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1

Introduction

1.1.1

This document sets out the response of the Applicant, Western Power Distribution
(WPD) to the Local Impact Report (LIR), submitted by Carmarthenshire County
Council (CCC) at Deadline 1.

1.1.2

The Applicant recognises that the LIR represents the opinion of Council officers,
supported where appropriate by appointed consultants and as such both the LIR
and this response should be read within the context of the signed SOCG (REP1083) and the signed SOCG (Landscape and Visual) which is submitted alongside
this document.

1.1.3

The Council has identified positive, neutral and negative local impacts across all of
the technical topics reported within the Environmental Statement (Vol 6.2, 6.3 and
6.4, APP-056 to114). The remainder of this document provides the Applicant’s
response only to those topics where a reply is considered necessary.
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2

Landscape and Visual
LIR Paragraph 8.3

2.1.1

The Applicant understands that CCC’s reference in paragraph 8.3 to a ‘short
length of the proposed overhead line’ refers to the approximately 1km length of the
proposed OHL that falls within both pLCA 5 and 6 and that falls within the Towy
Valley Registered Landscape of Outstanding Historic Interest (RLOHIW) and
Special Landscape Area (SLA). The ‘short length’ referred to here is greater in
extent than the ‘short southern extension’ later referred to by CCC at the end of
paragraph 8.7 which relates solely to the approximately 260m of proposed OHL in
pLCA6. Disagreement between the Applicant and CCC relates solely to the
approximately 260m of the proposed OHL within pLCA6 (the ‘short southern
extension’) and not to the whole of the approximately 1km length that falls within
the two designations.
LIR Paragraphs 8.4 to 8.8

2.1.2

The Applicant does not agree with CCC’s assessment of the effects of the
proposed development on the landscape at the southern slopes of the Towy valley
(at pLCA6) and does not agree that CCC’s suggested 260m of further
undergrounding (the ‘short southern extension’) is necessary and justified under
the terms of NPS EN5. Please refer to the Applicant’s detailed comments entitled
‘Southern Slopes of the Towy Valley’ which is provided as Appendix 1 to the
Applicant’s comments on CCC’s LIR and which further explains the Applicant’s
consideration of this issue.
LIR Paragraph 8.9

2.1.3

Please refer to the Applicant’s comments on NRW’s answer to ExA question
DLV05 (second element) and the Applicant’s comments on CCC’s answer to ExA
question DLV23 (second part).
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LIR Paragraph 8.10
2.1.4

The Applicant refers the ExA to paragraph 2.9.1 of the Landscape and Visual
SOCG agreed with CCC that states that ‘with the sole exception of an
approximately 260m section of overhead line in pLCA6 (see section 3 of this
SOCG) mitigation of the landscape and visual effects of the Proposed
Development is adequately and appropriately embedded within its routeing and
design (including the undergrounding of one section) .... With the sole exception
of an approximately 260m section of the overhead line in pLCA6 no further
mitigation (whether by re-alignment, undergrounding or screen planting) is
considered necessary and appropriate to minimise the landscape and visual
effects of the Proposed Development.’
Paragraph 8.11 (and Summary)

2.1.5

The Applicant wishes to point out that of these four bullet points:


Bullets 2 and 3 properly reflect the significant (moderate) visual effects on
individual visual receptors identified in paragraph 9.7.35 of ES Chapter 9
[APP-064]; whereas



Bullets 1 and 4 refer to effects that ES Chapter 9 assesses as being not
significant.

2.1.6

The Applicant wishes to further point out that these four bullet points constitute
CCC’s list of what they consider to be the local negative impacts of the Proposed
Development on landscape and visual interests. The Applicant’s understanding is
that CCC considers bullets 2, 3 and 4 to be the acceptable and unavoidable local
impacts of a nationally significant infrastructure project and disagrees with the
Applicant only in relation to bullet point 1 (which the Applicant has addressed in
the separate document entitled ‘Towy Valley Southern Slopes’ which is provided
as Appendix 1).
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3

Ecology
Paragraphs 9.11 to 9.14 [Bog at Rhydargaeau]

3.1.1

In Table 10.8 of the ecology chapter of the Environmental Statement ‘Summary of
Residual Effects (Construction)’ (APP-065) the Applicant has concluded that with
the sensitive positioning of OHL poles (outside the main areas of bog habitat) and
the use of protective surfacing for access, the residual impact to the bog at
Rhydargaeau is not significant at any level. This is acknowledged in paragraph
9.11 of the LIR. The difference between CCC and the Applicant appears to be
that whilst the Applicant considers that effects upon the bog may be positive, the
Council considers them to be neutral.

3.1.2

The suggestion by CCC (paragraph 9.13 (c) of the LIR) that the Applicant
commits to blocking the adjacent drainage ditch (which is outside of the DCO
boundary) is not considered to be commensurate with the predicted level of impact
of the Proposed Development.

3.1.3

In respect of CCC’s comment in paragraph 9.13 of the LIR, The Applicant can
clarify that up to eleven mature trees will require removal or cutting back/crowning
to provide the access and clearance needed for the OHL. This is a requirement for
construction. The removal of ‘Scattered trees and shrubs in open areas of
bog…from the OHL corridor’ as outlined in paragraph 1.6.4 of the habitat
management plan (an appendix of the CEMP (APP-127)), is considered to be
enhancement as it is not specifically required for the construction or operation of
the OHL in this area.

3.1.4

The Applicant is willing to abstain from removing the additional scattered trees and
shrubs in open areas of bog habitat from the OHL corridor should CCC request
this, however there are no provisions currently in place to facilitate the blocking of
the adjacent drainage ditch and the Applicant is not willing to carry out this work as
an ecological enhancement associated with the Proposed Development for the
reason set out above.
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Paragraph 17
3.1.5

CCC comments that the encouragement of natural regeneration of scrub and
native species may be preferable to considerable replanting, the Applicant is of the
opinion that the precise details of the planting, its location, scale and the type of
species proposed can be agreed with CCC via the detailed HMP (requirement 14).
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4

Traffic and Transport
Paragraph 11.12

4.1.1

CCC refers to the requirement for scaffolding over highways and that this may
lead to road closures with consequential delays. The DCO includes for the ability
to construct scaffolding over the highway, however this is just one approach to
stringing the line (see for instance ES Chapter 2 paragraph 2.6.8 [APP-057]).
Should scaffolding be used then the date, time and period of closure will be first
agreed with the Highways Authority in order to minimise any potential for
disruption.

4.1.2

The Applicant’s reading of the LIR is that the use of scaffolding, in principle, is not
objected to by the Council, this conclusion is consistent with the common ground
agreed between the parties at paragraph 8.3.2 in the SOCG (REP1-083).
Paragraph 11.19

4.1.3

CCC suggests that steps should be taken by the developer to make the
development as sustainable as possible. WPD will continue to work with CCC and
will provide details of duration and direction of travel prior to the commencement of
development following discussion with the contractor, when they are appointed.

4.1.4

Notwithstanding this commitment, the Applicant has previously discussed the
requirement for a Travel Plan with CCC (see section 11.1.2 of the submitted
Transport Assessment, Vol 8.8, APP-132). The Transport Assessment explains
the rationale for this position and notes, in particular, that the only repetitive
movements will be to and from the main construction compound for which TCPA
consent has already been granted.
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5

Historic Environment
Paragraph 13.3

5.1.1

The impact of the OHL on the Towy Valley RLOHIW was assessed as resulting in
a minor adverse significance of effect (ES Chapter 11 [App-066]) and hence the
Applicant remains of the opinion that mitigation is not necessary. This conclusion
was reached following the use of the appropriate methodology for the
consideration of effects upon registered historic landscapes (ASHIDOL 2). The
appropriateness of this approach was confirmed by the Secretary of State within
the scoping opinion.

5.1.2

The minor, not significant, effect identified upon the RLOHIW is supported by
Cadw which has confirmed in Section 3 the SOCG (REP1-084) that effects upon
the historic environment as a whole are acceptable.

5.1.3

This paragraph mentions a 300m section of overhead line at poles 84-86. The
Applicant understands that this is the same as the ‘short southern extension’
mentioned in paragraph 8.7 but not the same as the ‘short length’ mentioned in
paragraph 8.3.
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6

Policy
Paragraphs 18.1 to 18.8.

6.1.1

National Policy Statements. It is noted that CCC concentrates upon the
appropriateness of undergrounding as a means of mitigating the effects that it
considers arise from poles 84 to 86. The Applicant assumes that the Council has
concluded that the remainder of the proposed development is in conformity with
national policy.

6.1.2

Planning Policy Wales 7. The Applicant notes that CCC considers the proposed
development to be acceptable in land use planning terms when considered
against PPW7 with the exception being the level of effect that it considers arises
as a result of the applicant’s proposal to erect poles 84-86 within the Towy Valley
SLA and RLOHIW.

6.1.3

The Applicant’s assessment of performance against PPW7 is set out within the
Planning Statement (Volume 8.1) Chapter 5 [APP-119].
Paragraphs 19.1 to 19.37.

6.1.4

The Council presents its consideration of the extent to which the proposed
development is compliant with local plan policy. It is noted that CCC considers the
proposed development to be compliant with 13 of the 21 policies identified as
relevant. For those policies where non-compliance is identified, the only issue on
each occasion is the Applicant’s proposal to erect poles 84-86 within the Towy
Valley SLA and RLOHIW.

6.1.5

The Applicant’s consideration of how the proposed development performs against
what it considers to be relevant local plan policy is set out within the submitted
Planning Statement (Volume 8.1) at Chapter 6 [APP-119]. A similar, broad range
of policy is identified with the exception of Policies GP1, GP3, TR2 and TR3 which
CCC considers to also be relevant. The view of the Applicant is:
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Policy GP1 Sustainability and High Quality Design 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. To the extent that this policy may
be considered relevant to the proposed development, the Applicant considers it to
be compliant, for the reasons set out within the Applicant’s Response to CCC
Written Representations also submitted for Deadline 2.



Policy GP3 Planning Obligations is a statement of intent on behalf of the Council.



Policy TR2 Location of Development, in the opinion of the applicant is applicable to
development that is likely to generate a high number of vehicle movements during
use and/or operation. Examples are given as including residential, employment,
retail and leisure. The proposed development will generate extremely low levels of
vehicle movement once operational. The management of construction vehicles can
be controlled via the CTMP as opposed to a Travel Plan and reference is made to
Section 11 of the Transport Assessment (Vol 8.8, APP-132) which sets out the
Applicant’s consideration of the need for such a document.



Policy TR3 Highways in Development – Design Considerations. CCC considers
that the proposed development is compliant. The applicant agrees with this
conclusion.
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7

DCO, Planning Requirements, Obligations and
CCC Conclusion
DCO, requirements and obligations

7.1.1

The applicant has discussed the amendments suggested by CCC and will
incorporate them within the draft DCO submitted at Deadline 2.
LIR Conclusion
Public Rights of Way and Countryside Access

7.1.2

We note that ‘Diversions and temporary closures during the construction phase.
Mitigated by alternative routes’ is listed as a ‘negative’ impact. However the impact
is mitigated by an alternative route to the extent that the Council concludes at
paragraph 15.2 of the LIR that the effect to be only ‘neutral’.
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Appendix 1
Towy Valley Southern Slopes
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Towy Valley Southern Slopes
1.

This Appendix sets out in greater detail the Applicant’s comments in response to
CCC’s Local Impact Report (in particular paragraphs 8.4 to 8.8), as well as the
following:

2.



NRW’s answer to ExA question DLV05 (‘DLC05’) – first element



NRW and CCC’s identical answers to ExA question DLV14 – first paragraph



CCC’s answer to ExA question DLV23 (part)



CCC’s Written Representation

These comments relate to NRW and CCC’s consideration of the effects of the
Proposed Development on the Towy Valley Special Landscape Area (SLA) and on
the Towy Valley Registered Landscape of Outstanding Historic Interest in Wales
(RLOHIW).

3.

The Applicant understands that NRW and CCC consider that the effect of the
proposed OHL development at the southern slopes of the Towy Valley SLA and
Towy Valley RLOHIW could be significant and unacceptable. This potential
disagreement with the Applicant’s assessment was first raised by NRW and CCC in
their Relevant Representations following submission of the DCO and was not
included in either party’s Section 42 consultation response.

4.

The location of NRW and CCC’s concerns correlates with pLCA6 (‘Towy valley
Southern Slopes’) at pole structures 84, 85 and 86 (a distance of OHL of
approximately 260m). In Chapter 9 of the ES [APP-064] the Applicant has
assessed the landscape effect of the proposed OHL development in this location to
be Minor and Not Significant (see ES Chapter 9 Appendix 9.2 [APP-088]). The
Applicant’s assessment of this landscape effect remains unchanged. The Applicant
therefore remains of the opinion that additional undergrounding between pole
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structures 84, 85 and 86 within pLCA6 is not necessary and would not be justified
under the terms of NPS EN5.
5.

The Applicant first considered the case for undergrounding at pLCA6 in
August 2014 as part of the process it followed to identify the best route and design
for the Proposed Development. The Route Alignment Selection Report of August
2014 contained two relevant Appendices – Appendix 1.1 Consideration of
Undergrounding [REP1-037] and Appendix 1.2 Preliminary Landscape and Visual
Assessment [REP1-038]. The latter contains the Applicant’s preliminary
assessment of the likely residual landscape and visual effects of an OHL in different
landscape character areas along the route (this preliminary assessment provided a
combined assessment of both landscape and visual effects and cannot therefore be
directly compared to the more focused landscape character assessment process
followed in ES Chapter 9 Appendix 9.2 [APP-084]).

6.

The Applicant’s preliminary assessment of the likely residual landscape and visual
effects of an OHL in each character area is summarised by Figure 2 of
Appendix 1.2 in the August 2014 report [REP1-039]. Based on this preliminary
assessment summarised by Figure 2 of Appendix 1.2, Appendix 1.1 Consideration
of Undergrounding concludes that character areas identified as potentially subject
to Highly Significant (Major) and Significant (Major to Moderate) combined
landscape and visual effects (shown as dark red and light red respectively by Figure
2 of Appendix 1.2) justified undergrounding under the terms of NPS EN5. In that
evaluation, pLCA6 was not identified as likely to be subject to residual landscape
and visual effects that would justify undergrounding under the terms set out in
NPS EN5. This process, its methodology and conclusions were subject to nonstatutory advanced consultation and dialogue with NRW and CCC. The Applicant’s
conclusions with regard to pLCA6 were not queried by CCC at that time and CCC’s
requirement for a 260m southern extension to the proposed undergrounding was
not raised.

7.

As signposted in CCC’s answer to ExA question DLV23, CCC’s Local Impact
Report (LIR) now provides Council Officers’ detailed technical position on this
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matter. The relevant section of the Council’s LIR is paragraphs 8.4 to 8.8. The
Applicant understands that CCC’s consideration of the matter set out in paragraphs
8.4 to 8.8 was undertaken on their behalf by Anthony Jellard Associates (AJA); that
AJA has also advised NRW on the matter (see paragraph 8.1 of CCC’s LIR); and
that paragraphs 8.4 to 8.8 can therefore be read as setting out both NRW and CCC
Officers’ position in regard to the effects of the Proposed Development at the
southern slopes of the Towy valley.
8.

Regarding paragraph 8.5 of the LIR the Applicant wishes to highlight that:
i.

CCC and NRW identify that pLCA5 is located within both the SLA and the
RLOHIW; but that

ii.

Although CCC and NRW consider that the Applicant’s assessment of the
landscape effects at pLCA5 ‘may be slightly understated’ neither NRW nor
CCC recommends additional undergrounding of the proposed connection in
this location.

9.

Regarding paragraph 8.6 of the LIR the Applicant wishes to point out that:
i.

The query raised regarding the northern boundary of pLCA6 does not have
any bearing on the justification or otherwise of undergrounding between
poles 84, 85 and 86 (undergrounding is already proposed at the northern
fringes of pLCA6). Any technical disagreement with regard to the precise
northern boundary of pLCA6 does not give rise to any request from CCC for
additional undergrounding in this location.

ii.

The Applicant accepts that there is an ‘intimate link’ between the flat valley
floor and southern slopes of the valley sides. Nevertheless, LANDMAP (and
therefore NRW) identifies two separate Visual and Sensory Aspect Areas
(see Figure 1 in Appendix 9.2 to ES Chapter 9) identifying the valley floor as
‘flat open lowland farmland’ and the valley sides as ‘mosaic lowland valley’.
The two landscapes are different and the Applicant contends that the
southern slopes are of slightly less value and of slightly lower landscape
character susceptibility to an OHL compared to the open valley floor.
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iii.

The Applicant agrees that an assessment of the landscape effect of an OHL
at pLCA6 primarily requires consideration of three principal matters: (i)
landscape susceptibility, (ii) landscape value and (iii) the degree of
landscape change.

iv.

The Applicant’s assessment of medium-low landscape character
susceptibility remains unchanged (see Appendix 9.2 to ES Chapter 9).
Furthermore, the Applicant notes that in disagreeing with this assessment
NRW and CCC (as advised by AJA) incorrectly refer to ‘indicators of higher
sensitivity’ (section 9.4.9 of ES Chapter 9 provides ‘indicators of higher
susceptibility’).

v.

The LIR acknowledges and agrees with the Applicant’s assessment of high
landscape value at pLCA6.

vi.

The LIR refers to the ‘level of [landscape]... change predicted in the ES’ but
omits to identify that this is assessed as low (see Appendix 9.2 to ES
Chapter 9). NRW and CCC appear to agree that the degree of operational
phase change in character at pLCA6 would be low.

vii.

Given all parties’ implied agreement that the degree of change in landscape
character would be low the Applicant notes that AJA and Officers go only as
far as to state that the effect ‘could’ be significant. The Applicant contends
that despite the high value attributed to this landscape the low degree of
change associated with the proposed wooden pole structures would not be
significant and does not justify undergrounding under the terms of NPS EN5.

10.

Regarding paragraph 8.7 of the LIR the Applicant wishes to highlight that:
i.

The Applicant does not agree that the ES has ‘understated...the importance
and the ramifications of the existence of the Towy Valley Registered
Landscape of Outstanding Historic Interest in Wales’ (RLOHIW) in its
assessment of either landscape or historic environment effects. This
designation is acknowledged in Appendix 9.2 to ES Chapter 9 and pLCA6 is
accordingly identified as a high value landscape.
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ii.

The Applicant also wishes to highlight that the historic environment effect of
the Proposed Development on the RLOHIW is fully considered in ES
Chapter 7 [APP-062] and notes that Cadw has agreed that the effect on this
designation would not be significant (see also below).

11.

Given the limited scale of the Proposed Development within pLCA6 and that in
views across the Towy valley from the north, pole structures 84, 85 and 86 would
only occasionally be visible and, when visible, be seen against a backdrop of land
and trees (consistent with Holford Rule 4) the Applicant remains of the opinion that,
notwithstanding the designation of the area as a SLA and RLOHIW, the effect of the
proposed OHL in pLCA6 would be minor, not significant and does not justify
undergrounding under the terms set out in EN5.

12.

The Applicant has agreed (on 12 November 2015) two additional representative
viewpoint locations with NRW and CCC (in the vicinity of the village of Abergwili on
the northern side of the Towy valley floor) which it is agreed will assist the ExA in its
consideration of the effects of the Proposed Development at the southern slopes of
the Towy valley. These additional visualisations will be submitted to the ExA in a
supplementary submission. In agreeing to provide these two additional viewpoints,
however, the Applicant wishes to highlight that there are already seven other
representative viewpoint locations included in ES Chapter 9 and agreed in advance
with both NRW and CCC that provide visual information about the appearance of
the Proposed Development in the vicinity of poles 84, 85 and 86 (viewpoints VP9,
VP10, VP11, VP12, VP13, VP14 and VP15). Furthermore at no time, either in its
response to the Scoping report, nor at section 42 consultation did either CCC or
NRW request additional viewpoints to those previously agreed and presented within
the Applicant’s documentation.

Effect on the Special Landscape Area
13.

The Towy Valley Special Landscape Area is a local landscape designation. The
boundaries and landscape evaluation of the designated area are based on data
provided by NRW through the five Aspects of LANDMAP. The data and
methodologies (based on GLVIA3) used by the Applicant in its assessment of the
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effect of the Proposed Development on this local landscape designation (see
Appendix 9.3 of ES Chapter 9 [APP-089]) is appropriate and was agreed to within
CCC and NRW’s section 42 consultation responses (both responses share the
same content and are dated 16.01.15. Refer in particular to CCC’s sections entitled
Landscape and Visual Assessment – Assessment Methodology and Annex 1
Chapter 9 – Landscape and Visual Assessment - Summary of amendments made
to Chapter 9 LVA Draft ES (first two bullets) and to NRW’s sections entitled Chapter
9 – Landscape and Visual Assessment (first two bullets) and Section 9.4
Assessment Methodology). Using this agreed methodology and data the Applicant
has concluded that the landscape effect on the SLA of the Proposed Development
as set out in the DCO (and including an overhead line at pole structures 84, 85 and
86) would not be significant.
Effect on the Registered Landscape of Outstanding Historic Interest in Wales (RLOHIW)
14.

The Towy Valley Registered Landscape of Outstanding Historic Interest in Wales is
a national cultural heritage designation, recorded as one of the best examples of
different types of historic landscapes in Wales. Its boundaries and evaluation are
based on work undertaken by Cadw, according to the following criteria: intensity of
development/ remodelling, period, historic diversity/ multiperiod, buried/ subsumed
or destroyed, and cultural merit.

15.

The Applicant has correctly assessed the effect of the Proposed Development on
this national cultural heritage designation using the ASIDOHL2 methodology,
published by Cadw, CCW (now NRW) and the Welsh Assembly Government. The
Secretary of State confirmed in the Scoping Opinion (Paragraph 3.66 of [APP-116])
that impacts on the RLOHIW should be assessed using the ASIDOHL2
methodology, the results of which could be integrated into the Environmental
Statement. Furthermore, in compliance with the Scoping Opinion (Paragraph 3.67
of [APP-116]), this approach was agreed with Cadw and DAT (by email, 23 June
2014; cf. Environmental Statement, Chapter 11, Table 11.1 [APP-066]).

16.

The Applicant’s assessment has concluded that the effect on the RLOHIW would
not be significant. This assessment is agreed by Cadw.
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