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WPD response to CCC Written Representations

1

Introduction

1.1.1

This document contains Western Power Distribution’s response to the written
representations submitted by Carmarthenshire County Council (CCC) to Deadline
1.

1.1.2

The Council’s written representations on behalf of elected members states that it
maintains its earlier position that the entire connection should be placed
underground. In reaching this conclusion it relies on no technical or specialist
evidence. It simply identifies six policies from the Carmarthenshire Local
Development Plan against which it considers the proposed development to be
non-compliant.

1.2

The place of the Development Plan in the consideration of
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects

1.2.1

The applicant’s submitted Planning Statement (Volume 8.1), Chapter 6
summarises the place and weight to be given to the development plan in the
consideration of Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs). In summary
it notes that NSIPs are not subject to Section 38 (6) of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and that as such there is no statutory requirement
for a development to be compliant with the development plan, (unless material
considerations indicate otherwise). The rationale for this is that development plans
are not drafted to consider or to guide NSIPs although elements of the
development plan may of course be material to energy infrastructure projects.
Instead, for NSIPs, Section 104 of the Planning Act 2008 requires the Secretary of
State to have regard to a ‘relevant national policy statement’, together with any
local impact report, matters prescribed in relation to development of the
description to which the application relates and any other matter which the
examining authority considers both relevant and important to its decision.

1.2.2

The role of the National Policy Statement (NPS) in relation to energy projects is
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further explained within the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy
(EN-1) and, in the case of the proposed development, NPS EN-5 Electricity
Networks Infrastructure. Taken together these documents provide the primary
basis for decisions taken by Secretary of State on electricity networks.
1.2.3

Compliance or otherwise against the policies referred to in the Council’s written
statement should be viewed in this context.

1.2.4

It is to be noted that elected members in their written statement have not referred
to any of the relevant national policy tests. This is a serious omission which has
led to an objection based on an aspiration to fully underground the connection.
This aspiration results from an earlier committee resolution in July 2013 and as
such it was taken at a time prior to the selection of the preferred corridor, well in
advance of the alignment selection and at a point at which the actual effects
arising from OHL could not be accurately predicted.

1.2.5

The aspiration of elected members would be wholly contrary to the aims and
objectives of NPS EN-1 and EN-5. The proper operation of these policy
statements is set out within the submitted Planning Statement at Chapter 4
(Volume 8.1 APP-119). In such circumstances it is not surprising that the written
representation which contains simple assertion is not supported by any technical
expert evidence.

1.2.6

Notwithstanding the above it is the opinion of the Applicant that even the case
advanced by elected members based on the development plan is not made for the
reasons set out in this response.

4

WPD response to CCC Written Representations

2

Comment on the Council’s assessment of policy
compliance

2.1.1

The Council identifies six policies against which it identifies non-compliance. WPD
assessed the performance of the proposed development against five of these
policies within Chapter 6 of its submitted Planning Statement (Volume 8.1, APP119). Further comment on the Council’s statement is provided below.

2.2

Policy SP13 Protection and Enhancement of the built and historic
environment

2.2.1

The Council considers that the proposed development breaches the policy
guidance in relation to its potential effects upon the Towy Valley Registered
Historic Landscape. No explanation or justification is provided other than that the
overhead section of the line with its associated arrangement of wooden poles and
wires (poles 84-86) will not reinforce local character or respect and enhance the
setting of the historic landscape.

2.2.2

The appropriate mechanism to assess the potential for effects upon registered
historic landscapes is ASHIDOL 2. This approach was agreed by the Secretary of
States within the Scoping Opinion of August 2014 (paragraph 3.66). The applicant
prepared an ASHIDOL 2 assessment and concluded that there would be no
significant effects upon the registered historic landscape. This conclusion was
agreed by Cadw, the Welsh Government’s historic environment service and has
been confirmed within the Statement of Common Ground signed between the
applicant, Cadw and the Dyfed Archaeological Trust (REP1-084).

2.2.3

The applicant therefore maintains its position that the proposed development
would not have a significant effect upon the registered historic landscape and as
such is compliant with Policy SP13.

2.3

Policy SP14 - Protection and Enhancement of the Natural
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Environment
2.3.1

The policy requires that all development proposals should give due consideration
to areas of nature conservation value, the countryside, landscapes and coastal
areas and contains a number of criteria for consideration.

2.3.2

The applicant is of the opinion that such consideration has been given and sets
out below, how the proposed development responds to the criteria listed:


Statutory designated sites including Ramsar sites, SPAs, SACs, SSSIs and
National Nature Reserves;



The connection would be undergrounded across the River Towy; the HRA
NSER concludes that there would be no potential for significant effects. This
conclusion is agreed by NRW.



Biodiversity and Nature Conservation Value, including protected species and
habitats of acknowledged importance as well as key connectivity corridors and
pathways; (Policy EQ4 and EQ5)



No objection has been received either from CCC or NRW officers with regard
to the potential for the proposed development to detrimentally affect protected
species or habitats. The Council recognises that the proposed enhancement
fund and removal of coniferous forestry within Brechfa Forest will lead to
ecological benefits.



Regional and Locally important sites (and their features) including Local
Nature Reserves and RIGS; (see Policy EQ3)



No regional or locally important sites would be detrimentally affected by the
proposed development.



Areas of identified Landscape and Seascape quality; (including SLAs)



Significant effects upon the Towy Valley would be avoided through
undergrounding. The applicant does not agree with NRW and CCC that the
positioning of three poles (84-086) would constitute a significant effect upon
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the locally designated SLA.


Features which contribute to local distinctiveness, nature conservation value
or the landscape; (see Policy EQ5)



No features have been identified by the Council that would be potentially
affected by the proposed development. The Council’s written statement does
not identify Policy EQ5 as being contravened.



The Open Countryside; (see Policy GP2)



Policy GP2 concerns Development Limits and as such is considered to be not
relevant to the construction of a 132kV connection. The Council’s written
statement does not identify Policy GP2 as being contravened.



The best and most versatile agricultural land; (Grade 2 and 3a)



The Council has not identified any BMV land that would be affected and
should the proposed development pass over land considered to be Class 3a,
the agricultural practices presently undertaken could continue during and after
construction of the proposed development.



Natural assets: including air, soil (including high carbon soils) controlled
waters and water resources. (See Policies EP1 and EP2)



No natural assets would be affected with the mitigation which the applicant
has identified in place. Locations of high carbon (peaty) soils, for example the
bog at Rhydargaeau, have been avoid through careful siting. There is less
potential for OHL to impact upon high carbon soils than there is for
underground cabling.

2.4

Policy SP17 – Infrastructure

2.4.1

This policy is directed primarily towards the aim of locating new development
where it can be serviced by adequate and appropriate infrastructure. The policy
therefore supports the provision of infrastructure within appropriately identified
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settlements. The policy also states that renewable energy and its utility
connections will be supported in acceptable locations, subject to other plan policy.
Finally the policy provides guidance for the consideration of ancillary development
to utility infrastructure.
2.4.2

The Planning Statement demonstrates that the proposed development is
compliant with other plan policy and as such it is therefore consistent with Policy
SP17.

2.5

Policy GP1 – Sustainability and High Quality Design

2.5.1

This policy provides the overarching framework for high design quality in
development, conservation and enhancement proposals within the County. The
supporting text to the policy provides a clear direction that the primary purpose of
the policy is directed towards built development referencing regeneration, new
homes and buildings, alternatives to car-travel and large mixed tenure
developments.

2.5.2

The Council considers that the proposal does not conform with or enhance the
character and appearance of the area as the presence of the OHL infrastructure
across 25.3km of primarily open countryside will harm the character of the existing
area.

The applicant has undertaken a detailed landscape and visual assessment

of the proposed development. This concludes that, with mitigation in the form of
undergrounding in place, no major significant effects would occur.
2.5.3

The Council also considers the proposed development contrary to policy due to its
potential effect upon occupiers of residential properties and its effect upon the
Towy Valley SLA and registered historic landscape. Chapter 9 of the
Environmental Statement (Volume 6.2) identifies those properties that could
experience significant (medium) visual effects. Having undertaken this
assessment, the Chapter then reports upon the potential for the effects to give rise
to significant effects upon residential amenity. Beginning with paragraph 9.7.39 it
presents the consideration as to whether an overbearing and unacceptable level of
effect on residential visual amenity might occur. It concludes that there is no

8

WPD response to CCC Written Representations

property where such an effect would be experienced.
2.5.4

The applicant’s position with regard to the SLA is set out at section 2.7 below
whilst the position with regard to the historic landscape is set out at section 2.2
and 2.6.

2.6

Policy EQ1 – Protection of Buildings, Landscape and Features of
Historic Importance

2.6.1

The Council’s written statement confirms that it is concerned only with regard to
the potential presence of three poles (84 to 86) within the registered historic
landscape. The Council is of the opinion that the presence of three pole locations
consisting of poles between 15m and 17m high would be unacceptable. As noted
at section 2.2 the applicant undertook at ASHIDOL 2 as advised by the Secretary
of State within the scoping opinion. This concludes that there would be no
significant effect and this conclusion is agreed by Cadw and confirmed in SOCG.

2.7

Policy EQ6 – Special Landscape Areas

2.7.1

The Council considers that the proposal to erect any poles within the SLA would
be contrary to this policy. This is not, nor ever has been the view of its officers,
independent consultants or NRW. Neither is it supported by NPS EN-1 or EN-5.

2.7.2

The applicant has undertaken a detailed review of the potential for the
development to have significant effects upon the SLA which began during the
selection of the preferred alignment. It derived project landscape character areas
which included landscape designated as the SLA. The applicant concluded that
significant effects could occur should OHL be erected across the Towy Valley and
in mitigation proposes undergrounding. The applicant does not consider that the
remaining areas of the SLA, south of the Towy Valley contains the attributes with
the potential to be significantly affected by OHL. As such it is concluded that the
SLA can accommodate the proposed development without being adversely
affected significantly.
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3

Response to other comments raised

3.1.1

The Council’s written statement concludes that the financial costs of
undergrounding would be outweighed by the mitigation it would afford to otherwise
significant effects upon the landscape and amenities of residents. The costs of
undergrounding the whole of the connection are set out within the Lifetime Costs
Report (Volume 8.4, APP-124). It concludes that an all underground connection
would cost £23 million more than an all OHL.

3.1.2

Given the lack of significant effects identified in the Environmental Statement it is
the view of the applicant that undergrounding of the whole connection is not
justified in terms of NPS EN-5. This had costs well in mind when considering the
issue of undergrounding (and security of supply and environmental effects – see
EN-5 paragraph 1.5.7) such that a presumption to underground would set a
precedent which would have national implications.
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4

Conclusion

4.1.1

The written representations submitted on behalf of elected members contain no
assessment of the proposed development against the primary national policy
guidance for the type of infrastructure proposed.

4.1.2

Whilst development plan policy may be relevant and important, they do not provide
the primary basis for decisions taken by the Secretary of State.
The applicant undertook a full review of compliance against national policy, welsh
and local planning policy, the results of which are to be found within the Planning
Statement. Against the policies it identified as being of potential relevance no
breach was identified. This conclusion is maintained following this review of the
Council’s written representations.
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