breaches of either agri-environment schemes or cross-compliance will
be dealt with and how the appointment of a SPM Liaison Officer would
assist owners and occupiers of affected land or their agents in
addressing these issues. This will be secured through requirement 13
of the draft Development Consent Order.

10.4

(a) IPs are invited to comment on this proposal.

10.5

Mr Kevin Stewart explained that the function of the Local Liaison Group is to
be an accessible point for landowners and businesses along the overhead
line to speak with a well-informed officer who understands the project and
can correctly direct queries to the appropriate individual. It was explained
that the Applicant has put together a three point plan to manage issues:10.5.1 Firstly, investigation and identification of issues through preconstruction meetings and consultation with landowners;
10.5.2
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that it is the claimant that has to be the point of contact make the
claim. As such, SP Manweb's role can only be to assist by providing
that necessary evidence to the landowner as required; and
10.5.3 Thirdly, reinstatement of the planting through replacement planting
measures and appropriate mitigation. This should be undertaken
within 12 months of completion of the Proposed Development.
10.6

(b) Was a Local Liaison Group in place during the consultation phase
of this application?

10.7

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that a Local Liaison Group was not in
place during the consultation phase.

10.8

(c) Does the Applicant envisage a role for a Local Liaison Group during
the construction and / or operational stage of the proposed grid
connection or does the Applicant consider that the appointment of a
Local Liaison staff member is sufficient to deal with local issues.

10.9

Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that the Applicant does not envisage a role
for a Local Liaison Group during construction. The appointment of a
Community Liaison officer as well as an Agricultural Liaison Officer is seen
as sufficient to deal with local issues during the construction phase of the
project.

10.10

Item 5.4.3 Examination of whether the potential effects on agriculture
have been adequately assessed in relation to individual farm sizes and
farming practices.

10.11

Mr Westmoreland Smith referred the Examination to SP Manweb's response
to question 4.2 of the Second Written Questions (Examination Library
Reference REP6-035) at page 35 which sets out the basis of the
assessment undertaken.

10.12

Mr Stewart explained that the Applicant has considered the specific
concerns raised by individual businesses throughout the examination and
consultation process through continual liaison with land managers to ensure
the agricultural land required for construction is minimised. In addition,
detailed responses have been given by SP Manweb to the first written
questions received, written representations and oral representations made at
the hearings. SP Manweb will continue to response to individual concerns as
appropriate.

10.13

It was noted that SP Manweb has not only assessed the impacts on
individual farming units but has acted upon these findings. SP Manweb has
taken account of suggested amendments (where possible) to the Proposed
Development made by individual farming businesses. This has led to the
formation of the revised route ‘Option B’.

10.14

In addition to the points above, whilst assessing the farming impacts of the
Proposed Development, Mr Stewart noted that SP Manweb assumed all the
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land impacted by the development is Agricultural Land Classification 3a. This
assumes the ‘worst case’ in that all the ground is assumed to be capable of
growing a range of arable crops. As a result of this assumption, SP Manweb
explored the financial implications of a range of arable crops. Mr Stewart
stated that this exercise showed that the proposed overhead line did not
create a significant financial impact from the loss of cropping or grazing
ground.
10.15

Mr Stewart further noted that SP Manweb will appoint an Agricultural Officer
that will help deal with all concerns as a result of the Proposed Development
through the construction phase enabling issues to be addressed as if and
when they arise.

10.16

Item 5.4.4 To obtain an update on the on-going discussions between
the applicant and landowners/tenant farmers and their agents
regarding pole positions including whether the possible changes to
pole locations would be achievable through micro-siting or whether
any further changes to pole locations would be required.

10.17

The hearing confirmed that this agenda item had been discussed and
addressed through items 3.1.1 and 3.1.3.

10.18

It was confirmed by Mr Westmoreland Smith that diversions in relation to the
existing 11kV lines are outside of the scope of the DCO. In response to a
query raised by the Mr Dewi Parry, Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that
Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement assesses the impact of lower
voltage overhead line diversions.

10.19

In response to a question raised by the Examining Authority, Mr
Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the ability of the Applicant to move
poles within the blue land is to a degree, limited. SP Manweb is working to
indicative locations about which there is a degree of flexibility in order to
address any unexpected scenarios such as unfavourable ground conditions.
Micro-siting is a reference to the ability to relocate poles, which are only
indicatively located on Works Plans, elsewhere within the Limits of Deviation.
It was said that within this flexibility the Applicant can try to accommodate
any landowner concerns.

11.

ITEM 5.5 SAFETY

11.1

Item 5.5.1 EN-1 Paragraph 4.11.1 states, “Applicants should consult
with the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) on matters relating to
safety”. Did the applicant do this during the pre-application
consultation stage and if so what was the response? Please could any
correspondence between the applicant and the HSE (in relation to this
project) be submitted to the Examination? If no consultation with HSE
was carried out, why not?

11.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that SP Manweb did consult the HSE and
a response was received on 16 May 2015. This is submitted at Appendix 13.

EN020014

38

This response was summarised in Appendices 9-14 of the Consultation
Report, on page 178 (Examination Library Reference APP-081).
11.3

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that no issues were raised.

11.4

Item 5.5.2 The Panel notes that the two fatalities that occurred in SP
Manweb’s operating area earlier this year were in relation to 33kV
overhead lines, not 132kV lines. Given the types of incidences that
occurred, would the additional height of cables associated with a
132kV overhead line have reduced the likelihood of these incidences
happening?

11.5

Mr Westmoreland Smith noted that the likelihood of such incidents involving
132kV overhead lines of HDWP design are lower than that of 11kV and 33kV
lines. The lowest conductor on the HDWP design is the earthwire which
under normal system conditions is at 0V. The phase conductors are a further
1.1m above the earth conductor (or minimum of 7.7m to the ground). 11kV
and 33kV lines are at a minimum height of 5.2m.The height of the 132kV
Overhead Line will be at least 6.7m at all points along the route in options A
or B of the Proposed Development.

11.6

To clarify, Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the two fatalities referred
to in document REP6-035 in response to question 46 of the Second Written
Questions were in relation to 11kV lines, not 33kV lines.

11.7

Item 5.5.3 The Panel further notes that the incident numbers that were
quoted by Cllr Alice Jones of DCC were derived from a press release
reporting data provided by the applicant at an agricultural show. Please
could the applicant provide details of the number of fatalities and
Reporting of Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences
Regulations (RIDDOR) Regulations incidences and occurrences that
have occurred over the last 3 years across its network, where farm
equipment, lorries or members of the public have had reportable
accidents or incidences from contact with wood pole mounted
electricity lines and provide information on whether these were 132kV
or 33kV lines.

11.8

At the request of the Examining Authority, the Applicant confirmed that for
deadline nine it would submit detail as to the incidents that occurred. Mr
Westmoreland-Smith explained that such instances are reported by SP
Manweb pursuant to a Regulation 31 ESQCR Report, not RIDDOR. This
response is set out in full at Appendix 14.

11.9

Item 5.5.4 (a) There appears to be a difference of opinion between the
applicant and some of the landowners regarding whether red and white
striped goal post structures and/or barriers would be needed to
minimise the risk of farm machinery coming into contact with the poles
and cables. The applicant considers that no goal posts would be
required and there is only one location where a barrier may be
required. Some of the landowners have highlighted that these
structures would be needed, for example at identified locations or
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during harvest time. Who would be responsible for deciding whether
mitigational structures are necessary to reduce the likelihood of
accidents and incidents occurring through contact with the cables; the
applicant or the landowners/tenant farmers?
11.10

Mr Huw Thomas confirmed that in response to second written questions 4.8,
(Examination Library Reference - REP6-035) SP Manweb stated that the
LVIA assessment did not take in to account the impacts of goalposts as they
would not likely be required during construction.

11.11

Mr Thomas explained that Guidance note GS6 states that in section 9 that
businesses and employees who work near to an overhead line must manage
the risks and that the Guidance Note 6 document can be used to prepare a
risk assessment that is specific to the site.

11.12

In the context of the proposed development, Mr Thomas stated that
landowners/tenant farmers and their staff/contractors are responsible for
carrying out risk assessments and installing control measures if required.

12.

ITEM 5.6 SOCIO-ECONOMIC ISSUES

12.1

Item 5.6.1 The applicant submitted further details relating to the
methodology used for the tourism survey that it commissioned to
inform the Environmental Statement (ES). These further details were
submitted at DL6 in the applicant’s November 2015 document entitled,
‘SP Manweb’s Response to Post Hearing Submission from Interested
Parties submitted at Deadline 4’. IPs’ are invited to comment on the
methodology and conclusions.

12.2

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that the Applicant considers that it dealt
with this matter comprehensively though its advanced pre-application
consultation and that all that were affected had the opportunity to respond at
that time.

13.

ITEM 5.7 ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLANS

13.1

Item 5.7.1 Hedgerow Management Plan

13.2

The applicant’s deadline 4 submission included a schedule of changes
to the outline hedgerow management plan but did not contain a trackchange edition of the revised hedgerow management plan itself. Was
this an omission, and if so please could the revised hedgerow
management plan be submitted by the next deadline?

13.3

The Outline Hedgerow Management Plan has now been updated in full and
the revised HMP has been submitted for Deadline 9.

13.4

Item 5.7.2 The Panel asked the applicant to consider the wording in the
environmental management plans during the hearings in Sept/Oct, to
review the style of wording to enable the contents of the plans to be
deliverable and to give certainty that the various matters would be
carried out. The outline Hedgerow Management Plan schedule of
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changes now appears to have a new example of “where possible” in
paragraph 2.6.2. Why is this needed and could it be removed?
13.5

Mr Jonathan Brickland, on behalf of the Applicant, explained that, the key
point is to ensure that planting is undertaken in suitable ground and weather
conditions. Rather than be constrained by specific months, the Applicant's
preference would be to undertake the work within the specified timescale
but, if this were not possible, to undertake that work within suitable weather
conditions. The Applicant agreed to reflect upon wording that does not utilise
the phrase "where possible" and this has now been amended accordingly. A
revised version of the HMP has been submitted for Deadline 9.

13.6

Item 5.7.3 Ecological Management Plan NRW has identified that the
ecological management plan (EcMP) in section 1.4.3 should refer to the
need for a badger licence as well as European Protected Species
Licences. Could the applicant include this matter in the next review of
the EcMP?

13.7

The Applicant explained that this was already included in the substantive
part of the EcMP. Nonetheless, reference to the need for a badger licence
has been included in the revised EcMP. A revised EcMP has been submitted
for Deadline 9.

13.8

Item 5.7.4 The EcMP v2 paragraph 2.7.5 discusses “key ancient
woodland indicator species” and “key plant species”. Please could the
applicant list which ancient woodland indicator species it considers to
be “key” and which other plant species it considers to be “key”.

13.9

Mr Jonathan Brickland explained that it is the intention of the Applicant to
provide a separate method statement to cover work in ancient woodlands
and this would be agreed with NRW. Key ancient woodland indicator species
would be defined in this document. It was noted that ‘key ancient woodland
indicators’ is difficult to define because each site is different and what is
considered "key" would vary from site to site therefore it should be
undertaken on a site specific basis. The method statement would explain
the survey work required to identify those woodland indicator species.

13.10

It was agreed that the Applicant would amend section 2.7.5 of the EcMP v2
(Examination Library Reference REP4-017) to remove any reference to ‘key
species’. This has been submitted to the Examination for Deadline 9.

13.11

Item 5.7.5 There remain some examples of “should” and “would” in
this document. Please could the applicant provide the panel with
justification as to how measures in the EcMP will be delivered?

13.12

The Applicant agreed that they would consider the wording in the Outline
HMP and the Outline HMP and update them accordingly. As above, the
revised Outline EcMP and HMP have been submitted for Deadline 9.

13.13

Item 5.7.6 In the EcMP paragraph 2.7.7 describes work to be carried out
in “winter months” and then goes on to say that the “preferred time” is
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September and October. Please could the applicant define what is
meant by “winter months” and does this include September?
13.14

Mr Brickland referred the Panel to the Applicant's response to Agenda Item
5.7.2 with respect to timings of works and calendar months.

13.15

It was agreed that the Applicant would amend the EcMP to read ‘colder
months’ rather than ‘winter months’, to be submitted for deadline nine. It was
noted that this could include September.

13.16

Item 5.7.7 Section 2.8 of the EcMP provides information on mitigation
measures in relation to protected species, including in relation to the
provision of improved habitat opportunities for dormice. Are there any
implications for dormice in particular (or bats, birds or great crested
newts) in relation to the fact that some of the proposed planting may
not go ahead if the landowners do not wish it to happen (as per draft
DCO requirement 5).

13.17

Mr Brickland explained that the ‘improved habitat opportunities for dormice’
noted in the EcMP is not referring to the proposed planting scheme, rather it
is a reference to coppicing of woodland and hedgerow improvements. It was
explained that this means that the mitigation measures for dormice or other
species are not reliant on the proposed planting scheme.

13.18

In response to a question raised by Mr Iwan Jones, Mr Westmoreland Smith
confirmed that it must be asked whether, following Morge v Hampshire, it is
unlikely that NRW would grant a badger licence. It was noted that NRW have
stated that there is no reason to consider it unlikely that a licence would be
granted. Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that there would be wording to
that reflects this position in the Statement of Common Ground to be
submitted to the Examination.

13.19

Item 5.7.8 Construction Environmental Management Plan

13.20

The November 2015 Revised Construction Environmental Management
Plan (CEMP) v3 paragraph 2.2.1 discusses the free awareness training
sessions for landowners and tenant farmers on matters related to
safety and dangers of working in close proximity to the electricity
network. As worded the commitment does not give any details to
commit the applicant to providing a service to the farming community
over the duration of the construction and during the operation phase.

13.21

(a) Where would these training sessions be held, when, how often, how
long would they last for and who would deliver the training?

13.22

(b) How would the applicant deliver the assistance that it is stating that
it will provide to landowners and tenant farmers on risk assessments
and safe systems of work?

13.23

(c ) How would this assistance be secured in the draft DCO?
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13.24

Mr Huw Thomas, on behalf of the Applicant explained in response to part a)
of this Agenda Item that the community liaison officer will contact all affected
landowners and determine a suitable location, time and frequency for the
training sessions. Such sessions will take place at Denbigh Town Hall or a
suitable location in the locality of the Proposed Development. The sessions
will be advertised locally. The first sessions will take place prior to the
Proposed Development being energised. The sessions would be delivered
by members of the SP Manweb Health and Safety team. The timing of the
sessions would be determined through contact with landowners.

13.25

Mr Thomas, noted that 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) that “SP Manweb offers free
safety advice about working safely near power lines. If requested by an
affected landowner or tenant a representative will visit a site to offer site
specific advice for persons working in proximity to the 132 kV Overhead
Line.” This is not limited to the Proposed Development.

13.26

In response to part b) of this Agenda Item, Mr Thomas stated that the
assistance to landowners/tenant farmers in carrying out their risk
assessments will be delivered in the sessions mentioned above and with the
provision of printed material to provide further guidance to attendees.
Furthermore, SP Manweb will provide through those sessions and printed
material contact details that the landowners can utilise at anytime during the
construction and operation of the Proposed Development, in order to obtain
further advice relating to health and safety matters concerning the Proposed
Development. Such details will also be available on the SP Manweb website
and these will be updated as required.

13.27

It was confirmed that the above commitments and wording will be reflected
within the CEMP and that this document will be revised accordingly and
submitted for Deadline 9.

13.28

Further to part (c) of this Agenda Item, Mr Thomas said that these measures
will be secured through Requirement 13 of the DCO. It was explained that,
as with all other measures contained within the CEMP, it is not SP Manweb's
intention to explicitly state any of these commitments within the Requirement
itself. It is not necessary to do so and SP Manweb is committed to complying
within the terms of the CEMP through the wording of the Requirement as
currently drafted.

13.29

In response to a query raised by the Examining Authority, Mr Thomas stated
that it is a statutory duty of the Applicant to offer on-going assistance and
support and that this duty is not time-limited.

13.30

Item 5.7.9 The November 2015 revised CEMP v3 paragraph 3.6.6
appears to include a sentence at the end that should be a separate
paragraph. Please could the applicant confirm if this is the case.

13.31

The Applicant can confirm that this should be a separate paragraph and has
agreed to revise the CEMP. This is provided in Appendix 21.
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13.32

Item 5.7.10 Examination of the role of the proposed farm liaison officer
and community liaison officer and whether this matter addresses
previously
voiced
concerns
regarding
agro-environment
schemes/community liaison.

13.33

Whilst the Applicant did not provide a specific response to this agenda item
in the hearing, a summary of their position is set out below, in order to assist
the Examining Authority.

13.34

The roll of both the community Liaison officer and the Agricultural Liaison
officer is to provide a very accessible, well informed, local link to the
Proposed Development of the overhead line for both the community and the
farming businesses which are impacted during the construction process of
the overhead line. The officers will be on hand to assist with any issues
directly related to the Proposed Development. The officers will be available
through face to face meetings, telephone and email contact.

13.35

The detailed description of the Community Liaison officer is outlined in
paragraph 1.10.11 to 1.10.14 of the Construction Environmental
Management Plan (Examination Library Reference REP4-012).

13.36

The detailed description of the Agricultural Liaison officer is outlined in
paragraph 3.6.2 to 3.6.5 of the Construction Environmental Management
Plan (Examination Library Reference REP4-012).

13.37

SP Manweb has provided a specific worked example of how a foreseen and
unforeseen breech of cross compliance would be dealt with during the
construction of the Proposed Development. This is given in question 4.3 (b)
of the Second Written Questions (Document Reference SPM NWWFC
ExA2).

13.38

In addition to this, SP Manweb reiterate that should an affected person suffer
any loss as a result of the construction of the Proposed Development
causing a breach in the terms of an agri-environment scheme/cross
compliance rules and thereby resulting in the owner or occupier of land
being penalised under the terms of that scheme, provided the above process
has been followed in full by the landowner or occupier, 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.

13.39

Item 5.7.11 Examination of whether the relevant Highways Authority are
satisfied with the suggested pre-development Highways survey and SP
Manweb repairing the road network.

13.40

Mr Westmoreland Smith stated that highways powers have been discussed
generally, but the Highways Authority have not raised any specific issues.

13.41

Item 5.7.12 To obtain an update on delivery routes – including access
arrangements for Groesffordd Marli given the restrictions on the road
network.
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13.42

Mr Thomas confirmed that no changes have been made to the proposed
delivery routes.

13.43

It was stated that, with regard to the road at Groesfford Marli, this road
serves a local area; it is not used for through movements and gives access
to local residents, businesses (mainly farming) and facilities (the school).
Vehicles using this are cars, vans, delivery vehicles of various sizes and
farm based vehicles, including tractors.

13.44

Mr Thomas stated that the Applicant has acknowledged that the route
carries school traffic and that on street parking takes place at drop off 8.30 to
9.15 AM or 2.30 to 3.15 PM, and that this is common around schools.

13.45

SP Manweb provided a full response relating to access arrangements for
Groesffordd Marli within Appendix 18 (Action point 19) of Day One of the
Issue Specific Hearings (Examination Library Reference REP3-035). This
stated:
13.45.1 HGVs will not be utilised to access the terminal pole location from
the Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road. The type of vehicles used
for deliveries and construction in this area will be similar to the
farming vehicles, such as a tractor and trailer that this route
presently accommodates. If necessary, the terminal pole can also
be accessed via the Groasffordd Marli to Cefn Meiriadgo Road and
transported along the works corridor.

13.46

At the terminal pole site, vehicles will enter and exit in a forward gear only.
Vehicles will approach this access from a westerly direction only. All turning
movements will be undertaken within the works area and not on the highway

13.47

No alterations have been made to the delivery routes contained at Appendix
3 of the Traffic Management Plan as a result of such a commitment. It may
also be possible to deliver poles to the terminal pole, using a tractor and
trailer, via the Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road. Furthermore, the
Groesfford Marli to Glascoed road will also likely be used by smaller
construction vehicles, vans, 4x4’s (for example), requiring access to the
terminal pole.

13.48

As set out in paragraph 2.4.21 of the TMP, prior to commencement of
construction the construction contractor shall carry out further site visits to
identify any roads with height restrictions, weight restrictions, traffic calming
features, restricted access, speed limits, large gradient changes and poor
visibility. If any additional restrictions are identified they will be
communicated to the drivers of construction vehicles (see Appendix 20 of
the Day One ISH Hearings, Examination Library Reference REP3-035).

13.49

To clarify, in all areas where the highway network is restricted for larger
vehicles, a tractor and trailer will be utilised to deliver the poles from the
compound to the final pole position.
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13.50

It was noted by Mr Thomas that, as set out in paragraph 2.4.5 of the TMP
(Examination Library Reference REP4-014) there will be a liaison officer who
will be responsible for ensuring that traffic does not use the areas identified
for school pick up or drop off.

13.51

Further to a request from the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland Smith
confirmed that the Applicant would respond as to whether amendments
could be made to the TMP to specifically reflect school times. Following a
comment from Mr Barlow, it was also noted that the Applicant would
consider whether it could specify when it will and will not be using the roads
in the vicinity of the school.

13.52

Item 5.7.13 Landscape Management Plan - The November 2015 v2 track
change edition of the outline landscape management plan did not
appear to contain any track changes. Please could the applicant resubmit it so that it is possible to identify the text that has been changed
since the last edition?

13.53

Mr Westmoreland Smith referred the Examining Authority to the track
changed edition of the Outline Landscape Management Plan (Document
Reference 6.20.6 v2, Examination Library Reference REP4-020) which was
submitted to the Examination at Deadline Four. It was noted that this
document shows changes to Table 1, Principle hedgerow trees at page 9
and Table 2, Trees (35%) at page 10.

13.54

Item 5.7.14 Traffic Management Plan - To establish whether there needs
to be any further revisions to the revised outline Traffic Management
Plan (TMP) to address the possibility that the proposed storage at
Clocaenog substation may not be available in which case Broadleys
Farm would be further utilised instead?

13.55

Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that SP Manweb's response on this
matter was previously included in Appendix 4 of the – Day 1 Oral summaries
(Examination Library Reference - REP4-009).

13.56

The Technical Appendix 2.1 Part E to the Environmental Statement
(Exanimation Library Ref APP-122) provided an Outline Traffic Management
Plan (TMP) and a revised version was submitted at Deadline 4 (Exanimation
Library REP4-014).

13.57

The Traffic Management Plan (TMP) sets out the traffic management
measures which SP Manweb will require its contractors to adopt and
implement for relevant construction works for the Proposed Development,
including site preparation works, infrastructure construction and
commissioning of the Project.

13.58

Requirement 13 to the DCO requires that a final document be prepared and
submitted for approval to the local planning authority, such document is to be
in accordance with the outline TMP.
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13.59

Mr Thomas confirmed that no further revisions to the revised outline TMP to
address the possibility that the proposed storage at Clocaenog substation
may not be available are required. The measures identified in the revised
outline TMP would remain unchanged if storage was provided at Broadleys
Farm instead of Clocaenog Forest.

13.60

It was noted by Mr Westmoreland Smith that, as set out in Section 12.7.44 of
Chapter 12 of the ES ‘Traffic and Transport’ (Examination Library Reference
APP-103) if one storage area served two sections this redistribution would
double the flows along roads adjacent to the storage area. Table 12.11 sets
out flows for sites 3 and 4. Adding these together would derive 68 two way
trips. These trips would only occur along the A543 between Broadleys Farm
and Denbigh. This increase in flow would, however, be below the threshold
(100 two-way trip daily ‘threshold’) and at worst would result in minor /
negligible impacts which are not significant. In response to a question raised
by the Examining Authority, Mr Westmoreland Smith confirmed that SO
Manweb would respond for Deadline nine as to whether paragraph 2.1.4(c)
of the CEMP represents a closed list. This is detailed in Appendix 22.
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SP Manweb's Applicant's Appendices of Issue Specific Hearing (IS Hearing 8th
December 2015) - Deadline Nine Document Submission

Actions

No

Action

2

The Applicant is required to provide details of One
background information with regards to fault
rates that informed their response to agenda
item 4.1.

9

3

The Applicant is to provide a written summary of Two
their oral presentation on the fault rates for both
new and old underground cables in response to
agenda item 4.1(b).

9

4

Applicant is to provide details of the percentage Three
of large fault costs that are recouped via
insurance claims.

9

5

The Applicant is to provide a written and Four
expanded summary of their response to agenda
item 4.1 (g) on the quality of modern cables and
the issues of manufacturing defects of modern
cables.

9

7

The Applicant to provide a written and expanded Five
summary of their response to agenda item 4.2.2
(b) with particular reference to the urban/rural
split for cabling figures.

9

8

The Applicant to provide the date that the Six
decision for the Clocaenog Collector SubStation Appeal

9

10

The Applicant is to confirm the correct viewing Seven
height of the proposed poles around College
Farm which range between 4.8-5.5cm high in
the Landscape Assessment.

9

11

The Applicant is to provide a written statement Eight
outlining how the different categorisations for
Peniel and College Farm were allocated given
that College Farm is closer to the proposed
OHL.

9
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SP Manweb's Applicant's Appendices of Issue Specific Hearing (IS Hearing 8th
December 2015) - Deadline Nine Document Submission
No

Action

14

The Applicant is to check accuracy of response Nine
No 18, pg 16 of document SPM NWWFC
PHSIPD4.

9

15

Applicant is to submit signed Statement of Ten
Common Ground with NRW.

9

16

Applicant is to provide copy of email from Tir Eleven
Mostyn/Foel Goch windfarms confirming that
they are satisfied with the height of the proposed
cables.

9

17

The Applicant is to provide a written response to Twelve
the recently submitted concerns regarding biosecurity for the poultry farm during construction.

9

20

The Applicant is to submit copy of the HSE Thirteen
consultation response of 14/5/14 on the design
of the OHL.

9

21

The Applicant is to provide a short table of the Fourteen
fatalities, RIDDOR and ESDC reg 13 incidents
for the SPM area in response to agenda item
5.5.3.

9

22

The Applicant is to provide a track changed Fifteen
edition of the revised hedgerow management
plan.

9

23

The Applicant is to review the use of ‘where Sixteen
possible’ in para 2.6.3 of the Hedgerow
Management Plan and consider replacing with
suitable weather/ground conditions

9

24

The Applicant is to consider including specific Seventeen
reference to badger licence in next version of
Ecological Management Plan (EcMP)

9

25

The Applicant is to remove the reference to ‘key Eighteen
ancient woodland indicator species’ and ‘key
species’ and provide a separate method
statement
for
their
identification
and
management in the EcMP.

9

26

The Applicant is to review the use of the phrase Nineteen
‘winter months’ in the EcMP.

9

EN020014

Appendix
Number

Deadline

49

SP Manweb's Applicant's Appendices of Issue Specific Hearing (IS Hearing 8th
December 2015) - Deadline Nine Document Submission
No

Action

Appendix
Number

Deadline

27

The Applicant is to confirm whether the SoCG Twenty
with NRW includes the information given to the
hearing on the tests applicable to the panel’s
decision regarding protected species, quoting
the supreme court case.

9

28

The Applicant is to confirm its response to Twenty
agenda item 5.7.9.
One

9

29

The Applicant is to confirm if para 2.1.4c of the Twenty
Traffic Management Plan is a closed list and if it Two
is revised the wording from ‘would include’ to ‘be
limited to’.

9

* The numbering of the appendices corresponds to the numbering of the actions list
set by the Examining Authority, as published on the Planning Inspectorate's website
on 14 December 2015 (the "Actions List").
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SP Manweb's Applicant's Appendices of Issue Specific Hearing (IS Hearing 8th
December 2015) - Deadline Nine Document Submission

Appendix 1 – Action Point 2
The Applicant is required to provide details of background information with regards to
fault rates that informed their response to agenda item 4.1.

Fault rates
There will be a range of fault performance across the UK DNOs. This will depend on
a range of factors, including network design and prevailing weather issues.
The fault data provided is from the Energy Networks Association (Body representing
all the UK Electricity Distribution Utilities) - National Fault Information Reporting
Scheme (NAFIRS) gathered from each DNO over the last 5 years.
NAFIRS reports, which are confidential to participating members of the ENA, include
detailed breakdowns, for each of the preceding five years, for each principal
distribution asset type, fault rates (including five year trends). An extract from the
ENA report is attached in Appendices 1 to 4. Because it is confidential the names of
the individual DNOs have been removed.
The data in the lifecycle report is SP Manweb’s own. We acknowledge it is slightly
higher than the GB average but when compared with the other Wales DNO of
comparable size, terrain, urbanisation and prevailing weather etc, the SPM 132kV
overhead line fault rate is the same and the 132kV underground cable fault rate is
slightly lower (see Appendix 1).
Severity of faults
The Lifetime cost report refers to a split of fault types on 132kV power cables as:
Non Damage faults = 50% of total
Damage faults of limited nature requiring lower cost repair = 25% of total
Damage faults of extensive nature requiring higher cost repairs = 25% of total.
The background information supporting this data is explained as follows:
Please refer to the attached Appendices 1 to 4 NAFIRS Report for 2013/14. In
summary the following points are made:
Appendix 1 provides the average actual fault rates for SP Manweb, the other
DNO’s and Nationally for the 5 year period to March 2014. The Table shows
a 132kV power cable overall fault rate of 3.2 faults per 100km and 132kV
overhead line overall fault rate of 0.6 faults per 100km. These figures are
used in the Lifetime costs report.
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SP Manweb's Applicant's Appendices of Issue Specific Hearing (IS Hearing 8th
December 2015) - Deadline Nine Document Submission
Appendix 2 shows the National average fault rate split between damage and
non-damage of 132kV power cables to be in the ratio of (1.37/2.63) :
(1.26/2.63) which equates to a ratio of 52:48% .
This is approximately a 50:50% split. This approximate ratio figure was used
in the Lifetime cost report.
Appendix 3 identifies the types of faults that occurred on 132kV Power cables
over 5 years ending March 2014 in the SP Manweb region. This table
identifies third party and construction related faults as 11 out of the total 39.
This equates to 28% of the total faults. A rounded down figure of 25% was
used in the Life time cost report to identify extensive damage faults on 132kV
power cable. This leaves 25% for damage faults with limited repair costs.
Appendix 4 Identifies the ratio of damage to non-damage faults for 132kV
overhead lines for SP Manweb as being 0.14 damage faults per 100km and
0.44 non-damage faults per 100km giving a ratio of damage to non-damage
of 24:76%
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Appendix 1

SYSTEM AND EQUIPMENT PERFORMANCE FOR FIVE YEARS ENDING MARCH 2014
Sustained Outages of 132 kV Plant only
TOTAL SYSTEM

percent
underground

Total
Faults

OVERHEAD LINE
CONTRIBUTION

Faults
per 100
system
km per
annum

Faults

Faults
per 100
km
overh'd
line

POWER CABLE
CONTRIBUTION

SWITCHGEAR
CONTRIBUTION

Faults
per 100
km cable

Faults
per
1000
units
per
annum

Faults

Faults

SYSTEM
TRANSFORMER
CONTRIBUTION

PROTECTION
CONTRIBUTION

Faults
per 100
units per
annum
Faults

Faults

Faults
per 100
system
km per
annum

MISCELLANEOUS
EQUIPMENT
CONTRIBUTION

Faults

Faults
per 100
system
km per
annum

ALL OTHER
(including
reactors etc)

Faults

Faults
per 100
system
km per
annum

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

National

14

2,911

2.5

447

0.4

439

2.6

688

10.1

377

4.5

437

0.38

160

0.14

348

0.30

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

England and Wales

17

2,215

2.5

267

0.4

375

2.4

564

9.3

309

4.6

269

0.30

112

0.13

304

0.34

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

DNO 1

98

101

4.1

2

DNO 2

25

130

2.1

21

0.5

4.3

16

32

1.3

14

DNO 3

23

357

2.9

56

0.6

DNO 4

4

111

1.8

8

0.1

DNO 5

9

249

1.8

20

0.2

30

2.4

45

4.3

-

-

52

DNO 6

8

310

2.4

23

0.2

154

15.5

43

7.5

47

-

19

DNO 7

18

142

1.7

19

0.3

35

2.3

12

6.3

43

-

15

0.18

1.1

19

13

0.5

172

4

1.4

42

2.9
5.2

1

0.1

20

-

-

22

26.2

58

5.6

37

11.6

17

-

7

0.81

1

0.04

31

1.25

-

-

50

0.81

0.30

8

0.07

13

0.11

0.12

22

0.36

11

0.18

0.37

5

0.04

84

0.60

0.15

10

0.08

14

0.11

4

0.05

14

0.16

0.36

6

158

2.9

29

0.6

13

3.5

52

16.6

28

5.4

13

0.24

10

0.19

13

0.24

SP Manweb

15

235

3.1

37

0.6

37

3.2

51

7.1

44

6.6

27

0.36

16

0.21

23

0.31

DNO 10

37

86

3.1

14

0.6

15

2.6

4

1.1

3

0.6

10

0.36

6

0.22

34

1.23

DNO 11

77

27

4.5

7

5.0

4

0.9

3

1.0

1

0.3

3

0.50

2

0.33

7

1.16

DNO 12

17

309

3.2

31

0.4

22

1.3

107

19.3

67

8.8

44

0.46

28

0.29

10

0.10

O her Wales DNO

Appendix 2
FAULT RATES AND AVERAGE OUTAGE DURATIONS
FOR FIVE YEARS ENDING MARCH 2014
Sustained Outages on 132 kV Plant only
NON-DAMAGE
Mean
Duration of
Outage (Hrs)

Fault Rate
(per 100 km
or 100 units)

DAMAGE
Mean
Duration of
Outage (Hrs)

Fault Rate
(per 100 km
or 100 units)

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Overhead Lines

9.9

0.28

53.3

0.17

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Power Cables

9.8

1.26

357.4

1.37

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Appendix 3
ANALYSIS OF SYSTEM FAULTS FOR 5 YEARS ENDING MARCH 2014
Fault Cause and Equipment Summary - '132 kV' System
Number of Sustained Outages for each
Cause and Faulted Main Equipment (From
2001 includes reinterruptions)
Total
TOTAL All Causes
01
03
04
05
06
10
19
20
21
22

Lightning
Snow, Sleet & Blizzard
Ice
Freezing Fog & Frost
Wind & Gale (excluding Windborne Material)
Airborne Deposits (excluding Windborne Material)
Fire not due to Faults
Growing or Falling Trees (not Felled)
Windborne Materials
Disruption of Intended Indoor Environment

253

O/H Power
Lines Cables
37

39

6
5
1
1
13
1
1
3
3
1

6
4
1
10
1
1
3
1
-

1
1
-

35

27

2

3
2

1
-

2

TOTAL Birds, Animals and Insects

5

1

2

39
40
43
44
45
50
53
57

19
1
1
1
1
1
1
4

2
1
-

1
1
1
1
4

8

TOTAL Weather and Environment
30
32

Birds (including Swans & Geese)
Vermin, Wild Animals and Insects

Wilful Damage, Interference or Theft (not including Metal Theft)
Metal Theft
by Gas Companies or their Contractors
by Water/Sewage Companies or their Contractors
by Highway Authorities or their Contractors
by Private Individuals (excluding 49 and 56)
by Unknown Third Parties
by Other Third Parties

TOTAL Third Party

29

3

62

Testing or Commissioning

3

-

-

66

Relating to Installation or Construction

9

-

3

68

Related to Protection Settings or Fuse Ratings

71

Related to Age or Wear

72

Resulting from Adjacent Equipment

1

-

-

74

Related to Infeed from Adjacent Company

1

-

-

75

Safety Consideration

14

1

1

76

Switching Consequence

1

-

-

77

Maintenance of Equipment

17

-

1

22

TOTAL Companies

2

-

-

88

3

17

136

4

80

Failure of supply from Generating Company or NGC

2

-

-

88

Company Equipment Affected by National Grid Co.

4

-

1

89

Company Equipment Affected by Private Generator

1

-

-

7

-

1

TOTAL General Company or NGC
90

Faulty Manufacturing Design, Assembly or Materials

TOTAL Materials
98
99

Causes Unclassified
Cause Unknown

TOTAL Unclassified, Unknown

16

-

2

16

-

2

9
16

2

2

25

2

2

Appendix 4

OVERHEAD LINE FAULTS DURING FIVE YEARS ENDING MARCH 2014
Sustained Outages only
Damage and Non-Damage

132 kV Lines
Total Faults

Fault Rate
per 100 km

Damage
Total Faults

Fault Rate
per 100 km

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

National

447

0.45

170

0.17

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

England and Wales

267

0.36

117

0.16

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

DNO 1

2

4.35

2

DNO 2

21

0.36

21

4.35

DNO 3

56

0.60

11

0.12

DNO 4

8

0.14

3

0.05

DNO 5

20

0.16

20

0.16

DNO 6

23

0.19

6

0.05

DNO 7

19

0.27

-

-

O her Wales DNO

29

0.58

18

0.36

SP Manweb

37

0.58

9

0.14

DNO 10

14

0.64

12

0.55

DNO 11

7

5.00

4

2.86

DNO 12

31

0.39

11

0.14

DNO 13
DNO 14

59
121

0.74
0.69

38
15

0.47
0.09

0.36
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Appendix 2 – Action Point 3
The Applicant is to provide a written summary of their oral presentation on the fault
rates for both new and old underground cables in response to agenda item 4.1(b).
132kV distribution cables have traditionally tended to operate in pairs so that if there
is a fault in one circuit the connection can be maintained. As a result, for the majority
of their life cycle distribution cables have tended to operate at less than 50% load.
The reason for this high redundancy rate is due to the security of supply
requirements placed on DNO’s. This system has provided relatively reliable cable
networks over the years across the industry.
By contrast modern circuits connecting generating stations such as the NWWF are
generally single circuit and sized specifically for the needs of the development.
Therefore, they are expected to operate at the higher end of their operating
capability for long periods of time.
The reliability of 132kV cables under these operating conditions is yet to be fully
proven over extended operational life.
SP Manweb’s experience from recent 132kV cable faults indicate that failures are
just as likely with modern XLPE cables as they are on older pressurised cables.
Whilst modern cables are manufactured and tested in controlled factory conditions,
cable jointing by contrast is a field-based activity undertaken by contract jointing
technicians. Despite thorough quality control plans site installation failings can and
do result in points of weakness developing over time.
It is a known fact with many engineering papers written by eminent engineers,
physicians and industry bodies (as available on the internet) that the interface
between the modern 132kV site prepared cable insulation surface and the required
premolded internal stress cones, within joints and cable terminations is particularly
vulnerable to site installation techniques and in particular the correct use of grease
used to assist the stress cone over the prepared cable insulation surface. Incorrect
application can result in voids developing at the interface between the stress cone
and the cable insulation surfaces deteriorating, leading to premature failure.
To support this statement SP Manweb have identified below three specific extracts
covering the critical nature of correct application of grease in cable accessories such
as joints and terminations
ICC fall 2000
G. Mastoras (Consultant) noted that when pre-moulded accessories are installed in
extruded cable circuit’s silicone grease is applied at the cable insulation
shield/accessory interface to prevent void information. However, the grease can
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migrate with time so that voids could form at each end of a splice and be a source of
Partial Discharge
CIGRE TB 476 “accessories workmanship“
Lubricants are used to relieve the friction between different surfaces (cable and
accessories) during installation. Lubricants can fill possible gaps and increase the
initial breakdown strength. It is recommended that jointers do not take advantage of
this feature, as lubricants will eventually be absorbed by the insulating materials,
resulting in reduced breakdown strength.
JTF 21-15 draft Electra
It is not recommended to use lubricants for filling cavities. In the long-term, lubricants
probably migrate (at least partly), resulting in a more or less dry interface, possibly
leaving air gaps behind. The migration rate of the lubricant depends on:
· type of lubricant
· type of insulating materials
· contact pressure
· temperature
Older pressurised cables, which are based on a lapped paper insulation medium by
nature do not suffer from these defects as hydraulic or pneumatic mediums are
employed to fill any gaps between the insulating papers and thereby preventing
voids within the cable.
In conclusion experience suggests that it should not be concluded that modern
cables are more reliable than older cables as much will depend on how well they
have been installed.
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Appendix 3 – Action Point 4
Applicant is to provide details of the percentage of large fault costs that are recouped
via insurance claims.

The Lifetime Cost paper is designed to outline all of the costs associated with
operating the 132kV cable option, of which third party damage is just one element.
SP Manweb does not have insurance to cover third party damage to our assets.
Recovery of third party damage will either be directly through the third party or
through the SP Manweb customer base, via the Distribution Use of System element
of customer’s electricity bills
It must be noted that not all third party damage faults result in immediate cable
failure, some faults can take many years to materialise, meaning that the culprit is
not always identified and costs not recovered directly from the third party. Such costs
are therefore borne by the SP Manweb customer base.
Over the last 5 years (2009/2014 the period used within the Lifetime cost report)
eight 132kV faults have been reported as third party damage. Costs for three of
these events have been taken through our damage recovery process with ‘loss
adjusted’ costs obtained from the third party. SP Manweb were unable to recover
costs for the remaining five events via the damage recovery process and therefore
the costs have been added to the fault costs recovered via the use of system
element of customer electricity bills.
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Appendix 4 – Action Point 5
The Applicant is to provide a written and expanded summary of their response to
agenda item 4.1 (g) on the quality of modern cables and the issues of manufacturing
defects of modern cables.
This action point is addressed in Action point 3.
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Appendix 5 – Action Point 7
The Applicant to provide a written and expanded summary of their response to
agenda item 4.2.2 (b) with particular reference to the urban/rural split for cabling
figures
Over the 2014/15 reporting year there has been a marginal increase (4.6km) in the
SP Manweb’s 132kV overhead line circuit length, and no change to SP Manweb’s
the 132kV underground cable volumes.
There has been no change in design policy over the period.
The main areas of change in our overhead line and underground cable volumes over
the 2014/15 reporting year can be attributed to a combination of :Data cleanse as we complete the recording of underground and overhead
service cables in our corporate GIS and reporting systems,
A small element of village low voltage (230/400 volts) network modernisation,
where traditional 5 open wire lv overhead lines have been removed, and
replaced with a combination of arial bundled conductor or in some cases
undergrounded,
New connection to low and medium voltage customers, and;
Disposals associated with abandoned assets.
The split of the SP Manweb network between OHL and UG cable generally reflects
the network design, topology and customer density across Rural / Urban networks.
The SPM breakdown across the voltages is a below:
132kV

17% UG / 83% OHL

33kV

51% UG / 49% OHL

HV

37% UG / 63% OHL

LV

72% UG / 28% OHL

The lv network is predominantly underground, used extensively closer to the
customers within cities, towns and villages, by contrast the 132kV network is
predominately overhead as it transverses long distances between National Grid
connection points and major areas of load.
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Appendix 6 – Action Point 8
The Applicant to provide the date that the decision for the Clocaenog Collector SubStation Appeal

There is no statutory timeframe within which the Clocaenog Collector Substation
Appeal must be determined by the Welsh Ministers.
It is anticipated that the Inspector's report will be sent to the Welsh Ministers within 3
months of the hearing on 12 January 2016. A decision is then anticipated
approximately 3 to 4 months after the Inspector's report. This gives an indicative
decision date of July 2016.
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Appendix 7 – Action Point 10
The Applicant is to confirm the correct viewing height of the proposed poles around
College Farm which range between 4.8-5.5cm high in the Landscape Assessment.

The Applicant can confirm that this range of potential heights provided is correct, as
explained below:
Using the apparent height calculator, were the poles to lie on the centre line of
the Limits of Deviation, the nearest pole would be approximately 190 m from
the residential receptor at College Farm Bungalow. At 190 m, the poles would
appear 4.82 cm, which has been rounded to approximately 4.8 cm.
Using the apparent height calculator, were the poles to lie on the edge of the
Limits of Deviation, the nearest pole would be approximately 170 m from the
residential receptor at College Farm Bungalow. At 170 m, the poles would
appear 5.38 cm, which has been rounded to 5.5 cm. To be consistent in the
rounding process, this figure should read ‘5.4’ cm but was incorrectly rounded
up to the nearest 0.5cm.
To be clear, in some places the height of the poles in the landscape was measured
based on the distance between the pole and the centreline of the Limits of Deviation
and in others it was measured based on the distance between the pole and the edge
of the Limits of Deviation. Rounding up or down the measurements was done in
order to make it easier for the reader to review the results. The difference of a few
millimetres to round up or down the height range does not in any way affect the
outcome of the assessment.
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Appendix 8 – Action Point 11
The Applicant is to provide a written statement outlining how the different
categorisations for Peniel and College Farm were allocated given that College Farm
is closer to the proposed OHL.

Paragraph 7.7.125 (bullet point 6) of Chapter 7, ‘Landscape and Visual’ chapter in
the ES (Examination Library Reference APP-098) notes that moderate and therefore
significant effects are likely to be experienced “from hamlets, clustered properties
and linear routes which cross or lie close to the Proposed Development as it heads
towards the Llannefydd Lowlands via Peniel, Segrwyd and Eriviat.”
This assessment refers to general visual amenity rather than effects on a specific
view. It does not mean that every location or property within Peniel will experience
moderate effects, but that the likely effect on the general visual amenity of people
living in the community is considered moderate. The reason in this case is because
Peniel comprises a scattering of properties around the B4501 and two minor
lanes. There are also some public rights of way passing through the area. These
linear routes mean that people moving around the area and going about their day to
day activities are likely to pass under or close to the 132kV Overhead Line
(particularly as the line oversails the B4501). Inevitably from locations very close to/
or under the 132kV Overhead Line there is the potential for the double wood pole
structures and conductors to be very visible – hence overall the judgement on
general visual amenity of people in Peniel is considered moderate and therefore
significant.
Effects on individual properties in the Peniel area could be judged to be higher or
lower than moderate but in most cases have not been individually assessed as they
lie further than 200m from the proposed development. College Farm was individually
assessed as part of the Residential Visual Amenity Assessment (which is a separate
assessment process to the viewpoint assessment) and the effects are considered to
be at the upper end of minor and therefore not significant. This does not conflict with
the judgement of moderate for the wider visual amenity effects which as explained
above includes people passing under or right next to the Overhead Line.
Please also see the response numbered 11 to Dewi Parry submitted on 23
November 2015 at Deadline 6 in response to Deadline 4 submissions from
Interested Parties (Examination Library Reference REP6-039)).This states:
"As noted by Ms Sarah Gibson verbally at the Issue Specific Hearing on 30th
September 2015, a moderate assessment associated with a nearby viewpoint does
not indicate that moderate effects will be felt throughout the surrounding area. The
moderate effects are likely to be felt in close proximity to the Proposed Development,
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with the significance of effects likely to gradually diminish with distance from the 132
kV Overhead Line. Hence, at this distance, whilst the 132 kV Overhead Line will be
visible from the bungalow, the effects on residential visual amenity are judged to be
minor.”
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Appendix 9 – Action Point 14
The Applicant is to check accuracy of response No 18, pg 16 of document SPM
NWWFC PHSIPD4.

The accuracy of response number 18 has been checked and reviewed. In Line 3 of
the response, reference to 'Figures 5, 32' of the Historic Environment ES chapter
should read 'Figures 3-4, 18-21'). The remainder of the statement has been checked
and is verified as being accurate.
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Appendix 10 – Action Point 15
Applicant is to submit signed Statement of Common Ground with NRW.
The agreed Statement of Common Ground with NRW has been submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate and was published on the dedicated website on 10 December
2015 (and a copy of an email from NRW confirming this is attached as Appendix 1 to
this response). A signed copy is being obtained and will be submitted as soon as
both parties have provided signatures.
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Appendix 11 – Action Point 16
Applicant is to provide copy of email from Tir Mostyn/Foel Goch windfarms
confirming that they are satisfied with the height of the proposed cables.

From: Dominic Cadman [mailto:dominic.cadman@windprospect.com]
Sent: 13 October 2015 12:43
To: Huw Williams; Katherine Lewis
Cc: Philip Faram; Gaby Amiel
Subject: RE: [External] RE: North Wales Wind Farms Connection.

Hello Huw,
Thank you for getting back to me, Katherine’s helpfully provided us with the information required in
your absence. At the moment we are satisfied that our objections to the Option A route have been
considered and have received the document, attached, showing the schedule for the hopeful
approval of the Option B route. If this is successful then are objections to the route will of course be
dealt with. The second issue of the clearance above the road for any vehicles to traverse beneath
has been dealt with completely as we know the height for both the Option A and Option B route,
both are sufficient to get any vehicles underneath that we may require from normal servicing to
major works on site.
We will of course keep an eye on the schedule of the examination of the Option B application. Is
there anything else you need from us at all or need to know to assist with this at all?
If not we’ll await the decision on Option B on or before the 28th of January.
Kind regards,
Dominic Cadman

Operations Engineer
Wind Prospect Operations
t: +44 (0) 161 260 9008 | m: +44 (0) 7771 573 018
company details | legal disclaimer
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Appendix 12 – Action Point 17
The Applicant is to provide a written response to the recently submitted concerns
regarding bio-security for the poultry farm during construction.
The issues raised by Amber Real Estate Investments Limited (Amber) in relation to
the impacts of the proposed development at Bryn Golau poultry (broiler) farm have
been fully addressed in previous representations submitted by SP Manweb. We
collate our response to each of Amber’s points below and include references to the
documents where these points were originally addressed:
a. Biosecurity:
SP Manweb recognises the importance of biosecurity. SP Manweb is
committed to observing precautions recommended by Government agencies.
These are highlighted in the publication ‘Disease Prevention for livestock and
poultry keepers’ (DEFRA, published September 2015,
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/disease-prevention-for-livestock-farmers).
The detailed mitigation measures relating to biosecurity are outlined in paragraph
2.15 of the Construction Environmental Management Plan, version 3 (Examination
Library Reference REP4-012).
In addition to this, SP Manweb notes the following points in relation to the biosecurity
risks at Bryn Golau poultry (broiler) farm:
1. The Proposed Development is over 137m from the Bryn Golau poultry
(broiler) farm (See Figure 1) and therefore there will be no direct contact with
the poultry or poultry machinery or equipment.
2. The Bryn Golau poultry (broiler) farm is located on the opposite side of the
public road from the Proposed Development. This creates a ‘buffer’ between
the Proposed Development and the Bryn Golau poultry (broiler) farm in regard
to biosecurity issues and reduces any biosecurity risks of the Proposed
Development.
3. It is noted that a public footpath passes within 50m of the poultry units at Bryn
Golau (see figure 2). SP Manweb considers that the close proximity of this
footpath already constitutes a risk to the biosecurity of the poultry unit and the
construction phase of Proposed Development, which will adhere to the
mitigation measures outlined above, will not increase this existing risk.
b. Air Quality:
The detailed mitigation measures relating to air quality are outlined in
paragraph 2.8 of the Construction Environmental Management Plan, version 3
(Examination Library Reference REP4-012). These measures seek to
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minimise the emissions of pollutants and creation of dust from on-site
vehicles, plant and construction activities as far as is practicable.

c. Water Supplies:
Please refer to SP Manweb's response to Question 4.14 in the Response to
the Examining Authority's First Written Questions (Examination Library
Reference REP1-056). The mitigation measures are secured in paragraph 2.5
of the Construction Environmental Management Plan, version 3 (Examination
Library Reference REP4-012).
d. Health and Safety:
The concerns relating to agricultural machinery colliding with power lines were
addressed in paragraph 5.4 and Appendix 9 of the Written Summary of SP
Manweb's Oral Case put at the Issue Specific Hearing Day 3 (Examination
Library Reference REP3-036 and REP4-011).
As mentioned above, there will be no direct contact between the Proposed
Development and the poultry or poultry machinery or equipment.
As part of the recent Issue Specific Hearing on the 8th December; SP Manweb
explained the following in their oral submission, in response to Agenda Item 5.5.2:
11kv and 33kV lines are at a minimum height of 5.2m.
The height of the 132kV overhead line will be at least 6.7m at all points along
the route in options A or B of the Proposed Development.
It is also worth noting in the context of this question that the lowest conductor
on the design is the earthwire which under normal system conditions is at 0V.
The phase conductors are a further 1.1m above the earth conductor (or
minimum of 7.7m to the ground).
For these reasons the likelihood of such incidents involving 132kV overhead
lines are lower than that of the common place 11kV and 33kV overhead lines.
In the event of damage to the Proposed Development the electrical protection
systems at St. Asaph grid substation would isolate the Proposed Development from
the SP Manweb distribution network. There would be no interruption to the electricity
supply to the Bryn Golau poultry (broiler) farm in this scenario.
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Figure 1: The proposed development shown to be approximately 137m from Bryn
Golau poultry (broiler) unit.

Figure 2: OS Map showing a public footpath within 50m of the poultry units at Bryn
Golau.
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Appendix 13 – Action Point 20
The Applicant is to submit copy of the HSE consultation response of 14/5/14 on the
design of the OHL.
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Appendix 14 – Action Point 21
The Applicant is to provide a short table of the fatalities, RIDDOR and ESDC reg 13
incidents for the SPM area in response to agenda item 5.5.3.

SP Manweb reports injuries or fatalities involving members of the public through the
Electricity Safety, Quality and Continuity Regulations (ESQCR) Regulation 31
reports. Such injuries or fatalities are not reported through RIDDOR (Reporting of
Injuries, Diseases and Dangerous Occurrences Regulations 2013). The ExA
confirmed at the hearing that its interest was in relation to injuries to the public and in
particular farmers and landowners. Accordingly, this response details injury recorded
in ESQCR regulation 31 reports.
For completeness, the table below includes low voltage and 11kV overhead lines as
well as 33kV and 132kV overhead lines (that is to say all forms of overhead line
operated by SP Manweb). As explained at the hearings, the 132kV lines will have
less propensity to cause injury due to their height clearance to ground and the fact
that the lowest conductor on designs such as Heavy Duty Wood Pole is an earth
which at normal operating conditions will be at 0 Volts.
The data of regulation 31 reports of injuries/fatalities involving tippers, hiabs, cranes,
excavators and machinery coming in to contact with overhead lines since January
2012 is shown below:

2012
2013
2014
2015

LV
Fatality
0
0
0
0

Injury
1
0
0
0

11kV
Fatality
0
0
0
2

Injury
0
0
0
0

33kV
Fatality
0
0
0
0

Injury
0
0
0
0

132kV
Fatality
0
0
0
0

Injury
0
0
0
0

In summary there have been 3 such incidents since 2012 in SP Manweb and SP
Distribution license areas.
Two fatalities have previously been explained and submitted to the examination (see
paragraph 5.4.2(b) of the Oral Summary to Day 3 of the Issue Specific Hearing,
Examination Library Reference REP3-036) and response to Second Written
Question 4.6 provided by SP Manweb (Examination Library Reference REP6-010). A
further injury in 2012 also occurred in relation to a Low Voltage cable and the details
of this are outlined below.
This injury in 2012 involved a fuel tanker coming in to contact with a low voltage
cable in a garage forecourt in Cheshire and the driver received an electric shock.
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Appendix 15 – Action Point 22
The Applicant is to provide a track changed edition of the revised hedgerow
management plan.

A tracked changed and clean version of the Outline Hedgerow Management Plan
has been prepared and submitted for Deadline 9. This also includes those
amendments listed in the Schedule of Changes to the Hedgerow Management Plan
submitted to the Examining Authority for Deadline 4 (Examination Library Reference
REP4-016), to the extent they have not been superseded by the further amendments
submitted for Deadline 9.
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Appendix 16 – Action Pont 23
The Applicant is to review the use of ‘where possible’ in para 2.6.3 of the Hedgerow
Management Plan and consider replacing with suitable weather/ground conditions

SP Manweb has reviewed the wording “where possible” in paragraph 2.6.2. The
paragraph has been amended to state:
Reinstatement and planting shall be undertaken in suitable weather conditions so as
not to stress the plants. No planting shall be undertaken if the ground is frozen or
waterlogged. Hedgerows shall be watered when out and when replaced as
necessary.
Whilst October to the end of March is the optimum time frame for reinstatement and
replacement planting to take place, provided that removal and reinstatement is
undertaken in suitable weather conditions and in accordance with this paragraph
2.6.2, such planting can be undertaken outside these time frames. Mr Brickland, as a
professional ecologist, is entirely comfortable that the wording in the Outline
Hedgerow Management Plan provides the necessary ecological protection during
the construction phase of the Proposed Development and has the flexibility to ensure
SP Manweb can meet the construction timetable without adverse ecological
consequences.
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Appendix 17 – Action Point 24
The Applicant is to consider including specific reference to badger licence in next
version of Ecological Management Plan (EcMP)

A specific reference to a badger licence has now been included at paragraph 1.4.3 of
the Outline Ecological Management Plan and submitted for Deadline 9.
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Appendix 18 – Action Point 25
The Applicant is to remove the reference to ‘key ancient woodland indicator species’
and ‘key species’ and provide a separate method statement for their identification
and management in the EcMP.
SP Manweb has amended paragraph 2.7.5, in order to make clear that a separate
method statement will be agreed with Natural Resources Wales. The new paragraph
states:
Micrositing will be employed to minimise impact on Non-statutory Designated Wildlife
Sites and other ancient woodland, under the supervision of an experienced ecologist
and in accordance with an agreed ancient woodland method statement with Natural
Resources Wales
The revised version of the Outline Ecological Management Plan has been submitted
for Deadline 9.
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Appendix 19 – Action Point 26
The Applicant is to review the use of the phrase ‘winter months’ in the EcMP.
In paragraph 2.7.7 of the Outline Ecological Management Plan the term ‘winter
months’ has been replaced with ‘colder months’ to make clear that work will be done
outside of the main growing season but is not constrained by calendar months.
The revised version of the Outline Ecological Management Plan has been submitted
for Deadline 9.
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Appendix 20 – Action Point 27
The Applicant is to confirm whether the SoCG with NRW includes the information
given to the hearing on the tests applicable to the panel’s decision regarding
protected species, quoting the supreme court case.

Paragraph 3.5.1 of the Statement of Common Ground with Natural Resources Wales
(NRW) states that "NRW considers that it is not unlikely that any necessary
protected species licenses will be granted".
This is in accordance with the oral submissions made by NRW's Counsel at the
Issue Specific Hearing on 30 September 2015 that the test in respect of which the
Examining Authority is required to be satisfied is that it is not unlikely that NRW will
grant the licence. The Applicant agrees that this is the appropriate test (see
paragraph 10.11 of the Written Summary of SP Manweb's Oral Case put at the Issue
Specific Hearing Day 2 (Examination Library Reference REP3-037)). This test is set
out in the case of R. (Morge) v Hampshire CC [R. (Morge) v Hampshire CC [2011]
UKSC 2.
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Appendix 21 – Action Point 28
The Applicant is to confirm its response to agenda item 5.7.9.
The Applicant refers to the revised draft of the Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) (Version 4) submitted for Deadline 9.
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Appendix 22 – Action Point 29
The Applicant is to confirm if para 2.1.4c of the Traffic Management Plan is a closed
list and if it is revised the wording from ‘would include’ to ‘be limited to’.

The relevant wording contained in the Action point relates to paragraph 2.1.4(c) of
the Construction Environmental Management Plan (Version 3) (Examination Library
Reference REP4-012). SP Manweb are content to amend the wording in order to
ensure it makes clear the requirements are limited to that contained within the
paragraph. The wording has also been revised to make absolutely clear that when
staff arrive and leave the compound, this will also include their vehicles.
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