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1 Introduction 

1.1.1 This document provides information requested of the Applicant by the Examiner at 

the site visit and hearings which commenced on 1 December and ran to 11 

December 2015.  

1.1.2 The information is provided in the order by which it was requested.  Where 

information was requested in the form of reports, technical notes or figures, these 

are provided as appendices. 
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2 Responses to Examiner's questions at Hearings 

2.1.1 The ExA requested that the Applicant provide a document which lists the 

representations made by interested parties at the open floor hearings and the 

Applicant’s responses to them. This document is provided at Appendix 1 

(Applicant’s response to Interested Parties).   

2.1.2 The Applicant has produced a table detailing all the property owners affected 

(where they have been identified), the poles (and pole number) on their land, the 

closest pole to their property, who their representatives are and what stage in 

negotiations as to Heads of Terms has been reached. This is enclosed at 

Appendix 2. 

2.1.3 At the Open Floor hearings, a number of members of the public raised concerns 

over the information provided by the Applicant comparing the costs of constructing 

an overhead connection against that of undergrounding the connection. The 

Applicant responded to this requests during the Issue Specific hearings on 8 

December 2015.  The lifetime costs of; an all overhead line; or an all underground 

line are set out within the submitted Lifetime Costs Report [APP-124]. 

2.1.4 The Applicant agreed to provide the Examining Authority with the exact number of 

poles on Mr and Mrs Kilkelly's land, and the types of poles used. Poles 170-181 

will run over the Kilkelly's land. They are a mixture of 8 single poles and 4 H poles. 

In total, 16 poles in 12 locations. 

2.1.5 In order to comply with the Examiner's request to conclude Heads of Terms 

negotiations as expeditiously and reasonably as possible, the Applicant has 

instructed Bruton Knowles to undertake negotiations with BJP Land Agents. A 

meeting between Bruton Knowles and BJP was conducted on 7 December 2015 

and discussions continue. 

2.1.6 Mrs Rentmore requested that the Hydrologists report be sent to her. The Applicant 

has now sent a copy of the report which is at Appendix 3. The report includes at 
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Figure 2 a diagram demonstrating the protective measures to be undertaken to 

prevent contamination.  

2.1.7 At both the Open Floor and Compulsory Acquisition Hearings, the Applicant was 

questioned as to why there were a number of plots of land where the owners had 

not been identified. 

2.1.8 In undertaking due diligence, the Applicant carried out an Index Map Search on all 

land within the order limits. The Index Map identified registered (known) and 

unregistered (unknown) land. Unregistered land was subsequently identified by 

the completion of data information sheets (DIS) by land owners. Where land was 

still in unidentified ownership it was entered into the Book of Reference as 

unknown owner unless it was identified as highway by the Council's highway 

inspector. This exercise identified a large number of plots that sat between the 

highway boundary and land boundary (effectively roadside verges). 

2.1.9 Carmarthenshire County Council's Highway's Officer, Cliff Cleaton, has stated that 

the Council take a conservative approach to the identification of highways, and the 

Applicant considers that this has led to land adjacent to highways that might 

otherwise form part of the highway, not being identified  as highway land. It is likely 

therefore that the prudent approach by the Applicant to include this land as 

"unknown" may result in the ownership of numerous small parcels not being 

identified.  

2.1.10 However, in order to ascertain the unknown owner parcels the Applicant also 

placed site notices in a number of locations close to the plots in question (which 

then remained in situ) as well as in two local newspapers.  The notices were 

placed in the Llanelli Star and the Carmarthen Journal on 1 July 2015 and 8 July 

2015. The adverts were in both English and Welsh. Copies of the adverts erected 

close to the land, and the adverts in the newspapers are attached as Appendix 4 

of this note. 

2.1.11 Plans setting out land of unknown ownership are available for view at the 

Carmarthenshire County Council Customer Centre and also on the Western 
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Power Distribution project website for the Brechfa Forest Connection. 

2.1.12 Following the hearings, on the recommendation of the ExA the Applicant will 

continue to seek to identify unknown owners. The Applicant's land agents have 

written to all adjoining landowners asking if they consider any parcel as within their 

ownership. The results of this exercise will be entered into the Book of Reference. 

2.1.13 The Applicant was questioned on the level of tree felling in Brechfa Forest. The 

Applicant has revisited this issue in conjunction with NRW. NRW has confirmed (in 

an email dated 14th December 2015 from Cathrin Jones to Andrew McEwan 

included at Appendix 5) that the areas of tree felling in Brechfa Forest (for areas 

under the management of NRW) would be as follows: 

 50m wide easement corridor running from NRW boundary to substation – 

10.14 Ha  

 Area adjacent to corridor to be felled in order to minimise Windthrow risk – 

10.30 Ha  

 Area adjacent to proposed substation to be felled in order to minimise 

Windthrow risk – 0.98 Ha 

2.1.14 The Applicant was asked to review the decisions to underground the whole line at 

the Llyn Brianne Hydro –Electric and Dudgeon Offshore Wind Farm projects.  

2.1.15 With respect to the Lyn Brianne Hydro scheme, it was the Developer's own 

decision (in that instance) to underground the 33kV line and to incur the additional 

costs associated with undergrounding.  

2.1.16 The decision to underground the Dudgeon onshore connection is one made by the 

off-shore wind farm developer.  Dudgeon is of a different magnitude of scale to the 

Brechfa project. The total cost for the Dudgeon project is expected to be up to 

£1.3bn and the output is planned to be 402 Megawatts in comparison with 

approximately 84 Megawatts at Brechfa.  

2.1.17 The length of the line at Dudgeon is around 45 km in comparison with 32 km for 
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Brechfa. The Dudgeon connection would require up to eight circuits at 132kV 

whereas Brechfa is one circuit.  Eight circuits would most likely require multiple 

overhead tower circuits at 132kV or alternatives engineering solutions at higher 

voltages of 275kV or 400kV.  

2.1.18 At Dudgeon a few sensitive stretches of the route (e.g. main river and main road 

crossings) will be completed using Horizontal Directional Drilling techniques that 

will allow the installation of the cables to take place without disturbance to surface 

features. The Applicant considers for the remaining part the ground conditions in 

East Anglia are likely to be far more favourable to support the installation of 

underground cables as opposed to the undulating and mixed terrain and ground 

conditions for the Brechfa Connection.  

2.1.19 The Applicant cited a High Court case which identify that wooden poles are not 

necessarily out of place in countryside settings. A copy of this case is included at 

Appendix 6 – the relevant paragraph is 99. 

2.1.20 The Applicant set out its progress with regard to reaching agreement on Protective 

Provisions at the Compulsory Acquisition and DCO hearings. An up to date table 

setting out the progress made at the date of Deadline 3 is attached at Appendix 7. 

The Applicant reiterates that they will continue to obtain confirmation of agreement 

in the form the Examiner has requested. 

2.1.21 The Applicant will, as noted in the Compulsory Acquisition hearings, amend the 

class rights with respect to Dr and Mrs Woods in the next version of the Book of 

Reference as requested by Mrs Woods to limit rights necessary only for trimming 

and clearing land. 

2.1.22 The Applicant included as part of its Deadline 3 submission plans confirming the 

width of land necessary for deviation for both underground cable and overhead 

poles including stays, as discussed at the Compulsory Acquisition and DCO 

hearings (Vol. 2.9).  These plans should also be read in conjunction with the 

figures set out within the Construction Management Strategy (APP-125). 
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2.1.23 The Applicant has reviewed the decisions in Hirwaun and North Killingholme 

regarding Promoters offering security for Compulsory Acquisition. This review has 

been noted further in Part 6 of its submission included at Deadline 3 relating to the 

DCO hearings. 

2.1.24 The Applicant agreed to provide to the Examiner an independent assessment of 

the funds available for Compulsory Acquisition. Bruton Knowles have been 

appointed by the Applicant to independently assess their findings relating to costs, 

and their note on this matter is enclosed as Appendix 8. The CVs for Bruton 

Knowles employees who have worked on the costs Assessment are provided as 

Appendix 9. 

2.1.25 The Applicant made submissions at both the Compulsory Acquisition and DCO 

hearings as to why it considered the section of undergrounding to be 'integral' to 

the Project.  A joint statement, prepared by leading Queen’s Counsel, 

Russell Harris QC and Morag Ellis QC (Counsel for the Applicant and CCC 

respectively) detailing the reasoning behind this conclusion is included at 

Appendix 10. 

2.1.26 Russell Harris QC made submissions on the matter of integral undergrounding at 

the compulsory acquisition hearing (ref. 6.2), the issue specific hearing (ref. 9.2) 

and in the DCO hearing.  

2.1.27 The Applicant has not included any Category 3 persons in their book of reference. 

The reasons for this were set out in the Compulsory Acquisition Hearing, however 

a further note confirming that this is common procedure on wood pole OHL 

projects is included at Appendix 11. 

2.1.28 Mrs Karen Miles requested details of the proposed undergrounding of the existing 

11kV line on her property to be provided to her. This has been sent to Mrs Miles 

and is also available in the proposed works to existing assets plan at [REP1-065]. 

2.1.29 At the Compulsory Acquisition Hearing, Mrs Karen Miles asked the Applicant to 

provide evidence that the Human Rights Act 1998, the Equality Act 2010 and Well-
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being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 had been fully complied with. 

2.1.30 The Applicant set out its position with regard to Human Rights fully at its answer to 

CA04(c) of the Examiner's first round of written questions. The position was further 

summarised as part of the applicant's submissions at the Compulsory Acquisition 

Hearing at Agenda item 9. For ease of reference, the Applicant's position is again 

summarised below: 

 The Applicant does not believe that the construction and operation of an 

overhead line can breach he requirement of Article 8 to respect private and 

family life in any meaningful way. In any case, the economic wellbeing to the 

country would significantly outweigh any infringements of Articles 1 and 8. 

 The route alignment for the line has been revised and moved in order to 

accommodate the existing uses of the properties, and thereby limit the effect 

of the right to enjoyment of private and family life. 

 Any such interference with Article 8 as there may be is permitted under Article 

8(2) as it is proportional and necessary for the economic well-being of the 

country.  

2.1.31 The position with regards to the Equality Act 2010 was also set out by the 

Applicant at Agenda item 9 of the Compulsory Acquisition Hearing. The Equality 

Act 2010 prohibits acts by public authorities which may discriminate against a 

person who has one or more of the protected characteristics. These are: age, 

disability, gender re-assignment, marriage or civil partnership, pregnancy and 

maternity, race, religion or belief, sex or sexual orientation. The Applicant cannot 

see how the any of these characteristics could be prejudiced by the construction of 

an electricity line. 

2.1.32 The well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 aims to improve 'social, 

economic, environmental and cultural well-being of Wales'. However, the act only 

imposes a duty on 'public bodies' to have regard to these aims. The meaning of 

'public body' is clearly set out in a closed list at section 6 of the Act. The Applicant 
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does not fall within the definition of public body, and so the Act does not apply to 

the Applicant.  

2.1.33 The Applicant was requested to provide a copy of 'Shock Horror'. This document 

has been withdrawn and replaced by the Health and Safety Executives document 

'Working safely near overhead electricity power lines'. This is included as 

Appendix 12. 

2.1.34 During the Issue Specific Hearings on Environmental Matters, the Applicant was 

requested to update their Habitat Management Plan and their No Significant 

Effects Report to include the effects of the proposed further undergrounding at 

poles 84-86. These documents have been submitted at deadline 3.  The Applicant 

can confirm that both amended documents have been agreed with NRW and 

CCC. 

2.1.35 The Applicant was also asked to produce an updated assessment of the effects of 

undergrounding the entire route. This is included as Appendix 13. 

2.1.36 In the Applicants submissions on the effects on tourism, reference was made to 

the Beauly – Denny Report, the Tourism Survey (Mid Wales Connection), and 

Chapter 11 of the North Wales Environmental Statement. These are included as 

Appendices 14 to 16. 

2.1.37 The Applicant noted that the depth of trenching for the underground section of line 

would be 1.5m. The Examining Authority asked the applicant to confirm whether 

this was industry standard. Industry standard varies on the ground through which a 

cable would pass and commonly extends from 1 to 1.5m deep.  A cross section of 

a typical trench detail is shown on the deviation plans and within APP-032. 

2.1.38 The Applicant was requested to confirm the separation of topsoil and subsoil when 

trenching.  A typical cross section of trenching works including the separation of 

soils is provided within the deviation plans and within the CMS [APP-125] and the 

underground cable work design drawings [APP-032]. 

2.1.39 An update of current progress for other consents and licences is submitted as Vol 
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8.1 Appendix 1 Rev A. 

2.1.40 The Applicant would also like to bring to the Examiner's attention confirmation that 

NRW are the competent authority to give consents under s.135 of the Planning Act 

2008 for the Brechfa Forest. A letter from NRW to that effect is attached at 

Appendix 17. 

2.1.41 A Development Consent Order Statement of Common Ground between the 

applicant, CCC and NRW was requested. This Document is provided separately.  

NRW have confirmed via letter submitted to the examining authority (15 December 

2015) that it is satisfied with the SOCG as submitted. 

2.1.42 The Applicant has provided an updated s.106 separately as document Vol 8.3A. 
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Appendix 1 

Applicant’s response to Interested Parties 



Landowner Engagement Schedule dealing with Engagement between Interested Parties making 

representations at the Open Floor and Compulsory Acquisition Hearings 

 

Interested party: Brian Kilkelly, Lan Clyn Adda 

Summary of representations made: 

1. Lack of transparency / lack of engagement  

2. Personnel not qualified  

3. Meeting Jan 16 

4. Refused to address concerns  

Applicant's response: 

In brief, access was agreed for surveys on land at Lan Clyn Adda on 18 July 2013.  During 2014 and 

2015 various surveys were conducted on this land.  On 28 October 2015 an informal feedback 

meeting was held with Mr & Mrs Kilkelly to discuss the draft route alignment across their land.  The 

change request put forward was a request that the whole rout is placed underground, or failing that, 

that the line is re-position line.  Concerns were also raised over the 14 day notice period. 

During the formal stage 3 consultation exercise, Mr & Mrs Kilkelly submitted the following Formal 

Request/Feedback: they reiterated their opposition to an overhead route, and raised worries about 

the effect of poles 170-171 to water supplies because of leaching. The Applicant's response is listed 

at CR49 (Change Request 49) and was move poles to field boundaries. At CR 106 the Applicant noted 

it was possible to protect water supplies with concrete sleeve. 

From September 2015, the Applicant's agents, Freedom, have been in contact with Mr & Mrs 

Kilkelly’s representative, Francis Chester-Master, seeking to arrange a Heads of Terms meeting.  On 

12 November 2015, Heads of Terms documentation was sent to Mr & Mrs Kilkelly with electronic 

copies supplied to their representative on 13 November 2015.  In the interim, a meeting to discuss 

Heads of Terms has been arranged for 12 January 2016.   

 

  



 

Interested Party : Mr and Mrs Rentmore 

Summary of representations made: 

1. Ignored land agent until recently including fees 

2. Paul Clough telephone call 

Applicant's response: 

Freedom has had contact with Kathryn Lewis, Mr and Mrs Rentmore's Land Agent, since September 

2014.  On account of fees, an e-mail was issued by Freedom on 16 November 2015 confirming the 

basis of Kathryn Lewis’ fees for negotiating an Agreement to grant an Easement.   

With reference to a conversation between Mrs Rentmore and Paul Clough of Freedom and the 

alleged content – Paul Clough is employed by Freedom and has undertaken telephone calls to 

arrange accesses for numerous surveys.  It is acknowledged that conversations took place between 

Mrs Rentmore and Paul Clough and that Mrs Rentmore requested her husband be present for site 

surveys.  In response, Paul Clough would have outlined that it was not necessary for either or both 

Mr & Mrs Rentmore to be present for site surveys.  

  



 

Interested Party: Elphin James 

Summary of representations made: 

1. Alterations to apparatus  

2. Lack of HoTs before meeting  

3. H pole from neighbours’ request 

 

Applicant's response: 

At stage 3 Consultation a formal request was submitted by Messrs James' previous agent to 

position the poles in existing hedgerows where possible which would cause least impact on 

routine agricultural operations. The change request submitted was reviewed at CR87, 88, 100 

and 101.  Essentially, the change request was treated in the round and formed part of other 

requests. The landowners’ newly appointed agent has been informed of the circumstances by e-

mail of 25.11.15. 

The Applicant was unable to post Heads of Terms documentation to the landowners prior to the 

meeting as confirmation was received from the acting Agent late on 28 September 2015, with 

the meeting scheduled for the 30 September 2015. Heads of Terms documents were presented 

and explained during the held meeting on 30 September 2015.  

The Applicant has to balance the various change requests of landowner's, and unfortunately 

contiguous landowners’ change requests will sometimes have a bearing on their neighbour’s 

land, particularly when the alignment followed a straight line section and change requests were 

looked at as a whole.  

  



 

Interested Party: Jo Hoddinott  

Summary of representations made: 

1. Pole height 19m? 

2. WPD Visit 

3. Man in the ditch 

4. Hot Meetings held 

Applicant's response: 

A visit was made by two Freedom employees on 27 August 2013 to Llwyncalennig.  Upon their 

arrival they were greeted by a lady whom informed them that neither Mr Ceri or Mrs Jo Hoddinott 

were at home but that Mrs J Hoddinott would potentially return later that day.  A business contact 

card was left.  Later that same day, the same Freedom employees again visited Llwyncalennig and 

were greeted by the same lady as previously whom advised that Mrs Jo Hoddinott had not returned 

and suggested that they spoke to Mrs Hoddinott (Mrs Jo Hoddinott’s mother-in-law) whom lived 

across the yard at Llwyncalennig.  They duly spoke to Mrs Hoddinott and were invited into her 

property. Freedom's staff commenced to provide details about the project during which Mrs Jo 

Hoddinott arrived.  Mrs Jo Hoddinott stated that she wished her husband to be present and thus 

contact details were exchanged to rearrange the meeting.  On 29 August 2013, a telephone call was 

made by Freedom to Mrs Jo Hoddinott during which a meeting was arranged for Friday 6 September 

2013.   

Without further details it is difficult to determine whether the person Mr Hoddinott found in a ditch 

was instructed on account of this project.  It is confirmed that access for a survey was issued to Mr & 

Mrs Hoddinott by virtue of a statutory notice letter dated 11 August 2014 notifying of a survey 

window between 27 August and 05 September 2014.   

As to the number of meetings held and Heads of Terms signed, there was information pertaining to 

this matter sent to the Examining Authority for this project’s 09 November 2015 deadline supplied in 

response to question CA18 of the Examiner’s Questions  (Book of Reference Doc Ref. [APP-141]; 

CA18 Appendix 1 Land Owner Engagement). Such information was up to date as of early November 

2015 and since such time further progress has been made with various affected parties, as set out in 

Appendix 2. 

  



 

Interested Party: Brian Davies, Llwyn Newydd 

Summary of representations made 

1. Concerns disregarded  

2. Freedom do not conduct evening meetings 

3. 11kv freedom no Knowledge 

4. PC & NWD walked land  

Applicant's response: 

Mr Davies made a change request (CR80) in which he stated he was not happy for equipment do be 

on his land, and questioning why there were previously single poles which were now H poles. 

The reason Pole 153 was changed to an H angle pole is that Pole 154 moved further from house, 

requiring an adaptation of Pole 153. 

Freedom have notified Mr Davies’ Land Agent, Iwan Jones of BJP Residential Ltd, that Freedom are 

prepared to conduct the last meeting of the day at 19.00pm.  A Heads of Terms meeting was 

conducted with Mr & Mrs Davies at Llwyn Newydd with their Agent on 17 November 2015.  The 

meeting commenced at 17.30pm and concluded at approximately 19.45pm.   

As to Freedom’s knowledge of WPD’s existing 11kV assets – it was confirmed to both Mr & Mrs 

Davies and their Agent during the Heads of Terms meeting that the 11kV work affected by the 

Brechfa Forest Connection Project remained in WPD’s remit, and that Freedom were not instructed 

to advise in this regard.  Freedom’s involvement was and continues to be the 132kV proposed 

connection.  During the Heads of Terms meeting Freedom confirmed it would request further detail 

as to whether the shape of the easement area at Llwyn Newydd was on account of the 11kV existing 

assets.  The result of Freedom’s enquiry was communicated to Iwan Jones by e-mail of 27 November 

2015.   

Nia Wyn Davies had visited the property previously, however did not walk the land, on 27 August 

2013. Paul Clough’s first and only visit to Llwyn Newydd was on 17 November 2015 for the Heads of 

Terms meeting set out above.   



Interested Party: Mrs Miles  

 

Summary of representations made: 

 

1. Poles 137-144? 

2. Pole locations 

3. Injurious Affection in HoTs 

4. Possibility of metal pylons 

5. 8 pole proposed 1 H remainder single poles  

6. Existing 11kv 

7. Pole heights 

Applicant's response: 

The proposed poles for land at Gwili Vale are 138 to 144, inclusive.  These comprise of six single 

trident poles and one angle H pole (the latter being pole 144).  The indicative pole locations are 

marked on plans accompanying the Heads of Terms issued to Mr& Mrs Miles on 12 November 2015.   

Injurious affection (IA) is referred to in the Guide to payments for landowners, forming part of the 

Landowner Pack.  Such packs were available from Stage 2 of the consultation process.  Reference to 

IA is also to be found at paragraph 13 of the Key Terms Sheet accompanying the Heads of Terms.  

The Applicant considers that it is best placed to assess IA when the connection is in situ.  There has 

been no change in the wording of the literature.  The wording is different in the sense that the Guide 

to payments for landowners states when IA payment is to be made whilst the Key Terms Sheet 

states that IA will be considered at the appropriate time on an individual basis and in accordance 

with current legislation and comparable settlements.   WPD have engaged the services of Bruton 

Knowles to advise on compensation matters under various heads of claim including IA. 

This project is for the connection of Brechfa Forest West Wind Farm by virtue of a combination of 

wooden poles and underground cabling.  A change in apparatus to the use of steel lattice towers 

(metal pylons) would require a separate application to the Secretary of State – if the application is 

granted it must be implemented in compliance with the terms on which it is granted, that is, a 

structure consisting of wooden poles.   

There are provisions set out to underground existing assets between poles 143 -144, this comprises 

of existing 11KV where it passes under the proposed 132Kv line, detail of which can be found in 

REP1-065 ,Western Power Distribution (South Wales) plc - Vol_09.2.18.3_DCO34 Appendix 3 

Proposed Works to Existing Assets Plans. 

As to pole heights between poles 138 and 144 they are as follows together with their respective 

planting depths: 

Pole Full height (m) Planting depth 
(m) 

138 12 2.4 

139 12 2.4 



140 12 2.4 

141 13 2.4 

142 12 2.4 

143 11 2.4 

144 12 2.1 

 

  



Interested Party: Mr Birch 

Summary of representations made: 

1. Boundary/ Map scale 

2. Excluded and ignored  

1. WPD not helped LO’s 

2. Visit seeking information on boundary’s 

3. Plans not consistent , Red line boundary incorrect, plans not to scale 

Applicant's response: 

On 24 November 2014, plans accompanying the Data Information Sheet (DIS) paperwork were 

issued to Mr and Mrs Birch by the project team.  A copy of the letter which accompanied the plans is 

found at Annex 1. 

 

On 7 May 2015, a letter (ref BFC/AH/091) was issued to Mr and Mrs Birch accompanied by plans 

showing changes to the order limits and further DIS paperwork.  A copy of this letter is found at 

Annex 2. 

 

On 1 June 2015, Mr L Birch rang the project freephone line to raise concern that the grid reference 

lines on the plans issued with the DIS paperwork and the plans issued with the order limits letter did 

not match.  Mr Birch stated that as a result of the different grid references he was unable to 

reconcile the maps. 

 

On 2 June 2015, Nia Wyn Davies (NWD) rang and spoke with Mr Birch about the two sets of plans.  

NWD, with reference to the plans in question, acknowledged that there had been an error with the 

display of the grid references on the plans.  NWD informed Mr Birch that Applicant would be looking 

into the matter and that a member of the project team would come back to him in due course.  Mr 

Birch accepted this course of action. 

 

On 12 June 2015, a letter (ref BFC/AH/096) was issued to Mr Birch which confirmed that the grid 

references on the two maps were not the same.  The letter apologised for any inconvenience caused 

and included, amongst other things, a revised DIS plan and a revised order limits plan on which the 

grid references were correctly shown.  A copy of this letter is found at Annex 3. 

 

On 15 June 2015, electronic copies of the documents issued to Mr and Mrs Birch were sent to their 

land agent, Iwan Jones of BJP Residential Ltd.  On 26 June 2015 and 2 July 2015, emails were 

received from Iwan Jones stating that the documents continued to show errors.   

 

On 3 July 2015, NWD requested further details, by email, about his clients’ concerns relating to the 

documentation so that they could be fully addressed.  A copy of the email can be found at Annex 4. 

 

The project team is not aware that further details were provided by Iwan Jones for consideration.    



Interested Party: Mrs Reader 

Summary of representations made: 

1. Poles on land 155/156 

2. Poles moved when discussing Heads of Terms: 

3. Water pipe/BT: 

4. Location of pole 155-change request 

5. Lack of engagement  

6. Effect of pole 155 on BT line and water supply 

7. Devaluation of Property 

8. CA18 response  

9. Forward a copy of the residential visual amenity impact assessment to Agent 

10. Confusion with  surveys and Mrs Rentmore 

 

Applicant's response 

The current pole sited on Mrs Readers land is Pole 155 (an H-pole), which is 14m in height 

with a planting depth of 2.4m.  In late 2014, the poles proposed on land at Penwaun were 

poles 156 and 157.   

 

Landowner had meetings with project team members on the 8th September and 17th 

December 2014 where route alignment was discussed. 

 

Mr and Mrs Reader indicated a water pipe and BT cable supplying a neighbouring property, 

“Waun Uchaf”, during Stage 2/3 feedback and by a Data information Sheet, however no 

location of these services was been marked on the consultation plans nor accompanying 

returned Data information Sheet. 

A feedback form was received 14 January 2015 (Stage 3 Statutory Consultation) suggesting 
amended pole locations to those shown at consultation. Three options (A-C) were devised 
by WPD in response to consultation request, with Option B representing the closest match 
with Mrs Reader’s requests. The Applicant chose Option B.  This reduced the number of 
poles on the land by 1.  This was achieved using H Poles to increase the span.  This also 
enabled poles to be placed at the edges of fields.  If the suggested A or B alternatives 
provided by Mrs Reader had been followed exactly then the resulting pole 155 would have 
been placed towards the middle of a field. 

Throughout the process Mrs Reader has engaged fully with all aspects of the project, and in 

turn, has been visited on several occasions by the project team.  At the end of Stage 3 

consultation, the contact with all landowners was limited until the Heads of Terms 

discussions started September 2015. 

 

Regarding devaluation of the property, Bruton Knowles met with Mrs reader on 26th 

November and followed this up in writing to Mrs Readers agent, BJP, on 27th November 

confirming that claims for injurious affection can be submitted and will be considered. This 

was re-affirmed in a letter to BJP of 8th December. 



 

A copy of the reponse to Mr Jones regarding the residential visual amenity impact 

assessment was forwarded to Bruton Knowles on 15 December 2015 to forward to Mr Jones 

as soon as possible 

By telephone on 23 February 2015, a telephone call was inadvertently made by the 

Applicant to Mrs Reader to arrange a Hydrology survey.  The Hydrology was not scheduled 

for Mrs Reader's Property (Penwaun) but for in fact a separate property (belonging to Mrs 

Rentmore).  Mrs Reader subsequently sent an e-mail reporting the matter on the same day 

to the project information mailbox.  An e-mail was issued from WPD on 10 March 2015 

apologising for the error in communication.   

 

  



 

Interested Party: BJP 

Summary of representations made: 

1. Landowner pack /  IA 

2. Freedom not suitably qualified  

3. Freedom not wishing to engage 

4. Set script 

5. Unwilling to discuss IA 

6. Failed re IA literature 

7. Cancelled meeting 27/11/15 

8. Negotiations with BJP started late  

9. HoTs revised plans 

10. 82 year old  

11. Dufty sheep pens, poles in silage fields 

12. Cancelled meetings  

13. Eagle/Starling:  single vs H pole  

14. Copies of Hydro report to be sent to Medland 

 

Injurious affection (IA) is referred to in the Guide to payments for landowners, forming part of the 

Landowner Pack.  Such packs were available from Stage 2 of the consultation process.  Reference to 

IA is also to be found at paragraph 13 of the Key Terms Sheet accompanying the Heads of Terms.  

The Applicant considers that it is best placed to assess IA when the connection is in situ.  There has 

been no change in the wording of the literature.  The wording is different in the sense that the Guide 

to payments for landowners states when IA payment is to be made whilst the Key Terms Sheet 

states that IA will be considered at the appropriate time on an individual basis and in accordance 

with current legislation and comparable settlements.   WPD have engaged the services of Bruton 

Knowles to advise on compensation matters under various heads of claim including IA. 

Freedom’s capability to act as part of this project has been addressed with Iwan Jones in letters 

dated 03 December 2015 and 04 December 2015, respectively.   

Freedom first sought engage with Mr Jones, and to arrange Heads of Terms meeting him by e-mail of 

19 August 2015.  Further dates were suggested by e-mails dated 21 August 2015; 18 September 

2015; 22 September 2015; and 13 November 2015.  Freedom issued Heads of Terms to known 

clients of Iwan Jones on 12 November 2015.  By e-mail of 13 November 2015, electronic copies of 

Heads of Terms were supplied to Iwan Jones.  Two Heads of Terms meetings were conducted by 

Freedom with Mr Jones on 17 November 2015.    

WPD has appointed Bruton Knowles to advise on compensation matters under various headings 

including injurious affection.   

We are not aware that Iwan Jones has clients named Mr and Mrs Sterling, but are aware he has 

clients named Mr & Mrs Eagle to whom we believe the intended reference during the submission 



was made.  On the assumption that the clients in question are Mr & Mrs Eagle, we respond as 

follows:  

On 13 November 2015, Freedom advised Mr Jones by e-mail of their availability in the subsequent 

two week period to conduct Heads of Terms meetings , as part of which it was confirmed that 

Freedom personnel were unavailable to conduct meetings on Friday 27 November 2015.  On  17 

November 2015, during a Heads of Terms meeting,  Mr Jones stated that he had arranged two Heads 

of Terms meeting for Friday 27 November 2015: one at 11am and another at 12.30pm.  By e-mail of 

21 November 2015, Freedom confirms that although initially unavailable they were willing to attend 

the two meetings on Friday 27 November 2015.  By e-mail of 23 November 2015, Mr Jones requests 

that the Friday 27 November 2015 meetings could be commenced at 9am.  By e-mail of 24 

November 2015, Freedom confirmed that they were agreeable to commence meetings from 9am 

and suggested one meeting at 9am and the other at 10.30am (keeping to the duration put forwards 

initially by Iwan Jones).  In a response e-mail of 24 November 2015, Iwan Jones claimed that the 

change in times were at Freedom’s request.  He advised that one meeting had been cancelled but 

the 11am appointment (of the original time suggested) remained.  By e-mail of 25 November 2015 

another Freedom employee advised Mr Jones that the afternoon meeting of Friday 27 November 

2015 were to be cancelled but inadvertently, this communication failed to address the intended 

cancellation also of the 11am meeting with Mr & Mrs Eagle.  It is acknowledged that Mr Jones’ e-

mail attachment of 26 November 2015 also made reference to the 11am meeting with Mr & Mrs 

Eagle but again this was not addressed by Freedom.  Freedom is also in receipt of an e-mail from Mr 

& Mrs Eagle of 29 November 2015 addressing the missed appointment.  It is acknowledged that 

there was confusion as to the arrangements in place and for which Freedom extends its apologies to 

both Mr Jones and Mr & Mrs Eagle trusting that the matter may now be progressed with Bruton 

Knowles.   

Revised plans are included with Heads of Terms because changes were made to the connection 

subject to the receipt of change requests from Landowners prior and during the Stage 3 Consultation 

period.   

By e-mail of 26 November 2015, Mr Jones advises that John Eifion Evans of Iscwm Farm was a new 

client of BJP.  Freedom’s contact with Mr Evans on account of Heads of Terms is provided as follows: 

 03 September 2015 – Freedom telephoned Mr Evans to arrange Heads of Terms meeting.  

Mr Evans was not immediately available.  Mr Evans returned the telephone call from and 

confirmed that he was willing to meet to discuss Heads of Terms subject to sufficient notice.  

Mr Evans confirmed that he would not be using an Agent.   

 04 September 2015 – Meeting to discuss Heads of Terms arranged with Mr Evans by 

telephone.  Documents posted out to Mr Evans.   

 08 September 2015 – Meeting held at which Mr Evans confirmed that he did not wish to 

have an Agent present.  Freedom explained that a Solicitor would be required for 

subsequent documentation and requested that Mr Evans contacted Freedom when he had 

ascertained the name of the legal representative he had appointed.  Despite the absence of 

a professional representative it was explained to Mr Evans that reasonable and 

proportionate Agents’ and legal fees would be covered by the Applicant.  Mr Evans was 



agreeable to proceed without recourse to representation and thus completed the Heads of 

Terms.   

 08 October 2015: Telephone call to Mr Evans made by Freedom as it had not heard from Mr 

Evans with the name of a legal representative.  Mr Evans stated that the person he had 

previous dealings with had retired and thus only the firm name would appear on the Heads 

of Terms. 

 Under cover of a letter dated 12 October 2015, Freedom supplied a copy Heads of Terms to 

Mr Evans for his records.   

 A copy of Mr Evans’ signed Heads of Terms was supplied to Iwan Jones by e-mail of 08 

December 2015.   

With reference to the change in location of poles on Mr and Mrs Dufty's land, a change request was 

made (CR75) requesting that poles were moved to hedges, and raising concerns  over tree trimming 

and stays over track. In response, the Applicant revised the pole positions so that they are 

positioned in hedges, but this required an additional single angle pole Mr and Mrs Dufty's land. 

In response to Mr and Mrs Eagles informal change request, the Applicant changed to certain single 

to H poles in an effort to widen spans along the length of the line in response to common requests 

from landowners to move poles to field boundaries.  In the case of Mr Eagle, the need to avoid the 

bog at Rhydargaeau similarly required a lengthening of spans made only possible through the use of 

H Poles. 

 

 

  



 

Interested Party: Mrs Woods 

Summary of representations made: 

1. Why not involved in DCRA and not contacted with alternatives 

Applicant's response:  

During land rights discussions with owner of Twllwyd Mawr (which began in advance of Stage 3 

consultation) the route which was to form Stage 3 consultation was discussed.  A request was 

received to move the alignment further west to stay closer to field margins, avoid a large tree and to 

align, in due course, with the far end of the access drive to that property to protect their future farm 

building expansion options. 

 

This was viewed on site and discussed at the WPD Change Request workshop following the end of 

statutory consultation. The decision was made to move the route further west, bringing it 20m 

closer to Dr Woods’ property. Dr Woods’ property was assessed for the visual effects that route 

would have upon it.  Appendix 9.5 to Chapter 9 of the ES assesses that the effect on views from the 

property would be not significant (minor). 
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24 November 2014       Our ref: WPD/NWD/103 

 

Dear  

 

Brechfa Forest Connection Project 

Request for Information 

 

Western Power Distribution (WPD) has been consulting on the new electricity connection to 

the Brechfa West wind farm, in the Brechfa Forest area of Carmarthenshire. As part of the 

next stage of consultation WPD will formally consult with all persons with an interest in land 

that may be affected by the scheme.  

 

The proposed development no longer includes a connection between the Brechfa West and 

Brechfa East wind farms.  This section of the route has been removed at the request of RWE 

Innogy, the wind farm developer, and will be subject to a separate DCO application, if and 

when, it comes forward.   

 



In order to ensure that all relevant parties who hold an interest in land are identified, please 

could you review the information that we hold on the land, shown on the attached plan, and 

listed on the attached schedule.  We would be grateful if you could include all persons who 

have an interest in the land including owners, tenants, licensees, anyone who has sporting 

rights over the land, anyone who has the right to take anything from the land including crops 

or timber and anyone who has a right of way over the land, any rights crossing the land 

including cables and pipes, and anyone, including a bank, that has a mortgage over the 

land.  The enclosed schedule is provided in both Welsh and English, the latter pre-populated 

with information.  If you wish to complete the information in Welsh, you do not need to repeat 

the information already recorded within the English version unless amendments to the same 

are required.  The plans enclosed are drawn on the following basis: your land ownership is 

edged in red and within which a shaded brown area is drawn which is the land which may be 

potentially affected by the proposals of this project and for which area we are seeking your 

information.  An overview plan is also provided if your land boundary exceeds the space 

available on the 1:2500 scale A3 plan.   

 

Where we have already been made aware that you are represented by a land agent /or 

solicitor, we have notified them that you have been sent the information, so that they are 

aware you are being asked to complete it.  

 

If this form is completed and returned to the address as stated on the enclosed envelope 

within 21 days then you will be eligible for one of the following payments:  

           

i. A payment of £50.00 to the landowner / occupier where a professional representative 

completes and returns your form at your request; 

 

ii. A payment of £100.00 where a landowner / occupier completes and return the form 

without the use of a professional representative;  

 

iii. A payment of £150.00 plus VAT to a professional representative, following receipt (by 

the address on the enclosed envelope) of a completed form.  

 

A stamped addressed envelope is included to enable you to return the completed form.  

 

WPD has chosen to seek this information by way of a voluntary request, in the first instance, 

and this letter does not constitute statutory requirement for you to complete this form.  If a 

response is not received within 21 days then we will contact you again to see if we can 

assist in completing the information.  However, if after contacting you again a response is 



not received then WPD is required by the legislation to make a formal request for the 

information.  This formal statutory notice would be as a last resort but failure to provide the 

information, or if the information is not complete or accurate, within a further 21 days, or to 

knowingly provide incorrect information, then it is a criminal offence and carries a fine up to 

£5,000 (five thousand pounds) if convicted. 

 

Please do not hesitate to contact the project information line on 0800 019 3518 or emailing 

info@brechfaforestconnection.co.uk if you have any questions about the completion of the 

enclosed form.   

 

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.  

 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

Freedom Group 

For and on behalf of Western Power Distribution 

 

 

 

Encls.  Data Information Sheet (English); 

 Data Information Sheet (Welsh); 

 Plan to accompany Data Information Sheet; 

 Overview Plan (if appropriate); and 

 Stamped addressed envelope. 
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Ms & Mr P & LET Birch 

Derlwyn Cottage 

Alltwalis Road 

Alltwalis 

Carmarthen 

SA32 7DZ 

 

 

07 May 2015        

Ref: BFC/AH/091 

Dear Ms & Mr Birch 

Brechfa Forest Connection Project - proposed changes to the order limits 

Consultation on the Brechfa Forest Connection Project ended on 16 January 2015 and since 

that time we have been reviewing all of the responses received and using the information 

gathered to finalise our design.  We expect to submit our application for a development 

consent order (DCO) to the Planning Inspectorate in late spring 2015. 

Following feedback from consultees, there have been a series of minor amendments made 

to the boundary of the DCO application (also referred to as the proposed order limits).  

These amendments are needed to either modify existing Western Power Distribution 

overhead lines along the route as stated in the draft Environmental Statement, 

accommodate visibility splays or enable monitoring during or after the construction of the 

connection. 

We are writing to you as a person with an interest in the land where a change to the order 

limits is proposed, for inclusion in the final DCO application.  The land is identified on the 

attached plan, which also identifies the extent of the land holding to which your interest 

relates.  These changes are as a result of our response to consultation feedback or 

environmental considerations, and are part of the ongoing engineering design of the 

proposed 132,000 volt connection.  If you have any comments on the minor amendments to 

the order limits please send them to us on or before 28 May 2015.  You can email us at 

info@brechfaforestconnection.co.uk or write to us at FREEPOST B FOREST 

CONNECTION. 

As a result of these post-consultation changes we need to ensure that we hold all details 

related to the land to be potentially affected.  You have kindly confirmed your interests in a 

part of the land potentially affected by virtue of the Data Information Form exercise initially 

undertaken in late 2014.  Nonetheless, as the order limits have been modified as mentioned 

above, in some instances this has extended beyond the area we originally asked you to 

FREEPOST B FOREST CONNECTION 

E-mail: info@brechfaforestconnection.co.uk 

Phone: 0800 019 3518 
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      EMZILVENEI   

 

WESTERN POWER 

DISTRIBUTION 

Saving the Malantb  South Wilt and tfides 

Mr & Ms P & LET 

Birch Derlwyn Cottage 

Alltwalis Road 

Alltwalis 

Carmarthen 

S 32 7DZ 

FREEPOST B FOREST CONNECTION E-

mail: info@brechfaforestconnection.co.uk 

Phone: 0800 019 3518 

 

12 June 2015 

Ref: BFC/AH/096 

Dear Mr Birch 

Brechfa Forest Connection Project 

Thank you for your telephone call to the project team on Monday, 01 June 2015. 

In the interim, as discussed with a member of the project team on Tuesday, 02 June 2015, we 
have reviewed the matter in relation to the plans issued to you. As you correctly identified, despite 
the areas shown being in the same vicinity, the grid references displayed on the following plans 
do not match: 

 Data Information Sheet plan dated 20 November 2014. 

 Order Limits plan dated 07 May 2015. 
 Data Information Sheet plan dated 07 May 2015. 

It is acknowledged that an error occurred when the grid referencing detail was added to these 
plans. The correct grid references of your parcels are now shown on the enclosed three plans. 
Please accept our apologies for any inconvenience caused and thank you for highlighting this 
matter. 

Finally, we would be grateful for the return of the enclosed completed Data Information Form at 
your earliest convenience. 

Should you have any queries on the content of this letter or the project in general, please do not 
hesitate to contact the community relations team on 0800 019 3518 or alternatively email us at: 
info@brechfaforestconnection.co.uk 

A copy of this letter and its enclosures has also been sent to your agent, lwan Jones of BJP, for 
information. 

Yours sincerely 

W e s t e r n  P o w e r  D i s t r i b u t i o n  ( S o u t h  W a l e s )  
p l c .  R e g i s t e r e d  i n  E n g l a n d  a n d  W a l e s  N o .  

2 3 6 6 9 8 5  R e g i s t e r e d  O f f i c e .  A v o n b a n k ,  
F e e d e r  R o a d ,  B r e t o t ,  B S 2  O T B  
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From: Nia Wyn Davies  

Sent: 03 July 2015 09:27 

To: 'Iwan Jones '; Matthew Bickford 

Cc:  

Subject: RE: Mr & Ms Birch, Derlwyn Cottage, Alltwalis Rd, Alltwalis, Carmarthen, SA32 7DZ 

 

Annwyl Iwan 

 

Brechfa Forest Connection Project  

 

Thank you for your e-mail of yesterday to my colleague, Matthew.   

 

I respond to the points highlighted yellow in your e-mail of 26 June 2015, as follows: 

 

1. with regards to your clients’ continued concerns about the documents recently submitted to 
them I would be grateful if you would specify those concerns so that I may seek to fully 
address the same; 
 

2. As you will be aware from previous Data Information Sheet (DIS) exercises, your clients are 
eligible for a payment for the receipt of a completed DIS form and plan; and 

 

3. Our records will be revised to show Mrs Birch and I am grateful to you for bringing this to 
our attention. 

 

I look forward to hearing from you on account of point 1, above. 

 

Yn ddiffuant 

 

NIA WYN DAVIES  

For and on behalf of Western Power Distribution 

 

Nia Wyn Davies | Wayleave Officer | Freedom Group 



Delta House, 10th Avenue, Zone 3, Deeside Industrial Park, Deeside, Flintshire CH5 2UA 

D: 01244 833 303 | M: 07769 282325 | E: nia.wyn.davies@freedom-group.co.uk | W: www.freedom-

group.co.uk  
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Appendix 2 

Table of Land Owners Details 



  

1 
 

 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

1 Mr & Mrs Walters 
Nantygoetre 
Uchaf 
Ferryside 
Carmarthenshire 
SA17 5YA 
 

A3, A4, A5, 
A8 

Pole 1 Pole 1; 1160m No Change Request 
 
Informal DCRA the 
landowner was only 
affected by oversail, no 
Change Request was 
made at the formal 
stage, however 
landowner now has a H 
with stays (pole 1) 
 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

2 Mr C Richards 
Penyback 
Llandyfaelog 
Kidwelly 
Carmarthenshire 
SA17 5PU 
 
Mr RT Richards 
Tegfan 
Llandyfaelog 
Kidwelly 
Carmarthenshire 
SA17 5PU 
 

A9, A10, 
A11,  A14, 
A15, A16, 
A17, A18, 
A19, A20, 
A21, A22, 
A23, A25, 
A26 

Poles 2 - 7 Pole 5; 150m 
 
Pole 6; 150m 
 
 

Informal DCRA: not 
happy with H pole and 
stays, move pole 4 to 
hedge, this would 
straighten line and 
remove the need for 
stays at pole 3. 
 
WPD: CR94 & CR81 
route alignment changed 
only. 
 
 

Ian Harding 
Land 
Management 
Services 
2 Hall Terrace 
Ferryside 
Carmarthenshi
re 
SA17 5SN 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms. 
 
9.12.15 Agent to meet with 
clients 11.12.15 
 
Freedom to chase wc14.12.15. 

3 Mr DR James 
Cilwg 
Llandyfaelog 
Kidwelly 
SA17 5PY 

A31, A32 Pole 8 Pole 6; 170m 
 
 

 Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  

Heads of Terms Signed 



  

2 
 

 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 
 

4 Mr & Ms RC & 
PD Jones 
Penyfedw Farm 
Llandyfaelog 
Kidwelly 
Dyfed 
SA17 5RD 
 

A37, A38, 
A39, A40, 
A41, A42, 
A46 

Poles 9 & 
10  

Pole 10; 400m 
 
 

CR81:Move poles to the 
field boundary, 
previously 3 single poles, 
in fields. 
 
WPD: Poles now 
alongside hedges, only 
two poles on land, 
however one is H pole to 
achieve desired span. 
 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

5 Mr & Mrs A & M 
Griffiths 
Llwyn Y Gwcw 
Farm 
Uplands Arms 
Carmarthen 
SA32 8DX 
 

A49, A50, 
A51, A83, 
A85 

Poles 11 – 
13 & Pole 
23 

Pole 13; 
1270m (on 
landowners' 
land plots) 
 
Pole 22; 312m 
(on Ms J 
Bromley-
Davenport's 
land) 
 

Informal DCRA: move 
single angle pole 11 with 
stays to hedgeline. 
Move pole 23 to 
hedgeline. 
 
WPD: pole 11 now inter 
pole, stays removed and 
alongside hedgeline. 
Pole 23 unable to move. 
 

Ian Harding 
Land 
Management 
Services 
2 Hall Terrace 
Ferryside 
Carmarthenshi
re 
SA17 5SN 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms 
Informed by agent 10.12.15 
Docs in post. 
 
Freedom to chase wc14.12.15. 

6 DJP Davies & 
Sons 
Crugan Fawr 
Llandyfaelog 
Kidwelly 
SA17 5RE 

A52, A55, 
A56, A57, 
A59, A63, 
A64, A66, 
A71, A72 

Poles 14-18 
(as land 
owners)  
 
 

Pole 17; 430m CR61: Reposition pole18 
in hedge, single poles in 
fields 
 
WPD: Pole 18 now H 
pole alongside hedge to 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 



  

3 
 

 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

 achieve desired span. SA31 3AP 
 

7 Ms J Bromley-
Davenport 
c/o Mr Jonathan 
Andrews 
Llewellyn 
Humphreys 
Chartered 
Surveyors  
Napier House 
Spilman Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 1JY 
 
 
 

A73, A74, 
A75, A76, 
A77, A78, 
A79, A80, 
A84,  A105, 
A106, 
A107, 
A109,  
A108, A112 

Poles 19 – 
22 & Poles 
29 & 30 

Pole 30; 230m Happy with proposal, No 
Change request 
submitted. 

Jonathan 
Andrews 
Llewellyn-
Humphreys 
Napier House 
Spilman Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 1JY 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms. 
 
08.12.15: E-,ail from Agent 
advising that client considers it 
inappropriate to sign until DCO 
outcome is confirmed. 
 

8 Messrs & Ms DR, 
JW & GM Kilvert 
& George 
Cwmafael 
Llandyfaelog 
Kidwelly 
Carmarthenshire 
SA17 5RF 
 

A88, A89 Pole 24 Pole 24; 660m Informal DCRA: pole 24 
single angle, pole and 
stays to be placed near 
track. 
 
WPD: Pole now H angle 
in the same position. 
 

Ian Harding 
Land 
Management 
Services 
2 Hall Terrace 
Ferryside 
Carmarthenshi
re 
SA17 5SN 
 

Heads of Terms Signed 

9 Mr & Mrs HI & SE 
Evans 
Bwlch y Gwynt 
Pontantwn 

A92, A93 Pole 25 Pole 25; 220m Informal DCRA: Happy 
with position of proposed 
H angle and stays. 
 

Huw Evans 
Auctioneers 
Nantyci 
College Road 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms 
8.12.15 Contacted agent-due to 



  

4 
 

 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

Carmarthen 
SA17 5NL 
 

WPD: location and 
equipment stays the 
same. 
 

Carmarthen 
SA33 6AG 

chase up. 
Freedom to chase wc14.12.15. 

10 Mr & Mrs TP & 
HW Davies 
Plasgwyn 
Croesyceiliog 
Carmarthenshire 
SA32 8DU 
 

A94, A95, 
A99, A102, 
A118, A120 

Poles 26 – 
28; Poles 
33 - 36 

Pole 33; 
1330m (on 
landowners' 
land plots) 
 
Pole 30; 
1220m (on Ms 
J Bromley-
Davenport's 
land) 
 

Informal DCRA: pole 
positions agreed. 
 
WPD: Pole 28 and 33 
moved closer to hedge. 

John Eirian 
Davies 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
50 Rhosmaen 
St 
Llandeilo 
Carmarthenshi
re 
SA19 6HA 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms 
01.12.15 Telephone call from 
agent, landowners are not 
willing to sign Heads of Terms. 
 
 

11 Mr JE Evans 
Iscwm Farm 
Pontantwn 
Kidwelly 
SA17 5NF 
 

A113, A115 Poles 31 - 
32 

Pole 31; 
1140m (on 
landowner's 
land plots) 
 
Pole 37; 830m 
(on Mr & Ms 
RDH & M 
Bowen's land) 
 
 

 Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Heads of Terms Signed 

12 Mr & Ms WDI & 
GG Gibbon 
Garreg Farm 
Kidwelly 
Carmarthenshire 

A116, A117 Oversail 
only 

Pole 1; <7.2km 
(on Mr & Mrs 
Walters' land) 
  

No change request. Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 



  

5 
 

 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

SA17 4RA 
 

Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

13 Mr & Ms RDH & 
M Bowen 
Lan House Farm 
Idole 
Carmarthen 
Carmarthenshire 
SA32 8DE 
 

A121,A123 Pole 37 Pole 36; 300m CR83: Pole must be 40ft 
from hedge. 
 
WPD: Accepted pole 
sited approx 40ft from 
hedge 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
17.11.15 with Landowner. 
Further meeting conducted by 
Bruton Knowles with Iwan Jones 
on 7 December 2015 

14 Mr & Ms W 
Bowen 
Lan Cottage 
Carmarthen 
Carmarthenshire 
SA32 8DE 

A124 None Pole 37;  160m No change request. Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

15 Mr CO Evans 
Capel Farm 
Bancycapel 
Carmarthen 
SA32 8EB 
 

A122, 
A126, 
A127, 
A132, 
A133, A134 

Poles 38 - 
41 

Pole 40; 290m 
 
Pole 41; 290m 
 
 

CR74: Can poles be 
placed in hedges, 
previously all single 
poles. 
 
WPD: Poles positioned 
in hedges where 
possible, Pole 40 moved 
alongside hedge but now 
H angle to achieve 
desired span. 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

16 Mr DJB Thomas A138, Poles 42 - No property on CR61: single poles in Iwan Jones Meeting conducted with agent 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

Gwillionnen 
Bolahaul Road 
Cwmffrwd 
Carmarthen 
SA32 8EE 
 

A139, 
A140, 
A141, 
A142, 
A143, 
A144, 
A145, 
A146, 
A147, 
A148, 
A154, A157 

45  land fields, move pole to 
hedges. 
 
WPD:H poles required to 
achieve span and 
placement alongside 
hedges 

BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

17 Ms M Jones 
Golwg Y Bryn 
Llangyndeyrn 
Kidwelly 
SA17 5HH 

A158, A161 Pole 46 Pole 46; 540m  John Nicholas 
J.J. Morris Ltd 
Hill House 
Hill St 
Narberth 
Pembrokeshire  
SA67 7AR 
 

Heads of Terms Signed 

18 Mr DJ Hughes 
Maesawelon 
Cwmffrwd 
Carmarthen 
SA32 8ED 

A162, 
A163, 
A164, A165 
A168, 
A169, A170 

Poles 47 - 
52 

Pole 44; 400m Informal DCRA 
landowner and Occupier: 
move pole 50 to hedge. 
 
WPD: pole 48 moved 
alongside hedgeline, 
now H angle. 

John Nicholas 
J.J. Morris Ltd 
Hill House 
Hill St 
Narberth 
Pembrokeshire  
SA67 7AR 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms. 
Agent trying to make contact 
with Landowner. 
Freedom to chase wc14.12.15. 

19 Ms MM Evans 
Bryngors Isaf 
Cwmffrwd 
Carmarthenshire 

A171 None Pole 52; 200m  TMO Jenkins 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House 

Heads of Terms Signed 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

SA32 8EE De-la-Beche 
Street 
Swansea 
SA1 3HH 
 

20 Mr GEM Bussell 
St Kennox 
Llawhaden 
Narberth 
SA67 8DG 

A172, 
A173, 
A177, 
A178, 
A180, 
A181, 
A182, 
A183, 
A185, 
A188, 
A189, A191 

Poles 53 - 
55 

No property on 
land 

 TMO Jenkins 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House 
De-la-Beche 
Street 
Swansea 
SA1 3HH 
 

Heads of Terms Signed 

21 Mr & Mrs MA & R 
Doyle 
c/o Rose Cottage 
Russellstown 
Kilmeague 
Naas 
County Kildare 
Eire 
 

A194, 
A195, A196 

Poles 56 - 
58 

No property on 
land 

  Heads of Terms Signed 

22 Mr & Mrs D J & H 
M Ebsworth 
Tynewydd 
Nantycaws 
Carmarthen 
SA32 8EX 

A197 Oversail 
only   

Pole 60; 150m 
(on John 
Morlais 
Thomas' land) 
 
 

  Heads of Terms Signed 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

 

23 John Morlais 
Thomas 
Penybryn 
Nantycaws 
Carmarthen 
SA32 8EX 
 
William Lyn 
Thomas 
Brynywawr 
Llanarthney 
Carmarthen 
SA32 8LH  
 

A199, 
A202,A203,
A205 

Poles 59 - 
62 

Pole 60; 170m 
 
 

  Heads of Terms Signed 

24 Mr P Morris 
Beaulieu Fawr  
Llangunnor 
Carmarthen 
SA31 2LS 
 

A208,A211,
A214,A215,
A217, 
A221, 
A223,A224,
A225 

Poles 63-71 Pole 70; 180m CR60: Requested poles 
are sited to pick up more 
hedges, previously all 
single poles. 
 
WPD: Pole repositioned 
near hedges , now 7 
single x 2 H poles. 
 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

25 Messrs  DA & WG 
Jones 
Tyllwyd Mawr 
Farm 
Llangunnor 
Dyfed 
SA32 8EL 

A226,A229,
A230, 
A242,A243,
A244,A246,
A250, 
A252,A254,
A257,A260,

Poles 72 – 
83 & Pole 
85 
 
  

Pole 81; 190m 
 

CR53,CR95: Move 
Alignment to other side 
of farm for amenity 
reasons. 
 
WPD: Accept movement 
of line. 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

 A261, 
A264, 
A270,A271 

 

26 Mr & Ms MI & NJ 
Woods 
Bryn Meusydd 
Llangunnor 
Carmarthen 
Carmarthenshire 
SA31 2PH 
 

A245 No poles Pole 76; 100m 
(on DA & WG 
Jones' land) 

Formal request via web: 
Concerns over route 
alignment. 
 
WPD: alignment moved 
closer to dwelling in 
response to topography 
and Change request 
from adjoining land 
owner(CR53,CR95)   
 

 Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms. 
 

27 Hugh & Margaret 
Joy Davies 
Nant Farm 
Llangunnor  
Carmarthen  
SA32 8AA 
 

A266 No poles Pole 84; 100m 
(on Mr & Mrs 
HV & E Jones' 
land) 

No change request 
made, however not 
affected by the line until 
final alignment. (affected 
by stays only on pole 84) 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

28 Mr & Mrs HV & E 
Jones 
Pant Farm 
Llangunnor 
Carmarthen 
SA31 2HY 

A267,A269,
A272,A273,
A274, 
A275,A276,
A277,A278, 
A283,A284 
B3,B5 

Poles 84 & 
86 

Pole 86; 220m Formal request: 
reposition terminal H 
pole off property. 
 
WPD: Terminal pole still 
on property, however 
moved 25m south. 

Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms 
Landowner has reservations 
towards Terminal H pole 
location 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

29 Mr & Mrs WEG 
Jones 
Trefad 
1 Cnwc y Gwili 
Carmarthen 
SA31 2HP 

B7, B8, B9, 
B10, B11, 
B12, 
B13,B14,B1
5,B16,B17, 
B19,B21,B2
3,B28,B29,
B30, 
B31,B32, 
B36,B39,B4
0,B41 
B42,B43,B4
4, 
B47,B51,B5
2,B53,B54,
B55, 
B56, 
B58,B60,B6
1 
 

Undergroun
d cable 

Pole 86; 
1190m (on Mr 
& Mrs HV & E 
Jones' land) 

Informal DCRA: 
Landowner in agreement 
with route.(Underground 
section) 

Huw Evans 
Auctioneers 
Nantyci 
College Road 
Carmarthen 
SA33 6AG 

Heads of Terms meeting held.  
 
Awaiting confirmation of 
submitted land values (WPD) 

30 Miss FE Evans 
Bwlch Farm 
Abergwili 
Carmarthen 
SA31 2JA 

B27 Undergroun
d cable 

Pole 86; 
1040m (on Mr 
& Mrs HV & E 
Jones' land) 

Informal DCRA with 
Landowner and 
Occupier, 
Both in agreement with 
route(Underground 
section) 

Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms 
 
10.12.15 Agent to meet 
11.12.15 to collect heads of 
Terms. 

31 Mr & Mrs DR & 
MH Lloyd 

B62, B63, 
B64, B65, 

Undergroun
d cable 

Pole 92; 850m 
(on Mr GWG 

Informal DCRA: 
Landowner in agreement 

Roger Davies 
J.J. Morris Ltd 

Heads of Terms meeting held. 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

Dolgwili Farm 
Dolgwili  
Carmarthen 
SA32 7HR 

B66 Philipps' land) with route.(Underground 
section) 

5 High Street 
Cardigan 
Ceredigion 
SA43 1HT 
 

Awaiting confirmation of 
submitted land values(WPD) 

32 Mr GWG Philipps 
Cwmgwili 
Bronwydd Arms 
Carmarthen 
Carmarthenshire 
SA33 6HY 

B78, B79, 
B81, B85, 
B88, B89, 
B90, B91, 
B95, B92, 
B93, B97, 
B98, B99, 
C1, C2 

Poles 87 - 
92 

Pole 92; 600m  
 
 

Formal request:  
Reposition H pole and 
reposition poles on 
hedges. 
 
WPD: Unable to move 
pole, link with CR101 

Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held. 
 
08.12.15 E-mail to Matthew 
Lloyd, Agent for update. 
Freedom to chase wc14.12.15. 

33 G James & Sons 
Awelfryn 
Peniel 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7HR 

C3,C4,C5,C
6 (as land 
owner) 
 
 

Pole 93  
 
 

Pole 92; 390m Formal request as 
occupiers reposition H 
pole and reposition poles 
on hedges. 
 
WPD: Unable to move 
pole, link with CR101. 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
with previous land agent 
30.09.15. Landowner has 
concerns over positioning of 
pole 93. Newly appointed agent 
(BJP) informed of change 
request.  Bruton Knowles 
Awaiting response from Iwan 
Jones. 

34 Mr DJA Phillips 
Rhydfwyalchen 
Peniel 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7HS 

C7, C8, 
C14, C15, 
C16, 
C17, C18, 
C19, 
C20, C21, 
C22 

Poles 94 - 
98 
 

Pole 95; 105m 
Pole 96; 105m 

Formal request: 
reposition poles in 
hedges 
 
WPD: CR100 4 out of 5 
poles now sited 
alongside hedges, H 
angle at 94. 

Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 

Heads of Terms Signed 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

 

35 Mr & Mrs RW & E 
Evans 
Trefynys 
Peniel 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7HU 

C24, C25 Poles 99 & 
100 

Pole 100; 
520m 

Formal Request: 
Reposition poles in 
hedges. 
 
WPD: CR84 poles now 
positioned alongside 
hedges, pole 99 
becomes H angle. 

Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 
 

Heads of Terms Signed 

36 Mr & Mrs LM & 
DA Jones 
Pentrefynys 
Peniel 
Carmarthenshire 
SA32 7HU 

C26, C27 Oversail Pole 100; 
530m 

 Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 
 

Heads of Terms Signed 

37 Mr & Mrs JR & 
NS Thomas 
Cartref y Barcud 
Rhydargaeau 
Carmarthen 
SA33 6BL 
 

C32, C33, 
C37 

Pole 101 & 
102 

No property on 
land 

  Heads of Terms Signed 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

38 Mr DA Jones 
Pentrefynys Farm 
Peniel 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7HU 

C35, C36 Poles 103 - 
107 

Pole 104; 
400m 
 

 Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 
 

Heads of Terms Signed 

39 Llanegwad 
Parochial Charity  
c/o Mr J Mansel 
Charles 
Sarn Gelli 
Nantgaredig 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7LN 
 

C39, C40, 
C41, C45 

Poles 108 
to 111 

No property on 
land 

Informal request from 
landowner and Occupier: 
position poles in hedges 
 
WPD: CR82 poles 
positioned alongside 
hedges 

Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms 
 
09.12.15 Email from Agent, 
Heads of Terms with Minister of 
trust for completion. 
Freedom to chase wc14.12.15. 

40 Mr & Mrs JG & AJ 
Evans 
Pentre Bach 
Peniel 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7HX 
 

C46, C49, 
C50 

Poles 112 - 
115 

Pole 114; 
100m 

Formal request: position 
poles in hedges 
 
WPD: CR42 2 of 4 poles 
alongside hedges, angle 
and stays removed from 
115. 

 Heads of Terms Signed 

41 Messrs DS, AJ & 
Mr MP Reed 
Glyncaredig 
Rhydargaeau 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DR 

C52, C53 Pole 116 Pole 116; 
230m 

No change request Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

SA31 3AP 
 

42 Mr & Mrs RH & 
BL Howells 
Pentremawr 
Rhydargaeau 
Carmarthen 
SA33 6BH 

C55, C56, 
C58, C60, 
C61, C63, 
C64 

Poles 117 – 
122 

Pole 118; 
260m 

CR89: Position poles in 
more suitable locations, 
Previously both angles 
were single. 
 
WPD: Poles now closer 
to boundary hedges, 
Angles now H poles. 
 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

43 Mr & Mrs B & A 
Patten 
Tiffany Lodge 
Rhydargaeau 
Carmarthen 
SA33 6BL 

C65, C66, 
C67, C68, 
C70, C71, 
C76 
 
 

Poles 123 - 
126 

Pole 124; 
130m 

CR68-All UG 
 
WPD: Decline change 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

44 Mr & Mrs R & P 
Eagle 
33 Parc Starling
  
Johnston 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3HX 

C77, C79, 
C80 

Poles 127 & 
128 

No property on 
land 

No change request Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

45 Mr & Ms JE & VO 
Davies 
Ysgubor Sarnau 
Rhydargaeau Rd 

C85, C87 Pole 129 Pole 129; 
2440m (on 
landowners' 
plots) 

Informal DCRA: 
Landowner in agreement 
with position of pole. 

Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  

Heads of Terms Signed 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

Peniel 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7AH 

 
Pole 112; 
580m (Mr & 
Mrs JG & AJ 
Evans) 
 
 
 

De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 
 

46 Mr & Ms JAL & 
LMG Thomas  
Brynhyfryd 
Peniel 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DJ 

C88, C91, 
C92 

Pole 130 Pole 130; 
<3.2km (on 
landowners' 
plots) 
 
Pole 94; 380m 
(on Mr DJA 
Phillips's land) 
 
 

Informal DCRA: 
Landowner would be 
happy to accommodate 
more poles on land. 

Rhys Richards 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House 
De la Beche 
Street 
SWANSEA 
SA1 3HH 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held. 
08.12.15 E-mail sent to Rhys 
Richards, Agent to chase up 
Heads of Terms. 
Freedom to chase wc14.12.15. 

47 Mr & Ms S & HM 
Bagshaw 
Troed yr Yrfa 
Rhydargaeau 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7JA 

C96, C100, 
C101 

Poles 131 & 
132 

Pole 131; 
1070m 

Informal DCRA: move 
poles to boundary. 
 
Formal feedback: 
oppose the project -all 
UG. 
 
WPD: poles remain in 
the same position  

Ashley 
Symonds 
Clee, 
Tompkinson & 
Francis 
3 Kings Road 
Llandovery 
SA20 0AW 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held. 
 
Landowner has concerns over 
land value,08.12.15 asked 
Agent to quantify claim. 

48 Messrs JEA, PN 
& Ms HM Owens 
Glancorrwg 
Llanpumpsaint 

C102, 
C104, 
C105, 
C106, 

Poles 133 - 
137 

Pole 136; 
260m 

Informal DCRA: move 
angle pole to field 
boundary. 
 

Dai Lewis 
15 Wind St 
Llandysul 
Ceredigion 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
and awaiting receipt of 
completed Heads of Terms 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

Carmarthen 
SA33 6LX 

C110, 
C111, 
C112, 
C113, 
C114, 
C115, 
C117,C118,
C119 
 
 
 

WPD: angle pole moved 
to field boundary. 

SA44 4BD 08.12.15 Chased Agent- 
unresponsive. 
Freedom to chase wc14.12.15. 

49 Mr & Mrs PH 
Sharp 
Danfforddgar 
Farm 
Alltwalis Road 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DU 

C107,C108,
C116,C120 

Oversail 
only 

Pole 133; 
315m (on 
Messrs JEA, 
PN & Ms HM 
Owens' land) 

Informal DCRA: No 
change Request 

Kathryn Lewis 
Davis Meade 
Property 
Consultants 
103 Beatrice 
St 
Oswestry 
SY11 1HL 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
with Land agent. 
 
07.12.15 Chased Agent for 
update. 
Freedom to chase wc14.12.15. 
 
 

50 Mr & Mrs HV 
Miles 
Gwili Vale 
Pontarsais 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DU 

C121,C122, 
C123,C125, 
C127,C130,
C131,C132,
C133, 
C134,C135,
C136 
 
 

Poles 138 - 
144 

Pole 139; 
370m 

CR77, CR78 Position 
poles in boundary 
previously all single 
poles in fields. 
 
WPD: Poles 139.140,142 
alongside hedges, poles 
144 now H angle. 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

51 Messrs HW & EH 
Davies & Ms F 

C141,C142 Poles 145 & 
146  

Pole 146; 
665m (on 

CR76 move pole 147 to 
northern boundary 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

Morris 
Pant-Y-Gof 
Alltwalis Road 
Alltwalis 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DY 

landowner's 
land) 
 
Pole 147; 
610m (on Mr G 
& Mrs RE 
Evans' land) 

 
WPD: decline change 
as to move pole up the 
slope would increase 
visibility 

Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

December 2015 

52 Mr G & Mrs RE 
Evans 
Nant y Boncath 
Alltwalis Road 
Alltwalis 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DX 

C144,C145,
C146,C147,
C148, 
C150,C151,
C152,C153,
C154, 
C155,C156,
C157,C158,
C160 

Pole 147 - 
152 

Pole 148; 85m CR63,CR64,CR65, - 
move poles  to boundary 
hedges , previously all 
single poles  
 
WPD: Minor changes to 
pole positions now closer 
to boundary, inclusion of 
H pole at 149 
 
CR66, requested all UG 
 
WPD:  Decline change 
for UG 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

53 Mrs DA Davies 
Llwyn-Newydd 
Alltwalis Road 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DZ 

C161,C162,
C164,C165 

Poles 153 & 
154  

Pole 153; 
110m 

CR80 landowner not 
happy for equipment on 
land, previously single 
poles. 
 
WPD: pole 154 moved 
further from house, 153 
now H angle. 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted 17.11.2015 
with Landowner. 
 
Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

54 Mr GC Crumpler 
Waun Uchaf 

C166 No poles Pole 154; 
150m 

  Heads of Terms Signed 



  

18 
 

 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

Alltwalis Road 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DZ 
 

 

55 Mr & Mrs KM & 
DJ Reader 
Penwaun 
Alltwalis Road 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DZ 

C167,C168 Pole 155 Pole 154; 
230m 

Formal Change Request 
102 and site meeting 
with project team. 
 
WPD: route alignment 
changed resulting in one 
pole on land as opposed 
to two previously. 
Remaining pole is H pole 
to achieve desired span. 

Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 
 

Heads of Terms meeting held 
with Landowner ,Freedom and 
previous agent 22.09.15. 
Landowner has concerns over 
positioning of pole 155. 
Response to be covered in oral 
reps 

56 Mr GO Thomas 
c/o Christine 
Anne Thomas & 
Sons 
9 Bro Marlais 
Brechfa 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7QZ 
 

C169,C170,
C174,C178,
C179 

Poles 156 & 
159 

No property on 
land 

  Heads of Terms Signed 

57 Mr JDP Howells
  
Llyswen  
10 Dolgwili Road 
Carmarthen 
SA31 2AE 

C171,C172,
C173,C175 

Poles 157 & 
158 

No property on 
land 

No Informal/formal feed 
back received. 

Matthew Lloyd 
Rees Richards 
& Partners 
Druslyn House  
De la Beche 
Street  
SWANSEA  
SA1 3HH 

Heads of Terms Signed 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

 

58 Mr GA Dufty 
Bryn Farm 
Llanpumsaint 
Carmarthen 
SA33 6BY 

C188,C189 Poles 160 – 
162 

Pole 160; 
1880m (on 
landowners 
land plots) 
 
Pole 140; 
600m (on Mr & 
Mrs HV Miles' 
land) 
 
 

CR75:Move poles to 
hedges, concerns over 
tree trimming and stays 
over track. 
 
WPD: Poles positioned 
alongside hedges, 
additional single angle 
pole included. 
 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

59 Mr & Mrs LET 
Birch 
Derlwyn Cottage 
Alltwalis Road 
Alltwalis 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DZ 

C187,C190 No poles  Pole 160; 
150m (on Mr 
GA Dufty's 
land) 

Formal Request: whole 
route underground 
 
WPD: no longer affected 
by apparatus, access 
and scaffolding only. 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 
by Bruton Knowles on 7 
December 2015 

60 Mr & Mrs TD & 
EA Boucher 
Glyn Adda 
Alltwalis Road 
Alltwalis 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DZ 
 

C193,C195,
C196,C197,
C198, 
C200,C201,
C207 

Poles 163 - 
168 

Pole 168; 
210m 

Informal request: move 
poles to boundary 
hedges. 
 
WPD: 3 of 6 poles 
alongside hedges, 
removed angle pole and 
stays. 

David E 
Davies  
Morgan & 
Davies 
12 Harford 
Square 
Lampeter 
Ceredigion 
SA48 7DT 

Heads of Terms meeting held. 
 
08.12.15 E-mail to & telephone 
call from Agent, Dai Davies 
regarding Heads of Terms. Dai 
Davies was in the process of 
writing a letter to his Clients to 
ask them to consider completing 
the Heads of Terms. 
Freedom to chase wc14.12.15. 

61 Mr & Mrs AP & C202,C203, Pole 169 Pole 172; Change Request Kathryn Lewis Heads of Terms meeting held 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

SF Rentmore 
Llwynteg 
Alltwalis 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7EA 

C204,C210 310m 111/Feedback, concerns 
over contamination of 
natural spring. 
 
WPD: Pole to be cast in 
polueurathane sleeve to 
eliminate potential for 
contamination. 

Davis Meade 
Property 
Consultants 
103 Beatrice 
St 
Oswestry 
SY11 1HL 
 

with agent. 
 
07.12.15 Chased agent for 
expected return date, 
landowners made Oral rep. 

62 Mr S & Mrs P 
Medland 
Llwyn Walter 
Alltwalis 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7EA 

C205 No poles  Pole 169; 
230m (on Mr & 
Mrs AP & SF 
Rentmore's 
land) 

CR105: Possible to 

protect water supply 

WPD: Pole to be cast in 
a polueurathane sleeve 
to eliminate potential for 
contamination. 

Iwan Jones 
BJP 
Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
 

Meeting conducted with agent 

by Bruton Knowles on 7 

December 2015 

63 Mr & Mrs B & Y 
Kilkelly 
Lan Clyn Adda 
Alltwalis 
Carmarthen 
SA32 7DY 

C208,C209,
C211,C212,
C213, 
C214,C215 

Poles 170 – 
181  

Pole 173; 
180m 

Change Request 
CR49/50/104: oppose to 
overhead route, water 
supplies around 170-171 
and request to move 
poles 174 onwards to 
follow field boundaries. 
 
WPD CR49- poles 
moved alongside field 
boundaries and reduced 
number to twelve pole 
locations consisting of 8 
single and four H poles..  
 

Francis 
Chester-
Master 
Chester 
Master Ltd 
Dolgarreg 
North Road 
Builth Wells 
Powys  
LD2 3DD 
 
And 
 
Iwan Jones 
BJP 

Meeting arrangements received 
from agent 12.01.16 
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 Landowner 
Name & Address 
 

Land Plot Poles on 
Land 
(inclusive) 

Approximate 
Distance to 
Closest Pole 
in metres (m) 

Change Request and 
WPD Response 

Agent Status 

CR 106 (Medland) Pole 
to be cast in a 
polueurathane sleeve to 
eliminate potential for 
contamination. 
 

Residential Ltd 
104 Lammas 
Street 
Carmarthen 
SA31 3AP 
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Heads of Terms Statistics: 

Land Owners who have signed Heads of Terms: 19 (30%) 

Land Owners who have not signed Heads of Terms: 44 (70%) 

Land Owners who have conducted Heads of Terms Meetings or signed Heads of Terms: 42 (67%) 

Land Owners who have not conducted Heads of Terms Meetings or signed Heads of Terms: 21 (33%) 

Key: 

CR = Change Request 

DCRA = Draft Conceptual Route Alignment (informal feedback carried out between stage 2 and 3 consultation) 
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Appendix 3 

Hydrology Report, Poles 171 and 172 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 A potential hydrology issue was raised by landowners, Mr & Mrs Rentmore, during 

the consultation stages of the Brechfa connection project.  Their property is called 

Llwyn Teg.  Their property is situated downstream of pole numbers 171 and 172 on 

land owner by Mr & Mrs Kilkelly called Lan Clyn Adda. 

1.2 The matter is the landowner’s concern about the potential for contamination to the 

private water supply (PWS) for their residential property and the potential diversion 

of groundwater flow.  The landowners are also concerned about the potential 

pollution due to leaching of toxins used in the treatment of the poles and about the 

positioning of poles.   

1.3 A hydrologist from RSK, instructed by Western Power Distribution, visited site on 

06 March 2015 and met with the landowners.  Notes were taken during the site visit 

and this informed and the hydrology chapter in the Environmental Statement of the 

submitted Development Consent Order (DCO) application, Volume 6.2. 

1.4 The site visit also informed the letter to Mr Rentmore, dated 28 October 2015, see 

Appendix 1, where it was understood that the mitigation measures proposed for 

poles 171 and 172 would alleviate the concerns over the PWS. 
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2 Water Supply 

2.1 The PWS provides potable water to the dwelling and for agricultural purposes and is 

therefore considered to be a highly sensitive receptor.   

2.2 The PWS to the property is fed by natural precipitation through overland and sub-

surface flows.  Although the precise catchment area of the PWS has not been 

determined through groundwater flow modelling the local topography suggests that 

water would flow from the ridge located to the east of the property and the poles.  

Further east of the ridge is the Nant Aerau and any precipitation falling east of the 

ridge would flow towards this watercourse.  An overland flow model has been 

produced to illustrate the flow routing based on the existing ground level data 

(Figure 1). 

2.3 As shown on Figure 1 there are also a number of surface water springs and 

watercourses indicating shallow ground water in the area around the property.   

2.4 The water supply to the property is fed from two collection points to two holding 

tanks as shown on Figure 1. 
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3 Environmental Statement 

3.1 The submitted DCO application refers to hydrology in the Environmental Statement 

(ES) at Volume 6.2, Chapter 13 Hydrology, Drainage and Flood Risk. 

3.2 Under the heading of private water supplies, paragraph 13.6.32 identifies a private 

water supply on lower ground than poles 171 & 172.  It confirms that the water 

supply feeds several properties and states that this is of high sensitivity due to the 

importance placed on the PWS by the landowner. 

3.3 Paragraph 13.6.33 of the ES states that the higher elevation of the poles than the 

PWS could potentially result in the leaching of treatment materials on the poles into 

the private water supply.  A low magnitude of impact is attributed to this case due to 

the relative scale of the poles and any leaching of materials would be small. 

3.4 The ES at paragraph 13.6.34 confirms that embedded mitigation has been 

proposed for poles 171 and 172, which includes positioning the poles within a 

protective sleeve to prevent any materials leaching into the ground or water supply. 

3.5 It is concluded in the ES at paragraph 13.6.35 that there will be a negligible 

significance of effect of the poles, with mitigation, on the private water supply. 
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4 Mitigation 

4.1 All of the poles used by WPD are Forestry Stewardship Certified (FSC) and come 

from sustainable commercial plantations in Scandinavia.   The benefits of using 

wood poles protected with creosote are well known.    

4.2 With regards to creosote, it is approved under the Control of Pesticides Regulations 

1986 and is handled in a closed environment where the wood poles are treated by 

vacuum pressure application.  Treatment is subject to BS 144: Part 2 (1997) and its 

composition must conform to BS EN 13991: 2003.  There is potential for some 

minor leaching of creosote over time and therefore have the potential to impact on 

the quality of the water supply.   

4.3 In order to mitigate against the migration of any leached material an impervious 

protective sleeve will be placed around the base of the posts, as shown on Figure 2.  

The protective sleeve will comprise a polyurethane sleeve, or similar, and be filled 

with cement or concrete.  This will inhibit the lateral movement of creosote into the 

ground, limiting any potential impacts on the quality of the water supply (springs or 

streams) to Mr Rentmore’s residence or land.  

4.4 The installation of Poles 171 and 172 would not result in the need for the diversion 

or disturbance of the existing springs feeding the water supply to the residence or 

land of Mr Rentmore. 

4.5 Drainage for pole installations and associated working areas along the route will 

mimic existing conditions.  Due to the size of an individual pole following installation 

and the small working area associated with the installation period, the existing 

surface water conditions will be unchanged and greenfield runoff rates following 

installation will remain unchanged. 

4.6 The construction process for poles 171 and 172 will follow the requirements as set 

out in the CEMP. 
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4.7 The Pollution Prevention Measures outlined in the CEMP, along with good 

construction practices will ensure that any oils, fuels, solvents and other pollutants, 

which may be used during the construction process, will not discharge to the ground 

and as such not form any pollutant pathways to groundwater.  Such measures 

would also ensure that surface water bodies that may be hydraulically linked to 

groundwater would not be impacted upon by groundwater. 

4.8 Protection measures to protect groundwater will be consistent with the Groundwater 

Regulations 1998.  Where possible the use of chemicals that could pollute 

groundwater should be avoided and attention paid to the use of substances 

contained in List I and List II of the regulations. 
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5 Conclusions 

5.1 Where wooden poles are proposed in the vicinity of watercourses any effects of the 

leaching of pole treatment materials would have a negligible impact on water quality 

in a flowing watercourse, subject to the correct construction procedures being 

followed as set out in the CEMP.  This is due, in part, to the small scale of the 

wooden poles and velocity of potentially receptive watercourses.  Consequently no 

further anti-leaching mitigation measures, over and above those proposed for poles 

171 and 172, were deemed necessary.  The measures proposed are a 

precautionary approach having regard to the specific circumstances of this location, 

the feedback from consultation and the conclusions of the ES. 
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Figure 1 

Figure 1:  Overland Flow Model 
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Figure 2:  Poles 171 & 172 Protective Sleeve 
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Appendix 4 

Copies of unknown Landowner notices and adverts 











Western Power Distribution (De Cymru) PLC

Cais am Orchymyn Caniatâd Datblygu ar gyfer Prosiect Cyswllt Coedwig Brechfa
Hysbysiad i berchnogion tir anhysbys o dderbyn cais am Orchymyn Caniatâd Datblygu gan yr
Ysgrifennydd Gwladol dros Ynni a Newid Hinsawdd

Rhoddir hysbysiad trwy hyn bod Western Power Distribution (De Cymru) PLC o Avonbank, Feeder

Road, Bryste, BS2 0TB, ddydd Gwener, 29 Mai 2015, wedi cyflwyno cais am orchymyn caniatâd

datblygu (“GCD”) i’r Ysgrifennydd Gwladol dros Ynni a Newid Hinsawdd (yr “Ysgrifennydd Gwladol”) o

dan Adran 37 Deddf Cynllunio 2008 (“y Ddeddf”) i adeiladu, gweithredu a chynnal cyswllt dosbarthu

llinell drydan 132,000 folt (132kV) newydd o Fferm Wynt Gorllewin Coedwig Brechfa, sy’n cael ei

datblygu gan RWE Innogy UK Ltd, i’r rhwydwaith dosbarthu trydan presennol ger Llandyfaelog, 10km

i’r de o Gaerfyrddin (y “prosiect”). Ddydd Mercher, 24 Mehefin 2015, cadarnhaodd yr Ysgrifennydd

Gwladol ei fod wedi derbyn y cais.

Mae’r Cais yn cynnwys parseli amrywiol o dir a cheisir hawliau prynu gorfodol arnynt. Os nad oes

gwybodaeth am berchnogaeth y tir a effeithir, nodir manylion y parseli hyn yn y Llyfr Cyfeirio (a

gyflwynir fel rhan o’r Cais) ac ar y cynlluniau a restrir ar wefan Prosiect Cyswllt Coedwig Brechfa

(http://www.westernpower.co.uk/About-us/Our-Business/Our-network/Current-WPD-network-

planning-consultations/Brechfa-Forest-Connection/Library.aspx).

Os ydych chi’n berchen ar fuddiant yn y tir a effeithir, rhowch wybod i’r tîm datblygu dros y ffôn:
0800 019 3518 neu anfonwch e-bost i: info@brechfaforestconnection.co.uk.
Dyma’r parseli perthnasol:

Adran A Adran B Adran C

A2, A7, A27, A28, A30, A33, A36,
A43, A45, A47, A53, A58, A60, A62,
A65, A67, A69, A70, A81, A87, A91,
A96, A98, A100, A104, A110, A114,
A119, A125, A128, A130, A131,
A135, A137, A142, A149, A151,
A153, A155, A159, A166, A174,
A175, A179, A184, A186, A187,
A190, A192, A193, A198, A200,
A204, A206, A209, A212, A216,
A220, A227, A231, A247, A249,
A255, A256, A258, A262, A265,
A268 ac A285.

B2, B4, B18, B20, B22, B24, B25,
B26, B49, B57, B59, B67, B80, B83,
B84, B87, B94 a B96

C9, C10, C12, C13, C23, C28,
C29, C31, C34, C38, C48, C54,
C59, C73, C74, C78, C81, C82,
C84, C86, C89, C93, C95, C97,
C99, C103, C126, C128, C137,
C138, C140, C176, C180, C185
ac C217.



Western Power Distribution (South Wales) PLC

Application for a Development Consent Order for the Brechfa Forest Connection Project

Notice to unknown landowners of acceptance of an application for a Development Consent Order
by the Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change

Notice is hereby given that on Friday, 29 May 2015, Western Power Distribution (South Wales) PLC of

Avonbank, Feeder Road, Bristol, BS2 0TB submitted an application for a development consent order

(“DCO”) to the Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change (the “Secretary of State”) under

Section 37 of the Planning Act 2008 (“the Act”) to construct, operate and maintain a new 132,000

volt (132kV) electricity line distribution connection from Brechfa Forest West Wind Farm, being

developed by RWE Innogy UK Ltd, to the existing electricity distribution network near Llandyfaelog,

10km south of Carmarthen (“the Application”). On Wednesday, 24 June 2015 the Secretary of State

confirmed its acceptance of the Application.

The Application includes various parcels of land over which rights of compulsory acquisition are

sought. Where land affected is in unknown ownership, details of the parcels are identified in the

Book of Reference (submitted as part of the Application) and on the plans listed on the Brechfa

Forest Connection Project website (http://www.westernpower.co.uk/About-us/Our-Business/Our-

network/Current-WPD-network-planning-consultations/Brechfa-Forest-Connection/Library.aspx).

If you own an interest in the affected land, please notify the development team by phone: 0800 019

3518 or email: info@brechfaforestconnection.co.uk.

The relevant parcels include:

Section A Section B Section C

A2, A7, A27, A28, A30, A33, A36,
A43, A45, A47, A53, A58, A60, A62,
A65, A67, A69, A70, A81, A87, A91,
A96, A98, A100, A104, A110, A114,
A119, A125, A128, A130, A131,
A135, A137, A142, A149, A151,
A153, A155, A159, A166, A174,
A175, A179, A184, A186, A187,
A190, A192, A193, A198, A200,
A204, A206, A209, A212, A216,
A220, A227, A231, A247, A249,
A255, A256, A258, A262, A265,
A268 and A285.

B2, B4, B18, B20, B22, B24, B25,
B26, B49, B57, B59, B67, B80, B83,
B84, B87, B94 and B96

C9, C10, C12, C13, C23, C28,
C29, C31, C34, C38, C48, C54,
C59, C73, C74, C78, C81, C82,
C84, C86, C89, C93, C95, C97,
C99, C103, C126, C128, C137,
C138, C140, C176, C180, C185
and C217.
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Appendix 5 

Copy of email from NRW 



1

Design

From:
Sent: 14 December 2015 16:30
To:
Subject: Fwd: Brechfa Forest Connection Project
Attachments: WPD_Export_Route.jpg

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Jones, Cathrin <Cathrin.Jones@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk> 
Date: 14 December 2015 at 15:20 
Subject: Brechfa Forest Connection Project 
To: "  
Cc: "ahubbold@westernpower.co.uk" <ahubbold@westernpower.co.uk>, "Pocock, Steven" 
<Steven.Pocock@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk>, ED Brechfa <EDBrechfa@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk> 
 

Hi Andrew 

  

Please find attached a plan showing the areas that have been discussed that would require felling. The areas 
are as follows: 

  

         50m wide easement corridor running from NRW boundary to substation – 10.14 Ha (Shown in purple 
on attached plan) 

         Area adjacent to corridor to be felled in order to minimise Windthrow risk – 10.30 Ha (Shown in blue 
on attached plan) 

         Area adjacent to substation to be felled in order to minimise Windthrow risk – 0.98 Ha (Shown in green 
on attached plan) 

  

Kind Regards 

Cathrin  

  

 
 
 
--  
Andrew McEwan BSc (Hons) For. 
Forestry and Arboricultural Consultancy 
LOLER inspections 
mcewan2011@gmail.com 
 
Profile 
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Appendix 6 

The Queen on  the applicant of Samuel Smith Old 

Brewery v Secretary of State for Energy and Climate 

Change 



 

Case No: CO/5789/2010    
Neutral Citation Number: [2012] EWHC 46 (Admin) 
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 
QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION 
ADMINISTRATIVE COURT 
 

Royal Courts of Justice 
Strand, London, WC2A 2LL 

 
Date: 31/01/2012 

 
Before: 

 
MR JUSTICE EDWARDS-STUART 

 
Between: 

 
 THE QUEEN on the application of 

SAMUEL SMITH OLD BREWERY 
(TADCASTER) 

(an unlimited company) 
 

Claimant

 - and -  
  

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR ENERGY & 
CLIMATE CHANGE 

 

Defendant

 - and -  
  

NATIONAL GRID ELECTRICITY  
TRANSMISSION PLC                           

Interested 
Party

(Transcript of the Handed Down Judgment of 
WordWave International Limited 

A Merrill Communications Company 
165 Fleet Street, London EC4A 2DY 

Tel No:  020 7404 1400, Fax No: 020 7831 8838 
Official Shorthand Writers to the Court) 

 
 

Mr Peter Village QC and Mr James Strachan (instructed by Ward Hadaway) for the 
Claimant 

Miss Nathalie Lieven QC (instructed by The Treasury Solicitors) for the Defendant  
Mr Mark Lowe QC (instructed by Berwin Leighton Paisner Solicitors) for the Interested 

Party 
 
 

Hearing dates: 15 & 16 November 2011 
Judgment 

As Approved by the Court 
 

Crown copyright© 



 

 

Mr Justice Edwards-Stuart:  

1. This is a claim for judicial review of a decision dated 8 April 2010 of the 
Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change (“the SoS”) made under section 
37 of the Electricity Act 1989.  The application is made by a concerned 
landowner, Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) (“SSOBT”).  The decision 
related to a proposal made by National Grid plc (“NG”) to install and keep 
installed a new section of overhead electricity line about 2.2 km long and 
involving some 7 pylons over land lying to the south-west of Tadcaster in North 
and West Yorkshire.  Some of this land belongs to SSOBT.  There was also an 
application for 5 wayleaves associated with the development.  In practical terms 
these were for the foundations of the individual pylons, but they also included the 
oversailing of the land. 

2. Two experienced inspectors appointed by the SoS recommended that the 
application should be refused.  Their view was that the benefits of NG’s proposal 
did not clearly outweigh the harm to the openness of the Green Belt land on which 
the new line was proposed (and other harm).  They expressed their conclusions in 
a report dated 7 August 2009.  It ran to over 500 paragraphs. 

3. The purpose of the proposed development was to reinforce a section of the 
national grid known as the Ferrybridge Ring.  No-one disputed that this needed to 
be done: the real issue was whether the new section of line that was necessary to 
achieve this should be done by way of underground cables rather than by 
overhead power lines.  The former solution was significantly more expensive - by 
about up to 50%, depending on which alternative solution was chosen. 

4. Stripping away the procedural and legal niceties the decision by the SoS involved 
balancing  

(1) the additional cost of an underground cable solution and any delay that 
adopting this solution might cause, against 

(2) the adverse visual impact to the landscape that would result from the 
proposed overhead power lines and associated pylons. 

There were other considerations, such as the ecological impact and the effect on 
the local farmers on whose land the pylons would be constructed, but these paled 
into relative insignificance when compared with the visual impact on the 
landscape. 

The facts 

5. The Ferrybridge Ring is a 132kV supply that runs in a roughly trapezium shaped 
loop from Ferrybridge to Husthwaite via Harrogate and then back to Ferrybridge 
via Osbaldwick.  The Ferrybridge-Harrogate-Husthwaite section is a double 
circuit line, and the Husthwaite-Osbaldwick-Ferrybridge section is a single circuit 
line. 

6. In the middle of this loop there is a double circuit 275kV line that runs from Monk 
Fryston (which is just north of Ferrybridge) to Poppleton, near York.  This line 



 

 

runs roughly north-south and parallel to part of the Ferrybridge-Harrogate leg of 
the Ferrybridge Ring. 

7. NG wishes to join the 275kV line to the 132kV line in order to reinforce the 
supply to the Ferrybridge Ring.  This involves running a new 275kV line 
approximately east-west to join the existing 132kV line about halfway along the 
section between Ferrybridge and Harrogate, at a point near Bramham.  At this 
point the existing 132kV line would be cut and a 15 mile section between 
Bramham and a substation just north east of Harrogate, at Knaresborough, would 
be upgraded to 275kV. 

8. So far as the upgrade to the existing 132kV line is concerned, this presents no 
difficulty in planning terms because by and large the existing pylons (or towers) 
would remain.  The issue at the heart of the applications with which this case is 
concerned is the means by which the link between the existing 275kV line and 
Bramham would be created. 

9. As I have already indicated, NG's proposal is to do this by means of a new 
overhead line involving the erection of 7 new pylons.  However, it is also possible 
to do this by means of an underground cable, albeit at significantly greater cost. 

10. Along part of the proposed line of the new east-west link there is a short existing 
spur of overhead line running from the existing Ferrybridge-Harrogate 132kV 
section to Bramham, where it terminates at a bulk supply point.  This spur is 
carried on 5 pylons.  Under NG's proposals this spur would be replaced by 
underground cables and so the 5 pylons would be removed.  However, one of 
them would be replaced with a new pylon at the point where the new overhead 
line would terminate and go underground. 

11. Thus in broad terms the overall effect of NG's proposals would be to remove four 
pylons and add seven.  As far as I can tell from the plans, SSOBT, which is the 
well known brewery, owns about half the land over which the proposed 2.2 km 
section of new overhead line would run.  However, it is SSOBT's case that both it 
and the other landowners whose land lies along the proposed route are willing to 
have the line under their land rather than overhead. 

12. In April 2009, very shortly before the inquiry opened, NG proposed certain 
amendments to its scheme which included a change to the proposed route of the 
underground spur to Bramham.  This has the effect that a further two pylons on 
the existing 132kV line would be removed.  These works would have constituted 
permitted development and so did not need to form part of the section 37 
application that was before the Inspectors. 

13. Whilst the overall effect of this amended scheme would involve the addition of 
only one new pylon, it is obvious that a conclusion on an application of this sort 
cannot be arrived at by drawing up a balance sheet of the pylons to be added or 
subtracted and simply looking at the bottom line: what NG's proposal involves is a 
line of seven new pylons marching across a particular tract of countryside where 
there are no pylons at present. 



 

 

14. An important feature of NG's proposals is that the section of the existing 
Ferrybridge-Harrogate 132kV line that was to be upgraded to 275kV was to 
terminate in an existing, but hitherto unused, substation near Knaresborough.  This 
substation had been a speculative development by NG in the 1990s in anticipation 
of a different scheme for which the necessary consents were never obtained.  In 
one of the sets of alternative proposals put forward by SSOBT, the connection to 
the Knaresborough substation was not required and so an issue arose as to whether 
or not the historic development costs of the substation should be taken into 
account when costing those proposals.  NG’s argument is that the adoption of 
those proposals, unlike the various other options, would mean that the costs of 
building the Knaresborough substation would effectively be thrown away.  I 
return to this question below. 

15. In spite of fairly extensive consultation during the formulation and development 
of NG's proposals, they have attracted no opposition from the relevant local 
planning authorities, any national or local amenity or ecology interests or, indeed, 
anyone who lives in the area save for SSOBT and two other landowners: Mr A S 
Elliott and Mr R D Elliott - they are owners or occupiers of the remaining land 
over which the proposed overhead lines would run.  A late objection was received 
also from an organisation called the Boston Spa Allotment Association, but at the 
time of the inquiry the basis of that organisation's objection was not known.  
Understandably, NG relied strongly on what it described as the limited and 
parochial nature of these objections. 

16. It was NG's case that the very high additional costs of putting cables underground, 
together with the difficulty and expense of any maintenance of those cables, 
outweighed the adverse effect on the environment, both visually and in practical 
terms.  NG's general approach was that burying cables underground was only 
justified in nationally important landscapes, of which this was not one. 

17. It was not disputed by anyone that, if an overhead line solution was to be adopted, 
NG's proposal was the best choice.  There is therefore no issue about other 
possible routes: the dispute is whether the overall adverse effect on the 
environment and the local landscape presented by the overhead line outweighed 
the additional cost and, possibly, delay that was attendant on the underground 
cable alternative. 

18. SSOBT put forward several sets of proposals, all variants of the underground 
alternative, of which only two proved to be really relevant.  These are the C 
options and the E options.  There are significant differences between the parties’ 
rival costings for the C options, which are the set of options that do not involve 
the use of the Knaresborough substation.  As I have said, it was NG's case that the 
C options had to be costed by incorporating the "sunk" costs of building 
Knaresborough.  SSOBT’s submission is and was that, since the costs of building 
the Knaresborough substation had already been incurred and effectively written 
off, they should be ignored when costing any alternative proposals.  When the 
costs of building the Knaresborough substation were factored in to the cost of the 
various C options, they added between about £7 and £9 million to the cost of each 
option.  The result of this was, on NG’s approach, that there was relatively little to 
choose between the C options and the E options in terms of total cost. 



 

 

The findings of the Inspectors in relation to the costs of the various schemes  

19. The Inspectors determined the Knaresborough cost issue in favour of NG.  The 
consequence of this was that whichever of SSOBT's options was considered, on 
NG’s figures it would be very roughly 40%-50% more expensive than NG's 
proposals.  In round terms, SSOBT’s options (including Knaresborough) would 
cost about £30 million as against NG's proposal at a little over £20 million (again, 
on NG’s figures). 

20. It was SSOBT's case that the necessary wayleaves for its alternative options could 
be obtained without difficulty because the landowners affected were prepared to 
consent to them.  This did not, so far as I understood the position, have any 
significant cost implications, but the possibility that the procedures involved in 
obtaining these consents might delay the project is one that the Inspectors did not 
really address.  It is part of SSOBT’s case that the reason for this is that the 
question of the urgency of the need was not one that was the subject of any debate 
at the inquiry.  

21. However, the Inspectors did find that SSOBT's alternative proposals would take 
longer to construct than NG's proposed scheme. 

The environmental considerations  

22. The Inspectors concluded that SSOBT's proposals would have a significantly 
increased effect on agricultural operations and some increased environmental 
damage in terms of removal of hedgerows, but acknowledged that the former was 
a price that the objectors - being the only people affected - were prepared to pay.   

23. The Inspectors concluded that, from an ecological point of view, NG's scheme did 
not give rise to any conflict with the relevant local policies.  So far as SSOBT's 
alternatives were concerned, the Inspectors concluded that these would not cause 
any significant harm or conflict with local policies, although some of the options - 
including NG's proposals - would have an adverse effect on one hedgerow.  The 
Inspectors concluded that any solution that did not require cables to be put under 
this hedgerow was marginally to be preferred on environmental grounds. 

24. In broad terms, therefore, there were relatively limited adverse ecological effects 
from any of the proposals under consideration. 

25. In relation to construction and agricultural impact, the Inspectors concluded that 
there was no significant impact in planning terms whichever scheme was adopted. 

The site and surroundings and local planning policies  

26. The Inspectors’ summary of the site and its surroundings was in the following 
terms: 

(1) The route of the proposed overhead line lies within the administrative 
areas of Leeds City Council (West Yorkshire) on the west side and 
Selby District Council (North Yorkshire) on the east side.  It crosses 
open countryside which is designated as Green Belt within both areas.  



 

 

The location is to the south west of the town of Tadcaster and to the 
north of the A 64 dual carriageway. 

(2) NG's baseline description of the existing landscape and visual 
resources of the locality within the ES is agreed by the parties as an 
appropriate basis for consideration of the landscape and visual effects 
of the proposals.  The area is characterised by smoothly rolling 
landform and fertile intensively farmed arable land in large fields 
rounded by often low cut hedgerows, creating a generally large scale, 
open landscape.  In places, woodland, overgrown hedgerows, game 
coverts, plantations and parkland landscape combine to give a sense of 
enclosure.  Woodland around Tadcaster Grammar School and to the 
east of this at Lord’s Plantation on the north side of the route are 
examples of this type of vegetation feature. 

(3) The route would cross the A659 at its east end and the local road of 
Warren Lane at its west end near to Bramham Substation.  The 
Substation is well screened by vegetation, although an adjacent 
telecommunications mast is visible above this.  To the south on Warren 
Lane is a group of buildings at Headley Hall, including a Grade II 
listed barn and further to the east a former World War I aircraft hangar 
(also listed Grade II).  There are small groups of residential properties 
on Warren Lane and also on Garnet Lane to the east of the XC line.  
Elsewhere within the area there are some isolated residential properties 
and complexes of farm buildings.  To the north of the route near the 
junction of Warren Lane with Toulston Lane is a stone quarry. 

(4) To the west of the PHG line is Bramham Village, the main part of 
which is designated as a conservation area and contains a number of 
listed buildings.  Views from here towards the route of the line are 
partly limited by the lower elevation relative to the route itself.  To the 
north east of Bramham is a disused 18th century windmill, on Toulston 
Lane/York Road are a late mediaeval cross base and a 19th century 
milestone, and on the A659 is another 19th century milestone; all of 
these are Grade II listed buildings. 

(5) There are a number of public rights of way within the area.  Generally, 
from positions where there are open views in the locality around 
the proposed route, the towers and conductors of the existing XC, 
PHG and PBM overhead lines together with the lower voltage 
overhead lines result in electrical infrastructure having a 
widespread visual presence within these views. 

(My emphasis) 

27. Within the Selby District the relevant policies were contained in the Yorkshire and 
Humber Plan "Regional Spatial Strategy to 2026" (“RSS”) and the Selby District 
Local Plan.  The former required plans, strategies, investment decisions and 
programmes to, among other things, provide for new efficient energy generation 
and transmission infrastructure in keeping with local amenity and areas of 
demand. 



 

 

28. In the latter, the Selby District Local Plan, policies relating to development within 
the Green Belt largely followed the national policy in Planning Policy Guidance 2 
(“PPG2”) with a view to preventing development that would detract from the open 
character or visual amenity of the Green Belt.  One section of the policy related to 
landscape areas that were defined to be locally important, through one of which 
the proposed overhead line would pass.  Within these, priority was to be given to 
the conservation and enhancement of the character and quality of the landscape, 
and particular attention was to be paid to the design, layout, landscaping of 
development and the use of materials in order to minimise impact and enhance the 
traditional character of buildings and landscape.  It was also the policy that any 
harm to the nature conservation interests was to be kept to a minimum. 

29. Within the Leeds District, the RSS was incorporated in the relevant local policies, 
together with certain extant policies of the Leeds Unitary Development Plan.  The 
latter contained provisions relating to the Green Belt that largely followed national 
policy.  There was also a requirement for all new development within the 
countryside to have regard to the character of the landscape and to maintain 
features which contribute to this, where appropriate contributing to restoration or 
enhancement.  In addition, there were provisions seeking to protect wildlife or 
habitat resources and requiring new development wherever possible to enhance 
existing wildlife habitats and to provide new wildlife habitats where the 
opportunities arose. 

Planning Policy Guidance 2: Green belts (“PPG2”) 

30. Since this document assumed a prominent role in the submissions of the parties, I 
have set out the provisions that were referred to (taken from the version amended 
in March 2001) in Annex A to this judgment. 

The need for the reinforcement of the Ferrybridge Ring 

31. As I understand the position, it was not disputed that there was a current group 
capability deficit of 38 MW in the event of a loss of the Ferrybridge-Bramham-
Harrogate 132kV circuit.  This level of capability deficit was forecast to increase 
to 61MW by 2013/14. 

32. In the light of this and other similar considerations, NG's submission to the 
inquiry (as recorded at paragraph 69 of the report) was as follows: 

“The need expert instructed by SSOBT accepts the need for reinforcement and 
that reinforcement should be undertaken as soon as practicable in order to make 
sure that this customer group enjoys similar security of supply to other parts of 
the country.  Although querying the optimism of the forecast growth in demand, 
he advances no better alternative to NG's assessment." 

33. At paragraph 421 of the report, the inspectors noted that NG’s evidence on this 
point was not challenged by SSOBT.  They said: 

“We accept that the Ferrybridge Ring does not comply with security of supply 
requirements (class E of ER P2/6) and that there is an urgent need to reinforce the 
network to meet these requirements." 



 

 

34. In these circumstances I do not consider that it is open to SSOBT to submit or 
assert at this hearing that NG never ran any case on urgency (in the sense 
described in the extracts quoted above) at the inquiry: since the facts relating to 
need were or appeared to be common ground, there was no need to.  In my 
judgment, it is plain that there was and is an existing need to reinforce the 
Ferrybridge Ring as soon as practicable.  In this sense the need is urgent. 

The statutory and regulatory framework 

35. I now turn to the statutory framework, much of which I take gratefully from 
SSOBT’s skeleton argument.  Section 3A of the Electricity Act 1989 sets out a 
principal objective and general duty of the SoS in carrying out his functions, 
namely (amongst other things) the protection of the interests of existing and future 
consumers in relation to electricity conveyed by distribution or transmissions 
systems.   

36. Section 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 concerns the general duty of a licence holder 
and provides, so far as material: 

“9 General duties of licence holders  

... 

(2) It shall be the duty of the holder of a licence authorising him to 
participate in the transmission of electricity— 

(a) to develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and economical 
system of electricity transmission; and 

(b) . . ., to facilitate competition in the supply and generation of 
electricity.” 

 
Overhead lines 

37. Section 37 of the Electricity Act 1989 prevents an electricity licence holder 
installing electricity lines except in accordance with a consent issued by the SoS.  
The SoS is entitled to impose conditions on any such consent.  Section 37 
provides, so far as material: 

  “37  Consent required for overhead lines 
   

(1) Subject to subsection (2) below, an electric line shall not be installed or 
kept installed above ground except in accordance with a consent granted by the 
Secretary of State. 
 
(2) . . . 
 
(3) A consent under this section— 
 

(a) may include such conditions (including conditions as to the ownership 
and operation of the line) as appear to the Secretary of State to be 
appropriate; 

 
(b) may be varied or revoked by the Secretary of State at any time after the 



 

 

end of such period as may be specified in the consent; and 
 
(c) subject to paragraph (b) above, shall continue in force for such period as 

may be specified in or determined by or under the consent.” 
 

38. Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989  gives effect to Schedule 8 of the Electricity 
Act 1989  as follows: 

  “36 Consent required for construction etc. of generating stations 
   … 

 
 (8) The provisions of Schedule 8 to this Act (which relate to consents under 
this section and section 37) shall have effect.” 

  
39. Paragraphs 1-3 of Schedule 8 of the Electricity Act 1989 set out the requirements 

for an application for consent pursuant to section 37 of the Electricity Act 1989 
and provide for when a public inquiry must be held.  Where a local planning 
authority objects, a public inquiry must be held.  Where any other person objects, 
the Secretary of State must consider those objections together with all other 
material considerations with a view to determining whether a public inquiry 
should be held.  If he thinks it appropriate to do so, he shall cause a public inquiry 
either in addition to, or instead of any other hearing or opportunity for stating 
objections to the application. 

40. Paragraphs 4 and 5 of Schedule 8 set out the procedures to be followed where a 
public inquiry is to be held, including publication of the inquiry in the relevant 
locality. 

41. The consent procedure under section 37 of the Electricity Act 1989  does not itself 
affect the definitions of development and statutory procedures of planning control 
under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (“the 1990 Act”).  Accordingly 
where the proposals involve development within the meaning of the 1990 Act, 
planning permission is also required.   

42. However, section 90 of the 1990 Act makes provision for the grant of deemed 
planning consent in the following situations: 

“90 Development with government authorisation  

 (1) Where the authorisation of a government department is required by 
virtue of an enactment in respect of development to be carried out … 
by statutory undertakers who are not a local authority or National Park 
authority, that department may, on granting that authorisation, direct 
that planning permission for that development shall be deemed to be 
granted, subject to such conditions (if any) as may be specified in the 
direction. 

 (2) On granting a consent under section … 37 of the Electricity Act 1989 
in respect of any operation or change of use that constitutes 
development, the Secretary of State may direct that planning 
permission for that development and any ancillary development shall 
be deemed to be granted, subject to such conditions (if any) as may be 
specified in the direction. 



 

 

 (3) The provisions of this Act (except [Part] XII) shall apply in relation to 
any planning permission deemed to be granted by virtue of a direction 
under this section as if it had been granted by the Secretary of State on 
an application referred to him under section 77. 

 (4) For the purposes of this section development is authorised by a 
government department if— 

(a) any consent, authority or approval to or for the development is 
granted by the department in pursuance of an enactment; 

(b) a compulsory purchase order is confirmed by the department 
authorising the purchase of land for the purpose of the 
development; 

(c) consent is granted by the department to the appropriation of 
land for the purpose of the development or the acquisition of 
land by agreement for that purpose; 

… 

and references in this section to the authorisation of a government 
department shall be construed accordingly. 

 …” 
  
43. I agree with SSOBT that it can be seen from section 90(3) of the 1990 Act that the 

provisions of the 1990 Act apply to any planning permission deemed to be granted 
under this provision as if the planning permission had been granted by the 
Secretary of State under section 77 of the 1990 Act (the power of the Secretary of 
State to call-in planning applications for his own determination).  The only 
exception to that is in respect of Part XII of the 1990 Act, which deals with the 
validity of determinations made under the 1990 Act and sets out the statutory 
process for challenge of such decisions: see section 288 of the 1990 Act.  Section 
90(3) excludes the operation of these provisions.  SSOBT submits that the need to 
do this makes it clear that but for such exclusion, the relevant decisions would 
constitute determinations that would otherwise fall within the ambit of Part XII of 
the 1990 Act.  However, I do not consider that this necessarily follows.  Section 
288 in Part XII of the 1990 Act deals with proceedings for questioning the validity 
of other orders, decisions and directions made under the Act and this expressly 
includes any decision on an application referred to the Secretary of State under 
section 77 of the 1990 Act.  Accordingly, the effect of excluding the application of 
Part XII of the 1990 Act is that the procedures provided by section 288 for 
questioning the validity of decisions do not apply to a direction under section 
90(2) of the Act. 

44. The provisions of the 1990 Act that apply include sections 70 and 77 of the 1990 
Act.  Section 77(4) of the 1990 Act provides: 

“(4) Subject to subsection (5)1, where an application for planning permission 
is referred to the Secretary of State under this section, sections 70, 72(1) 

                                                 
1  Which makes provision for the right of a person to be heard at an inquiry prior to the Secretary of 

State’s determination. 



 

 

and (5), 73 and 73A shall apply, with any necessary modifications, as 
they apply to such an application which falls to be determined by the 
local planning authority and a development order may apply, with or 
without modifications, to an application so referred any requirements 
imposed by such an order by virtue of section 65 or 71.” 

  
45. Section 70 of the 1990 Act sets out general considerations for the determination of 

applications.  It includes the following requirement to have regard to the 
provisions of the development plan: 

“(2) In dealing with such an application the authority shall have regard to the 
provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the application, 
and to any other material considerations.” 

  
46. In addition, SSOBT points out that the duty to have regard to the development 

plan in the determination of applications is the subject of a further more specific 
requirement contained in section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004 (“the 2004 Act”).  This provides that: 

“(6) If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any 
determination to be made under the planning Acts the determination must 
be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise.” 

 
47. Schedule 9 of the Electricity Act 1989 concerns the preservation of amenity and is 

given effect by section 38 of the Act.  It provides, so far as material: 

 “Preservation of amenity: England and Wales 

1 

(1) In formulating any relevant proposals, a licence holder or a person 
authorised by exemption to [generate, [distribute, supply or participate in the 
transmission of] electricity]— 

 

(a) shall have regard to the desirability of preserving natural beauty, of 
conserving flora, fauna and geological or physiographical features 
of special interest and of protecting sites, buildings and objects of 
architectural, historic or archaeological interest; and 

(b) shall do what he reasonably can to mitigate any effect which the 
proposals would have on the natural beauty of the countryside or on 
any such flora, fauna, features, sites, buildings or objects. 

(2) In considering any relevant proposals for which his consent is required 
under section 36 or 37 of this Act, the Secretary of State shall have 
regard to— 

 

(a) the desirability of the matters mentioned in paragraph (a) of sub-
paragraph (1) above; and 

(b) the extent to which the person by whom the proposals were 
formulated has complied with his duty under paragraph (b) of that 
sub-paragraph. 



 

 

(3)      In this paragraph— 

“building” includes structure; 

“relevant proposals” means any proposals— 

... 

(b) for the installation (whether above or below ground) of an electric 
line; ...” 

 
 From this it can be seen that section 38 requires both the licence holder and the 

SoS to have regard to the effect which the proposals would have on the natural 
beauty of the countryside and the other matters mentioned in the section. 

Wayleaves 

48. In relation to compulsory wayleaves, paragraph 6 of Schedule 4 to the Electricity 
Act 1989 identifies a power for the compulsory grant of wayleaves in connection 
with the installation of electric lines. 

49. It  provides: 

“(1) This paragraph applies where – 
 

(a) for any purpose connected with the carrying on of the activities 
which he is authorised by his licence to carry on, it is necessary or 
expedient for a licence holder to install and keep installed an electric 
line on, under, or over any land; and 

  
(b) the owner or occupier of the land, having been given a notice 

requiring him to give the necessary wayleave within a period (not 
being less than 21 days) specified in the notice – 

  
(i) has failed to give the wayleave before the end of that 

period; or 
  
(ii) has given the wayleave subject to terms and conditions to 

which the licence holder objects; 
  
 and in this paragraph as it so applies “the necessary wayleave” means 

consent for the licence holder to install and keep installed the electric 
line on, under or over the land and to have access to the land for the 
purpose of inspecting, maintaining, adjusting, repairing, altering, 
replacing or removing the electric line.” 

. . . 
  
 (3) Subject to sub-paragraphs (4) and (5) below, the Secretary of State may, 
on the application of the licence holder, himself grant the necessary wayleave 
subject to such terms and conditions as he thinks fit; and a necessary wayleave so 
granted shall, unless previously terminated in accordance with a term contained 
in the wayleave, continue in force for such period as may be specified in the 
wayleave. 
 
(4) The Secretary of State shall not entertain an application under sub-
paragraph (3) above in any case where- 



 

 

 
(a) the land is covered by a dwelling, or will be so covered on the 

assumption that any planning permission which is in force is acted 
on; and 

 
(b) the line is to be installed on or over the land. 
 

 
50. It is a requirement under paragraph 6 of Schedule 4 of the Electricity Act 1989 

that the occupier/owner of the land affected by a wayleave is given an opportunity 
to be heard.  Paragraph 6(5) provides, so far as material: 

“(5) Before granting the necessary wayleave, the Secretary of State shall 
afford - 
 

(a) the occupier of the land; and 
 
(b) where the occupier is not also the owner of the land, the owner, 
 
an opportunity of being heard by a person appointed by the Secretary of 
State.” 

 
 
51. Paragraph 7 of Schedule 4 sets out a statutory right of compensation where a 

wayleave is compulsorily granted.  It provides: 

“(1) Where a wayleave is granted to a licence holder under paragraph 6 above 
– 

  
(a) the occupier of the land; and 
 
(b) where the occupier is not also the owner of the land, the owner, 

 
may recover from the licence holder compensation in respect of the grant. 
 
 (2) Where in the exercise of any right conferred by such a wayleave any 
damage is caused to land or to moveables, any person interested in the land or 
moveables may recover from the licence holder compensation in respect of that 
damage; and where in consequence of the exercise of such a right a person is 
disturbed in his enjoyment of any land or moveables he may recover from the 
licence holder compensation in respect of that disturbance. 
  
 (3) Compensation under this paragraph may be recovered as a lump sum or 
by periodical payments or partly in one way and partly in the other. 
 
 (4) Any question of disputed compensation under this paragraph shall be 
determined by the Tribunal; and sections 2 and 4 of the Land Compensation Act 
1961  …  shall apply to any such determination.” 

 
52. The prescribed procedures for considering the grant of wayleaves under the 

Electricity Act 1989  are the subject of the The Electricity (Compulsory 
Wayleaves) (Hearings Procedure) Rules 1967 (“the 1967 Rules”) which were 
originally made in respect of hearings held under section 22(1) of the Electricity 
(Supply) Act 1919. 



 

 

53. Rule 3 of the 1967 Rules  provides definitions of certain terms including the 
following: 

  “(1) In these Rules, unless the context otherwise requires:- 
…  
“appointed person” means the person appointed by the Minister to hold a 
hearing to which these Rules apply; 
… 
“the land” means the land across which consent to place an electric line is 
sought; 
 
“objector” means an owner or occupier of the land or any part thereof 
who has failed to give his consent to the placing of the electric line or 
who has attached to his consent any terms, conditions or stipulations to 
which the electricity authority objects.” 
 

 
54. Rule 4 of the 1967 Rules sets out the procedure to be followed before the hearing, 

including the provision of at least 21 days notice of the hearing, the service by the 
electricity authority of its written statement of reasons not later than 14 days 
before the hearing, and the giving of a reasonable opportunity for objectors to 
inspect and take copies of evidence upon which the electricity authority is 
intending to rely. 

55. Rule 5 of the 1967 Rules deals with appearances at a hearing. It includes: 

 “(1) The electricity authority may appear at the hearing by any of its 
officers appointed by it for the purpose or by counsel or solicitor, and an 
objector may appear on his own behalf or be represented by counsel, 
solicitor or any other person.” 

 
56. Rule 6 of the 1967 Rules makes special provision for representation of 

Government Departments at a hearing if they wish to express support for an 
electricity line proposal. 

57. Rule 7 of the 1967 Rules sets out the procedure to be followed at a hearing and 
Rule 8 of the 1967 Rules makes provision for site inspections of the land. 

58. Rule 9 of the 1967 Rules deals with the procedure after the hearing.   It includes 
the obligation on the Inspector to report to the Secretary of State as follows: 

“(1) The appointed person shall after the close of the hearing make a 
report in writing to the Minister which shall include the appointed 
person’s findings of fact and his recommendations, if any, or his reasons 
for not making any recommendations. 
 
  (2) Where the Minister- 
 

(a) differs from the appointed person on a finding of fact, or 
 
(b) after the close of the hearing receives any new evidence 

(including expert opinion on a matter of fact) or takes into 
consideration any new issue of fact (not being a matter of 



 

 

government policy) which was not raised at the hearing, 
 
and by reason thereof is disposed to disagree with a recommendation 
made by the appointed person, he shall not come to a decision which is at 
variance with any such recommendation without first notifying the 
electricity authority and any objector who appeared at the hearing of his 
disagreement and the reasons for it and affording them an opportunity of 
making representations in writing within 21 days  or (if the Minister has 
receive new evidence or taken into consideration any new issue of fact 
not being a matter of government policy) of asking within 21 days for the 
re-opening of the hearing.” 

 
 
59. Rule 10 deals with notification of the decision as follows: 

 “(1) The Minister shall notify his decision, and his reasons therefore, 
in writing to the electricity authority and the objectors; and, where a copy 
of the appointed person’s report, he shall be supplied with a copy thereof 
on written application made to the Minister within one month from the 
date on which he is notified of the Minister’s decision.” 

 
DTI guidance in relation to wayleaves 
60. In September 2002 the SoS issued a document which is described as ‘Application 

to the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry for the Grant of a Necessary 
Electricity Wayleave in England and Wales:  Guidance for Applicants and 
Landowners and/or Occupiers’ (“the Guidance”). 

61. The document states that it is intended to provide ‘general guidance’ to electricity 
companies who are proposing to apply to the SoS for the grant of a necessary 
wayleave, and owners and occupiers whose land is or may be the subject of such 
applications.  It refers to the governing legislation as being the Electricity Act 
1989 and the 1967 Rules.  The document is subject to the following notice on its 
title page: 

  “IMPORTANT NOTICE 
It should be noted that the Secretary of State has to take a view on whether she 
has jurisdiction in order to proceed with a necessary wayleave application.  This 
guidance therefore sets out the Secretary of State’s interpretation of the 
legislation and includes case law where applicable.  Ultimately though, only the 
Courts can decide on the correct interpretation of the relevant legislation.” 

 
62. The grant of a necessary wayleave is identified as a compulsory procedure in the 

Guidance.  Paragraph 1.4 of the Guidance states: 

“1.4 Most rights to install an electric line and to keep it installed, together with 
access to the land, are secured voluntarily.  However, if a voluntary agreement 
cannot be reached, because the electricity companies have a public service role, 
they do have access to compulsory procedures.  The electricity companies may 
seek a Compulsory Purchase Order under Schedule 3 to the Electricity Act 1989  
or a “necessary” wayleave under Schedule 4 to the Electricity Act 1989 .” 

  
The Human Rights Act 1998 



 

 

63. Since this was also relied on by Mr Peter Village QC who, together with Mr 
James Strachan, appeared for SSOBT, I must set out the relevant provisions.  
Section 3 of the Human Rights Act 1998 (“HRA 1998”) requires that so far as it 
possible to do so, primary and subordinate legislation must be read and given 
effect in a way which is compatible with the Convention rights. 

64. Section 6 of the HRA 1998 provides that it is unlawful for a public authority to act 
in a way which is incompatible with a Convention right. 

65. Article 6 is identified as a Convention right in Part II of the Schedule to the HRA 
1998. It provides that (so far as material): 

“1. In the determination of his civil rights and obligations or of any criminal 
charge against him, everyone is entitled to a fair and public hearing within a 
reasonable time by an independent and impartial tribunal established by law. …” 

 
66. SSOBT submits that the determination of its civil rights, including any deprivation 

or interference with his property rights, was therefore required to be resolved 
within a reasonable time.  Mr Village submits that it is inherent in this principle 
that it would not be fair or appropriate for the outcome of those rights to be 
fundamentally affected by delay caused or materially contributed to by the 
decision-maker himself, particularly where this results in a hearing which has not 
occurred within a reasonable period of time.  

67. Article 1 of the First Protocol is also identified as a Convention right (in Part II of 
the Schedule to the HRA 1998).  It provides that: 

“Every natural or legal person is entitled to the peaceful enjoyment of his 
possessions.  No one shall be deprived of his possessions except in the public 
interest and subject to the conditions provided for by law and by the general 
principles of international law.  The preceding provisions shall not, however, in 
any way impair the right of a State to enforce such laws as it deems necessary to 
control the use of property in accordance with the general interest or to secure the 
payment of taxes or other contributions or penalties.” 

 
The grounds of the challenge to the SoS’s decision 

68. These can be summarised as follows: 

(1) Failure to apply section 38(6) of the 2004 Act to the section 37 consent 
application. 

(2) Failure to determine whether the proposal involved the construction of a 
"building" or an "engineering operation" for the purposes of PPG2. 

(3) Erroneous application of the PPG2 policy in relation to pylons. 

(4) Unreasonable departure from the Inspectors’ conclusions as to the impact 
on the landscape character and visual appearance of the area. 

(5) Unlawful or unfair reliance upon the urgency of the need to reinforce the 
Ferrybridge Ring. 



 

 

(6) Unfair or irrational treatment of the costs of the Knaresborough substation. 

(7) The treatment of the wayleave applications was wrong in law or was 
otherwise incompatible with SSOBT’s rights under Article 1 of the First 
Protocol. 

(8) Failure to give proper effect to the EIA Regulations. 

69. I shall take them in turn, although my conclusions on some grounds may in part 
determine the conclusions on subsequent grounds. 

Ground 1: the application of section 38(6) of the 2004 Act 

70. Both NG and the SoS submit that the duty in section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (“the 2004 Act”) only applies “for the purpose of 
any determination to be made under the planning Acts…”.  Thus, they say, there 
has to be a determination made under the planning acts before any requirement to 
have “regard to be had to the development plan” can arise. 

71. The immediate difficulty facing SSOBT is that the principal decision by the SoS 
which is under challenge in this case was made under section 37 of the Electricity 
Act 1989.  That is not a planning act.  To meet this point SSOBT relies on the 
direction given under section 90(2) and the effect of section 90(3) the 1990 Act, 
but both NG and the SoS submit that is misconceived.  

72. Section 90(2) of the 1990 Act gives the SoS the power, once he has decided to 
grant a consent under section 37 of the Electricity Act 1989, to make a “direction” 
that planning permission for development shall be deemed to be granted.  In this 
case such a direction was made by the SoS in the Decision Letter. 

73. Once this direction has been given, therefore, the necessary planning permission is 
deemed to have been granted.  Accordingly, it follows that it no longer requires 
determination: the section 37 decision has effectively decided it. 

74. It is SSOBT’s case that “there can be no doubt that the deemed planning consent 
under section 90 of the 1990 required a determination to be made under the 
planning Acts, and therefore the statutory duty under section 38(6) of the 2004 Act 
was engaged”.  Accordingly, SSOBT submitted that the effect of these provisions 
was that NG’s proposal required: 

(1) consent from the SoS under section 37; and 

(2) planning permission for the purposes of the 1990 Act granted by way of 
deemed planning permission under section 90(2); and 

(3) the application for deemed planning permission to be determined in 
accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations 
indicated otherwise. 

75. Mr Village submitted that the giving of a direction under section 90(2) of the 1990 
Act is a determination under the planning acts.  I do not agree.  On the contrary, as 
a matter of construction I consider that it is a direction that such a determination is 



 

 

not required.  It is worth noting that the SoS does not have to give such a 
direction: it would be possible to make no such direction and let the planning 
application process take its own separate course, although it has to be said that no-
one in court appeared to know of a case in which this had been done. 

76. NG and the SoS point out that the Electricity Act 1989 contains its own statutory 
code as to the matters that the SoS is required to consider when deciding whether 
or not to grant a consent under section 37 of the Electricity Act 1989. That code 
includes the “planning” and “environmental” considerations listed in paragraph 1 
of Schedule 9 to the Electricity Act 1989.  Miss Natalie Lieven QC, who appeared 
for the SoS, also pointed out that the justification for excluding section 90(2) 
deemed consents from section 38(6) of the 2004 Act is that applications for 
overhead lines are generally part of regional or national networks, so that one 
would not expect the SoS to have the same statutory duty as when determining an 
application for another form of development under section 77 of the 1990 Act. 

77. Mr Village relied on the wording of section 90(3) of the 1990 Act, namely that: 
“The provisions of this Act . . . shall apply in relation to any planning permission 
deemed to be granted by virtue of a direction under this section as if it had been 
granted by the Secretary of State on an application referred to him under section 
77”.  This brought the response from Miss Lieven that the provisions of the Act 
only apply to the deemed planning permission itself: they do not relate to the 
process by which that planning permission comes about.  She submitted that the 
effect of section 90(3) is to ensure that where there is a deemed consent under 
section 90 other relevant provisions of the 1990 Act will then apply, for example, 
section 257 of the 1990 Act (which relates to the stopping up or diverting of 
footpaths and bridleways).    

78. Mr Mark Lowe QC, who appeared for NG, made a similar submission.  He 
submitted that, in so far as there was any determination, it was a determination 
under the Electricity Act 1989 and not under the planning Acts.  Further, he 
submitted that section 90(3) of the 1990 Act applied once a direction has been 
made and to the resulting deemed planning permission.  It did not apply to the 
SoS’s power to make the direction. 

79. In my view the first difficulty with SSOBT’s submission is the one that I have 
already mentioned, namely that the effect of the deeming provision is to dispense 
with the need for any determination of the planning permission, so that limb (3) of 
SSOBT’s process never happens.  In addition, I agree with the submissions of NG 
and the SoS - namely that section 90(3) applies to the deemed planning 
permission, not to the process that gave rise to it - which, to my mind, are 
unanswerable. 

80. The result of this conclusion is that it is unnecessary to consider the extent to 
which the SoS may or may not have complied with section 38(6) of the 2004 Act 
because there was no duty on him to do so.  Further, it follows also that the SoS 
was under no duty to resolve the issue between the parties as to whether or not 
such a duty existed. 

81. Although Mr Village referred me to authority on the relevance of development 
plans, such as the City of Edinburgh Council v Secretary of State for Scotland 



 

 

[1997] UKHL 38, in the light of my conclusions on this ground it is not necessary 
to examine these authorities for the purposes of this judgment, although of course 
I have noted what they say. 

 Ground 2: whether the proposal involved the construction of a "building" or an 
"engineering operation" 

82. The issue here is whether NG's proposal for an overhead line involved the 
construction of a "building" or was an "engineering operation" for the purposes of 
PPG2 (the relevant provisions of which are at Annex A).  SSOBT’s case was that 
the construction of these large pylons constituted the erection of a building, as that 
term is used in PPG2.  The Inspectors agreed. 

83. Paragraph 3.2.2.1 of the Decision Letter was as follows: 

“The Secretary of State does not consider the question of whether electric 
transmission lines supported on steel lattice towers constitute a "building" 
or an "engineering operation" to be relevant to the determination of this 
case.  The Secretary of State’s view is that, in the present case, 
development is proposed which would be "inappropriate" in Green Belt, 
and therefore by definition (PPG2 paragraph 3.2) harmful to the Green 
Belt." 

84. SSOBT submits that in reaching this conclusion the SoS failed to take account of 
relevant policy in PPG2, or failed to deal with a principal important controversial 
issue of direct relevance to a proper assessment of the proposal’s conflict with 
PPG2.  Mr Village submitted that whilst PPG2 did afford protection from 
engineering operations which did not preserve openness, this inevitably imported 
different considerations into the overall assessment of harm as distinct from the 
concept of a building. 

85. PPG2 provides that the construction of new buildings inside a Green Belt is 
inappropriate unless it is for one of the specified purposes.  In relation to 
engineering operations, it provides that the carrying out of such operations and the 
making of material changes in the use of the land are inappropriate development 
unless they maintain openness.  Section 3 of PPG2 provides that there is a general 
presumption against inappropriate development within a Green Belt, and that such 
development should not be approved except in very special circumstances.  It then 
says: "See paragraph 3.4, 3.8, 3.11 and 3.12 below as to development which is 
inappropriate".  Paragraph 3.4 deals with buildings and paragraph 3.12 deals with 
engineering operations. 

86. Thus, if a proposed development is inappropriate, there is a presumption against it 
which will not be displaced in the absence of special circumstances.  In my 
judgment, it does not matter whether the inappropriateness of the development 
arises from the fact that it involves the construction of a building or the carrying 
out of an engineering operation.  If an engineering operation does not maintain 
openness and conflicts with the purposes of including land in a Green Belt, then it 
will be inappropriate and the presumption against it will arise. 



 

 

87. The SoS found, at paragraph 3.2.2.2 of the Decision Letter, that large structures 
such as high-voltage electricity pylons and the associated lines "do have an impact 
on openness".  The effect of this conclusion was that, for the purposes of PPG2, 
NG's proposals amounted to a development that was inappropriate. 

88. Once the SoS concluded that the proposed development was inappropriate, the 
presumption against the development meant that it should not be approved under 
the guidance given in PPG2 except in very special circumstances.  Paragraph 3.2 
of PPG2 effectively requires the SoS to carry out a balancing exercise.  It is 
whether the harm by reason of the inappropriateness of the development (and any 
other harm) is clearly outweighed by other considerations such as to justify 
approval. 

89. The question of whether or not very special circumstances existed such as to 
justify the approval of a particular development is a question of planning 
judgement.  It is not a question of law (unless matters that are clearly irrelevant 
are taken into account). 

90. On this question of planning judgement the Inspectors came to one conclusion and 
the SoS to another.  The Decision Letter made it quite clear that the SoS had 
carried out the balancing exercise required by paragraph 3.2 of PPG2 (as is 
evidenced, in particular, by the heading to section 3.8).  In paragraphs 4.6 to 4.8 of 
the Decision Letter the SoS set out the factors which potentially outweighed the 
harm that would result from the development.  These were: 

(1) The urgent need to meet compliance with ER P2/6, and the lack of certainty 
about the timing of the delivery of any alternative scheme. 

(2) The additional cost involved in putting lines underground.  Whilst rejecting 
the factor of 10/15 taken by NG for the purposes of its policy, the SoS 
considered that a difference of some 30%-40%, representing the increase in 
the cost of the E alternative over NG's proposals was highly material. 

(3) The greater time and difficulty involved in maintenance of underground 
lines, although this was not regarded as a factor that would be determinative 
on its own. 

91. During the course of the argument I was a little concerned about the fact that there 
was, so far as I could tell, no evidence as to the likely delay to the implementation 
of the scheme if one of the E (or any other) options was adopted in place of NG's 
proposals.  It is in my view self-evident that the adoption of any proposal that 
required the obtaining of additional consents would be likely to involve some 
delay, or at least a serious risk of delay, in addition to which an underground 
alternative would almost certainly take longer to construct than overhead lines (a 
point which the Inspectors noted, at paragraph 485). 

92. At paragraph 448 of their report the Inspectors concluded that the only 
“substantial” disadvantage of the objectors’ options by comparison with NG's 
proposal was the additional cost.  I infer from this that, although the Inspectors 
had noted that underground cables would take longer to construct, they did not 
consider this additional construction period to be a substantial disadvantage of the 



 

 

objectors’ proposals.  At paragraph 440 the Inspectors said that there was no 
evidence to indicate that either the E or C groups of alternative options "could not 
feasibly be pursued in terms of the likely availability of land rights". 

93. It is not clear from the terms of the report whether this assessment of feasibility 
related solely to the likelihood of obtaining the consents themselves or related to 
the wider question of whether such consents could be obtained within a timeframe 
that did not affect the feasibility of the alternative options as a whole.  It is 
perhaps a little curious that, given the thoroughness with which the Inspectors 
approached their task, no separate consideration was given to the impact of the 
requirement to obtain alternative consents in the context of the accepted need for 
urgency in reinforcing the Ferrybridge Ring.  I think that Mr Village's response to 
this was that no one at the time raised the point that the need to obtain the 
consents necessary for the C or E options would or might involve any materially 
significant delay. 

94. However, on reflection, it seems to me that no issue can be taken with the SoS’s 
view that there was a "lack of certainty" about the timing of the delivery of an 
alternative scheme - there clearly was - or that this lack of certainty was not a 
proper factor to take into account.  This is particularly so in the light of the SoS's 
statutory duty to protect consumers, as Mr Lowe pointed out. 

95. In my judgment, therefore, the SoS's decision reached in this case was one 
reached after carrying out the balancing exercise required by PPG2.  Unless there 
is anything in SSOBT’s grounds 3 or 4, the decision is not one that is susceptible 
to challenge by way of judicial review.   

Ground 3: erroneous application of the PPG2 policy in relation to pylons 

96. SSOBT submitted that, when disagreeing with his Inspector's conclusions, the 
SoS identified two particular factors, both of which were misconceived in 
principle. 

97. The first is the assertion in paragraph 3.2.2.3 of the Decision Letter that the 
particular nature and use of pylons means that they “do not contribute to urban 
sprawl as they are as much rural as urban structures".  Second, in the same 
paragraph it is said that pylons do not act as a precedent for other forms of 
development, or divert development away from more appropriate urban locations. 

98. In relation to the former assertion, SSOBT submits that it is either illogical or 
meaningless in the context of the purposes of the policy in PPG2.  In relation to 
the latter, SSOBT submits that whether pylons set a precedent or do not divert 
development away from urban locations are incapable of diminishing their impact 
on the openness of the Green Belt. 

99. I have to confess to being a little surprised by the suggestion that pylons are as 
much rural as urban structures: speaking for myself, I would have thought that 
they are predominantly rural structures.  However, I am wholly unable to see how 
this view of the SoS can be regarded as unfavourable to the objectors.  One would 
have thought that a purely rural structure would be likely to be less inappropriate 
in a Green Belt then an urban structure.  But to enter on this debate is to miss the 



 

 

real point that the SoS was making.  The point was that erection of pylons in itself 
does not contribute to the development of urban sprawl.  Since one of the 
fundamental aims of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land 
permanently open (see paragraphs 1.4 and 1.5 of PPG2), the SoS was clearly 
entitled to consider whether the erection of pylons would contribute to urban 
sprawl and thus conflict with that aspect of the policy of PPG2. 

100. This is a quite separate point from the question of the impact on the openness of 
the Green Belt of the proposed pylon line, which was identified at paragraph 
3.2.2.2 of the Decision Letter.  The SoS’s consideration of the visual harm that 
would be caused by the erection of the pylons was considered in paragraph 3.3.2.1 
and 3.3.2.2 of the Decision Letter.  In those paragraphs the SoS set out the factors 
to which he had had regard and which led to the conclusion that the SoS, whilst 
accepting the Inspectors’ views, attached less weight to those factors than the 
Inspectors had done.  These conclusions are challenged in ground 4, and I will 
consider them further in the next part of this judgment. 

101. But so far as ground 3 is concerned, for the reasons that I have given I can discern 
no error in the SoS's approach and, in so far as the conclusion about the likely 
effect on urban sprawl is concerned, it is, as both the SoS and NG have submitted, 
a matter of pure planning judgement.  Accordingly, I reject the challenge based on 
ground 3. 

Ground 4: unreasonable departure from the Inspectors’ conclusions as to the impact 
on the landscape character and visual appearance of the area 

102. Whilst SSOBT acknowledges that assessments of visual impact are matters of 
judgement for the SoS having regard to the Inspectors’ findings, it submits that the 
reasons for departing from the Inspectors’ judgements must be proper, adequate 
and intelligible.  To this SSOBT adds the further point that this is all the more 
important when the SoS is departing from the conclusions of his Inspectors who 
have inspected the site and have expressed caution in their report about the 
photomontages that were produced in the course of the inquiry. 

103. When I first considered the issues in this case I did have some disquiet about the 
fact that the SoS, or perhaps more accurately the senior civil servant who was 
considering the matter on his behalf, may not have visited the site and may 
therefore have been relying on photomontages about which caution had been 
expressed.  However, I was told by counsel (without dissent) that it is often the 
practice in cases of this sort for the site not to be visited by the SoS or those acting 
on his behalf. 

104. Miss Lieven reminded me that the test to be applied in a “reasons” challenge was 
considered by the House of Lords in South Bucks v Porter (No 2) [2004] 1 WLR 
1953 (HL), in which Lord Brown (giving the only speech) summarised the “more 
authoritative and useful dicta” on the topic and quoted at paragraph 33 from the 
judgment of Sir Thomas Bingham MR in Clarke Homes v Secretary of State for 
the Environment (1993) 66 P&CR 263 (CA) at p.271-2, in which he “felicitously 
observed”: 



 

 

“I hope I am not over-simplifying unduly by suggesting that the central issue in 
this case is whether the decision of the Secretary of State leaves room for genuine 
as opposed to forensic doubt as to what he has decided and why. This is an issue 
to be resolved as the parties agree on a straightforward down-to-earth reading of 
his decision letter without excessive legalism or exegetical sophistication.” 

105. Paragraph 3.3.1 of the Decision Letter summarised the conclusions of the 
Inspectors.  It is not suggested that this summary was defective.  In paragraph 
3.3.2.1 it was said that the SoS accepted these findings, but differed from the 
Inspectors “in the weight to be attached to the harm which flows from these 
findings".  The Decision Letter then set out five matters to which the SoS had had 
regard when concluding that less weight should be given to the factors affecting 
the harm to the landscape than had been given by the Inspectors.  The fifth of 
these factors, at paragraph 3.3.2.1(e), was as follows: 

“Large towers and lines such as those proposed, are likely to be clearly visible in 
almost any landscape, and will very often (if not usually) give rise to significant 
landscape and visual harm and thus be “visually jarring” in almost any landscape, 
urban or rural.” 

106. SSOBT submits that this reasoning is incapable of supporting the conclusion that 
less weight ought to be attached to the Inspectors’ judgements, or their general 
conclusion that significant harm would result from NG's proposals.  Mr Village 
submitted that the error of the reasoning was exposed by the explanation given in 
the SoS’s Summary Grounds, where it was said that unless there was to be a 
general moratorium on putting pylons in rural areas it had to be acknowledged 
that they would usually be highly visible and "jarring" and could not be hidden.  
Mr Village submits that this is not evident from the reasoning in the Decision 
Letter. 

107. I do not accept this submission.  The point being made, as I read it, in the Decision 
Letter was that even though the route had been carefully chosen and that the 
identified adverse impacts were confined to a relatively small number of locations 
and receptors (that is people who would be likely to see the pylons), one could 
never hide a pylon line which is by its nature intrusive.  In other words, the SoS 
was acknowledging the fact that whilst the steps taken and the circumstances of 
the location meant that the damage had been kept to a minimum, there was 
nevertheless inevitably going to be some damage because that was an unavoidable 
incident of erecting a pylon line.  That, taken as a whole, seems to me to be a 
perfectly rational approach to the problem. 

108. In my judgment, SSOBT’s submissions on this point, subtly and attractively 
though they were presented by Mr Village, amount to no more than disagreement 
with the SoS's assessment of the extent of the harm and the weight to be attached 
to it.  As Miss Lieven reminded me, one thing that is firmly settled in this area of 
the law is that matters of planning judgement are within the exclusive province of 
the local planning authority or the Secretary of State (per Lord Hoffmann in Tesco 
Stores v Secretary of State for the Environment [1995] 1 WLR 759 (HL), at page 
780). 

109. For these reasons I reject the challenge under ground 4. 



 

 

Ground 5: unlawful or unfair reliance upon the urgency of the need to reinforce the 
Ferrybridge Ring 

110. Under this ground, SSOBT submits that the SoS's reliance upon the urgency of the 
need was either unlawful or unfair.  Mr Village attacked the conclusion, set out at 
paragraph 3.7.2.1(b) of the Decision Letter, to the following effect: 

“… However, the Secretary of State gives considerable weight in this case to the 
urgent nature of the need, and the fact that the second derogations are due to 
expire in 2012 (paragraph 420).  Any fresh application for a new route will 
inevitably involve a fairly lengthy process and has an inherent element of 
uncertainty within it.  These are important factors weighing in favour of granting 
consent.” 

111. The criticism of this conclusion is that it reflects a failure by the SoS to deal with 
the evidence before him (or fail to give adequate reasons for his decision made on 
the basis of that evidence) or, alternatively, indicates that he acted without regard 
for the fact that part of the urgency rose from delay that was attributable to his 
own department’s default.  The latter point also founds a complaint under Article 
6 taken in conjunction with Article 1 of the First Protocol. 

112. I can deal with the Article 6 point fairly shortly.  This concerns the right to a fair 
and public hearing within a reasonable time by an independent and impartial 
tribunal established by law.  It is clear that the determination by the SoS of the 
section 37 application involved the determination of "civil rights" within the 
meaning of Article 6(1).   It is clear also that the SoS does not purport to act as an 
independent and impartial tribunal established by law: see R (Alconbury Limited) 
v Secretary of State for the Environment [2001] 2 WLR 1389.  It is the 
combination of the determination by a Secretary of State and the power of the 
court to review that decision by way of judicial review that makes the procedure 
compliant with Article 6.   

113. In relation to what is a reasonable time, Mr Village submits that the relevant 
starting date is 18 July 2006, when NG sought the wayleaves.  For this 
proposition, which I accept, he relied on the case of Kiurkchian v Bulgaria 
(44626/98) [2005] ECHR 181.  Accordingly, he submits that the failure to make a 
decision until nearly 4 years later is incompatible with SSOBT’s right to a fair 
hearing within a reasonable time.  Further, Mr Village submitted that since NG 
made no application to expedite this hearing, it cannot complain of any prejudice.  
The short answer given by Mr Lowe to this last point is that his instructing 
solicitors approached the court but were told that an expedited hearing of this case 
was most unlikely to be granted. 

114. In my view, a period of a little under 4 years in which to determine SSOBT’s civil 
rights arising out of NG’s proposal can probably not be described as reasonable.  
However, this is not one of those cases where the delay has affected the ability to 
make a proper decision: for example, as in cases where the passage of time dims 
memories.  The effect of the delay has simply been to prolong the period of 
uncertainty: on the other hand, it has kept SSOBT’s land pylon free during that 
period. 



 

 

115. The difficulty facing Mr Village's argument based on delay alone is the same as 
that which faced the claimant in the case of UK Coal Mining Ltd v Secretary of 
State for Local Government, Transport and the Regions [2001] EWHC (Admin) 
912, a decision of Ouseley J in which he said, at paragraph 109: 

“The real issue which Mr Corner raised was whether if the only fault on 
the part of the Secretary of State was the time which he had taken to reach 
his decision, there should be any relief granted to the claimant.  Mr Corner 
said that there would be no value in quashing the Secretary of State’s 
decision on that basis alone.  Either the claimant would get a new letter in 
the post a day or so later saying the same thing, or if there had been new 
factors requiring consideration, that would add to the delay.” 

 In these circumstances, Ouseley J took the view that it would be pointless to order 
the quashing of the decision. 

116. Accordingly, for the same reasons the reliance on Article 6 in the context of this 
ground produces no useful result in terms of remedy and is therefore 
misconceived.  The real thrust of Mr Village’s submissions, as I understood them, 
went to what he submitted was the unfairness of allowing the process to drag on 
for an unreasonable period of time and then relying on the urgency of the need to 
justify the grant of permission under section 37. 

117. Before turning to the substance of Mr Village's submissions I should remind 
myself of the passage from the opinion of Lord Brown in South Bucks District 
Council v Porter [2004] UK HL 33, at paragraph 36, in which he gave guidance 
on the approach to be adopted when considering a decision letter.  He said: 

“The reasons for a decision must be intelligible and they must be adequate.  They 
must enable the reader to understand why the matter was decided as it was and 
what conclusions were reached on the "principal important controversial issues", 
disclosing how any issue of law or fact was resolved.  Reasons can be briefly 
stated, the degree of particularity required depending entirely on the nature of the 
issues falling for decision.  The reasoning must not give rise to a substantial 
doubt as to whether the decision maker erred in law, for example by 
misunderstanding some relevant policy or some other important matter or by 
failing to reach a rational decision on relevant grounds.  But such adverse 
inference will not readily be drawn.  The reasons need refer only to the main 
issues in the dispute, not to every material consideration.  They should enable 
disappointed developers to assess their prospect of obtaining some alternative 
development permission, or, as the case may be, their unsuccessful opponents to 
understand how the policy or approach underlying the grant of permission may 
impact upon future such applications.  Decision letters must be read in a 
straightforward manner, recognising that they are addressed to parties well aware 
of the issues involved and the arguments advanced.  A reasons challenge will 
only succeed if the party aggrieved can satisfy the court that he has genuinely 
been substantially prejudiced by the failure to provide an adequately reasoned 
decision." 



 

 

Miss Lieven also drew my attention to an extract from the judgment of Forbes J in 
Seddon Properties Ltd v Secretary of State for the Environment (1978) 42 P & CR 
26 that was quoted by Lord Brown at paragraph 26 of his opinion:  

 “The inspector is not writing an examination paper . . . One must look at what the 
inspector thought the important planning issues were then decide whether it 
appears from the way he dealt with that he must have misunderstood a relevant 
policy . . .” 

118. I have already indicated that the Inspectors concluded, inevitably to my mind, that 
the construction process involved in laying cables underground would be longer 
than that involved in erecting overhead lines, but that they concluded also that the 
difference was not significant in the context of this scheme.  However, they did 
not consider - or at least, if they did, they did not record any conclusion about - 
the extent of any additional delay that might or was likely to result from the need 
to obtain fresh consents for the objectors’ alternative proposals (a point that I have 
already discussed in paragraphs 91 to 94 above). 

119. In this context, Mr Lowe referred me to the evidence that was given by a Mr 
Cunnane, a planning expert called on behalf of SSOBT, in answer to questions 
that he asked him at the inquiry.  In effect, Mr Cunnane told the inquiry that part 
of the land on which the proposed substation required by SSOBT's C options 
would be built was in the ownership of a third party who was willing to cooperate 
with SSOBT's proposals.  However, it emerged that Mr Cunnane's information 
about this did not come from the owner of the land himself, but was based on 
what he had been told by his clients.  He was forced to concede in answer to Mr 
Lowe's questions that the owner might not after all wish to enter negotiations for 
the construction of the substation on his land or that such negotiations, if started, 
might have proved unsuccessful.  Finally, Mr Cunnane confirmed in answer to 
questions from one of the inspectors that there was no documentary evidence of 
the owner's willingness to have a substation built on his land.  It seems to me that 
this evidence formed a somewhat sketchy basis for a submission that obtaining the 
necessary consents for the construction of this substation was effectively a 
foregone conclusion and would not involve any additional delay.  However Mr 
Village submitted, by contrast, that there was no evidence before the inquiry as to 
the delay that might be caused by the need to obtain additional or different 
consents: he said that was not a case made by NG at the inquiry. 

120. In my judgment, the extract from the Decision Letter quoted at paragraph 110 
above does not reveal any failure to deal with the evidence before the SoS or 
constitute inadequate or unintelligible reasons for the conclusion reached.  It is, to 
my mind, almost self-evident that the obtaining of consents and permission for an 
alternative scheme would be likely to result in some additional delay, however 
well disposed the relevant landowners may have been to the giving of those 
consents.  The SoS did not attempt to quantify any such delay, but merely noted 
that any fresh application would inevitably involve a fairly lengthy process and 
had an inherent element of uncertainty within it.  I accept that this extract from the 
Decision Letter, taken in isolation, might suggest that the uncertainty referred to 
was in relation to both the likelihood of obtaining the relevant consents and the 
time that it would take.  However, as I have already mentioned, in paragraph 4.6 



 

 

of the Decision Letter, which forms part of the SoS's overall conclusions, the lack 
of certainty that was taken into account was a lack of certainty "about the timing 
of delivery of an alternative scheme". 

121. It seems to me that, reading the Decision Letter as a whole, the fact that was being 
taken into account by the SoS was the uncertainty as to the delay that would be 
likely to result from the implementation of one of the alternative proposals.  Since 
the Inspectors had reached no conclusions as to what this delay might be, I 
consider that the SoS was entitled to use his own judgement and experience in 
deciding whether or not this potential delay was a matter that ought to be taken 
into account. 

122. For these reasons, I do not accept that the SoS failed to deal properly with the 
evidence, such as it was, or failed to provide either adequate or intelligible reasons 
for his conclusion.  This leaves the point about unfairness. 

123. As I have said, the thrust of this point is that it was unfair to deploy considerations 
of the urgency of the need when one of the reasons for that urgency was the SoS's 
own delay in reaching his decision (some 8 months from receipt of the Inspectors’ 
report, or nearly 4 years after the initial application for the wayleaves).  The other 
matter relied on was that SSOBT had made an offer in November 2006, which 
was an offer to make available land for an underground route - but not an offer to 
pay for the additional cost of putting the supply underground.  NG refused the 
offer in January 2007 on the ground that the alternative solution advocated by 
SSOBT would have "significant disadvantages": the letter did not explain what 
those disadvantages were. 

124. As I have already indicated, there was no real dispute at the inquiry that there was 
an urgent need to reinforce the Ferrybridge Ring.  Further, the evidence before the 
Inspectors was that the position was getting worse and consequently that the need 
to do something about it was increasing.  This evidence was not challenged. 

125. Mr Village’s response to this was to submit that if the matter had been dealt with 
properly and within a reasonable time, the degree of urgency (at the time of 
making the decision) would have been less.  Therefore any additional time that 
might have been involved in realising SSOBT’s alternative proposals would have 
carried less weight in a situation where the degree of urgency was not as great.  As 
with so many of Mr Village’s submissions, the argument was attractively and 
forcibly put. 

126. However, it is important to remember that the need in question was not that of the 
objectors or of the SoS, but of the consumers who were and are dependent for 
their supply on the Ferrybridge Ring.  It seems to me that the SoS had to consider 
the position as it stood when he had to make his decision.  Historic delays were 
largely water under the bridge and were certainly not attributable to any of the 
consumers.  As Miss Lieven put it during her oral submissions: “the public 
interest remains the same irrespective of the delay (or the reason for it)”.  Whilst 
causes of delay may be relevant to considerations under Article 6 as to whether or 
not a person has received a fair hearing within a reasonable time, I have already 
explained why in my view Article 6 does not assist SSOBT in obtaining any 
useful relief in this case. 



 

 

127. For these reasons I consider that the SoS was not required to take into account the 
historic delays in relation to the determination of NG's application for this 
overhead power line, even though some of these may have been the responsibility 
of the SoS's own department, when considering the urgency of the need to 
reinforce the Ferrybridge Ring (at the time of making the decision) and when 
balancing that need against and in the context of the other relevant factors which 
he had to take into account.  Indeed, it might be said that to have done otherwise 
would have been incompatible with the overriding duty to protect the interests of 
consumers imposed on the SoS by section 3A of the Electricity Act 1989. 

Ground 6: unfair or irrational treatment of the costs of the Knaresborough 
substation 

128. This issue relates to the historic costs of building the Knaresborough substation.  
As I have already mentioned, that substation was built in the 1990s in anticipation 
of proposals that never materialised.  It was, in effect, a speculative development 
by NG.  SSOBT’s option C proposals did not involve using this substation, with 
the result that the historic costs of its development would be thrown away if any 
of those proposals were implemented.  Further, it would not simply disappear if it 
did not form part of any new proposal - it would just remain in its existing state as 
a useless and intrusive structure, unless even more money was spent on 
demolishing it (for which an allowance was included in NG’s calculations). 

129. The option E proposals were more costly but did involve the use of 
Knaresborough and therefore did not require the additional substation that formed 
part of the C options.  The E options required the construction of a sealing end 
compound but the Inspectors concluded that this would be a less intrusive 
structure than the new substation required by the C options. 

130. In very broad terms, one of the E options was about £1 million more expensive 
than the corresponding C option if the costs of the Knaresborough substation were 
taken into account when assessing the latter, and the others were much the same.  
If the Knaresborough costs were excluded, then the C options were, on SSOBT’s 
assessments, between about £3.5 million cheaper and £1.8 million more expensive 
than NG's proposal.  The E options ranged from being about £7.8 million to £10 
million more expensive than NG's proposals.  These figures are illustrative - the 
outcome of this claim does not turn on the detail. 

131. Whilst the Inspectors preferred NG's approach in relation to the costs of the 
Knaresborough substation viewed simply in terms of costings, they also 
considered the matter on broader grounds.  They concluded that the abandonment 
of a developed resource in favour of a similar new development on a greenfield 
site would be wasteful and contrary to the principles of sustainable development.  
They concluded also that it would be difficult to justify a new substation in Green 
Belt terms when there was an existing substation that could be used.  It is clear, 
therefore, that the question of the Knaresborough substation raises issues that are 
rather wider than just those of an accounting exercise. 

132. It is clear from paragraphs 3.8.1.2 and 4.7 of the Decision Letter that the SoS 
appears to have accepted NG's approach to the costing of the Knaresborough 
substation (because SSOBT’s alternative calculations as to the cost of the C 



 

 

options were not referred to).  The SoS noted also the Inspectors’ view that the 
increase in cost associated with the E options was not disproportionate, given the 
importance carried by the Green Belt in planning policy terms and the impact of 
NG's proposal, and that this led to the Inspectors’ overall conclusion that very 
special circumstances did not exist to justify NG's proposal under PPG2. 

133. It seems to me that the SoS, like the Inspectors, considered that the real choice 
was between NG's proposal and one or other of the E options.  In these 
circumstances, I have some reservations as to whether the Knaresborough costs 
issue is really relevant to SSOBT’s case on this application.  However, insofar as 
the challenge is based on perversity grounds, it seems to me that it was doomed to 
failure2.  At the end of the day, the Knaresborough costs issue or, perhaps more 
accurately, the need for an additional substation under the C options and the 
consequent waste of the costs of developing Knaresborough, was simply one of 
many factors that went into the balancing exercise that had to be carried out by the 
Inspectors and, subsequently, by the SoS. 

134. In its skeleton argument SSOBT really confined its submissions to the unfairness 
that was inherent in adopting a method of cost comparison which, SSOBT 
contended, encouraged pre-emptive decisions to be taken by a statutory 
undertaker.  It submitted that the Decision Letter did not properly explain the 
reason for treating the costs in the way that they had been or, alternatively, that the 
SoS's conclusion on this issue was simply irrational. 

135. For the reasons that I have given, I consider that the SoS effectively adopted the 
broad approach to the question of the Knaresborough costs, namely that the 
adoption of the C options would result in wasting an existing resource and 
introducing a new substation that would constitute an inappropriate development 
in a Green Belt.  I can see no error of law in this approach and, so far as the 
conclusion that resulted from it is concerned, that was a matter of planning 
judgement pure and simple.  

Ground 7: the treatment of the wayleave applications was wrong in law or was 
otherwise incompatible with SSOBT’s rights under Article 1 of the First Protocol 

136. The thrust of SSOBT’s argument on this ground is that the wayleaves are 
tantamount to the compulsory acquisition of a person's land against his will in 
circumstances where this was not found to be necessary, but only expedient.  
SSOBT submitted that the SoS failed to consider whether such an interference 
with its property rights was decisively required in the public interest or whether it 
could be justified as being compatible with its rights under Article 1 of the First 
Protocol (since the deprivation was not necessary, but merely expedient). 

137. In spite of the submissions of Miss Lieven, I am prepared to accept in the context 
of the present application that the wayleaves in this case come close to amounting 
in practice to compulsory acquisition of a person's land for what, in practical 
terms, may be regarded as perpetuity (although the term is in fact 15 years).  

                                                 
2  It is pointed out by NG that this challenge on the ground of perversity is not included in the 

Statement of Facts and Grounds.  I have not overlooked this, but prefer to deal with the issue on its 
merits. 



 

 

However, against that it has to be noted that the amount of the land that was to be 
acquired is small and the interference with the occupier’s agricultural activities 
minimal.  It must be remembered also that SSOBT’s real complaint is that the 
proposed overhead power line is a gross visual intrusion on the landscape in this 
Green Belt area: that complaint has nothing to do with the actual footprint of the 
pylons themselves.  Indeed, if the route of the proposed overhead cables had been 
such that, coincidentally, no pylon actually had to be constructed on SSOBT’s 
land, I do not imagine for one moment that SSOBT would have been any less 
antagonistic towards NG's proposal: in that situation the question of wayleaves 
would not have affected SSOBT. 

138. Thus the wayleaves argument must be considered in its proper context.  Suppose, 
hypothetically, that the objective of reinforcing the Ferrybridge Ring could have 
been achieved by the simple expedient of acquiring the same pieces of land but 
without needing to construct any visible structure upon them: in such a situation I 
have no doubt that SSOBT would not have made any serious complaint.  In short, 
I am left with the strong impression that the complaint about the wayleaves is 
really no more than an ingenious makeweight. 

139. Nevertheless, SSOBT’s arguments must be addressed on their merits.  It seems to 
me that there is considerable force in Miss Lieven's submission that if a wayleave 
was not justifiable under the First Protocol because it was only expedient - but not 
necessary - to have it, it would mean that in all but a very few cases a wayleave 
could not be granted for an overhead power line because an underground 
alternative would nearly always be available. 

140. Building on this Miss Lieven submits that SSOBT’s argument does not make 
sense because it seems to be arguing that because there was a potential alternative 
of putting the line underground there can be no justification under the First 
Protocol for granting a wayleave for an overhead line.  She points out, correctly, 
that even if the line was to be put underground there would still have to be an 
easement or wayleave granted to the electricity company.  That, she submits, 
could prove to be as much of an interference with the landowner as an overhead 
cable.  However, in my view this last submission misses the point.  Mr Village’s 
argument hinges on the difference between a wayleave compulsorily acquired and 
an easement voluntarily given.  In the case of the latter, the First Protocol is not 
engaged: I see considerable force in that point. 

141. However, Miss Lieven makes the further point that the test for a compulsory 
purchase order is whether there is a compelling case in the public interest.  She 
submits that if the circumstances are such that this test would be satisfied, then it 
is hard to see how there could be any objection to the grant of a wayleave on the 
ground that it is “expedient” to do so. 

142. It is perhaps not surprising that the Inspectors concluded that if the section 37 
application was to be granted, and a direction given under section 90(2) of the 
1990 Act, the wayleave applications should also be granted.  The balancing 
exercise that the SoS had to carry out when considering the application under 
section 37 involved balancing the harm to the Green Belt land resulting from the 
erection of an overhead power line against the additional cost and uncertain delay 
(having regard to the urgent need) that would be involved in laying the cables 



 

 

underground.  PPG2 requires "very special circumstances" to justify development 
in a Green Belt that is inappropriate, which this overhead line is.   

143. Mr Lowe submitted that in the case of compulsory acquisition of land, which must 
satisfy the test of a compelling case in the public interest, there is no requirement 
that compulsory acquisition is only lawful and/or proportionate where it is 
"necessary".  Whilst I did not understand Mr Village to challenge this in so many 
words, he submitted that, in the absence of a definition of expediency, the court 
should adopt the principle set out in Prest v Secretary of State for Wales and 
another (1982) 81 LGR 193.  It is not necessary to consider the facts of that case, 
in which each member of the Court gave a separate judgment giving his reasons 
for allowing the appeal.  Lord Denning said, at page 198: 

"I regard it as a principle of our constitutional law that no citizen is to be deprived 
of his land by any public authority against his will, unless it is expressly 
authorised by Parliament and the public interest decisively so demands . . ."  

 Watkins and Fox LJJ did not address this question or indicate agreement with 
Lord Denning's judgment.  However, the passage was cited with approval by Lord 
Collins in R (Sainsbury’s Supermarkets) v Wolverhampton CC [2010] UKSC 20, 
at paragraph 10. 

144. Whether or not the test of "a compelling case in the public interest" is the same as 
Lord Denning's test that the public interest should "decisively so demand" is 
perhaps moot.  PPG2 provides that the potential harm caused by inappropriate 
development will not be justified unless there are very special circumstances so 
that the harm is "clearly outweighed" by other considerations.  In this case the 
relevant consideration is the urgent need to reinforce the Ferrybridge Ring.  That 
need is in the public interest and, in deciding the section 37 application as he did, 
the SoS must be taken to have decided that the potential harm to the landscape 
presented by the proposed overhead power line was clearly outweighed by the 
public interest in urgently reinforcing the Ferrybridge Ring.  That seems to me to 
amount to a conclusion that there was a compelling case in the public interest for 
NG's proposal.  In my view it also equates to, or at least comes close to, a 
conclusion that the public interest decisively demands the reinforcement of the 
Ferrybridge Ring by means of NG's proposed overhead power line. 

145. Since NG's proposal requires wayleaves for the pylon foundations (as well as for 
the oversailing of the land), the case for the wayleaves for NG's proposal also 
meets the test of being a compelling case in the public interest.  In these 
circumstances, I can see no error in the Decision Letter and so SSOBT’s challenge 
to the wayleaves must fail. 

Ground 8: failure to give proper effect to the EIA Regulations 

146. SSOBT submitted at the inquiry, and the Inspectors agreed, that the 
Environmental Statement that NG was required to produce did not deal with the 
effects of the construction of the Knaresborough substation.  The Inspectors 
rejected this as a basis for objection, on the basis that NG’s overall reinforcement 
scheme was not part of the current proposal for which section 37 consent was 



 

 

sought (see paragraph 455 of the report), and the fact that the sub-station was built 
a number of years ago in accordance with a previously granted permission. 

147. As I have already indicated, there was no suggestion that, if NG's proposal was 
not approved or did not proceed, the Knaresborough substation would be 
removed. It was in existence before NG made the current application under 
section 37 and it was going to remain in existence irrespective of the outcome of 
that application. Thus the effects of the construction of the Knaresborough 
substation on the surrounding environment had already happened and would 
remain unchanged irrespective of whether or not NG's proposal went ahead.  

148. In these circumstances both Miss Lieven and Mr Lowe submitted that the 
Knaresborough substation was part of the baseline position and was only relevant 
to the extent that the present proposal could have a potentially cumulative effect in 
terms of environmental impact. NG's proposal involved the erection of seven new 
pylons across a tract of land that was some 15 miles from the site of the 
Knaresborough substation, so the cumulative impact - at least in terms of visual 
impact on that particular area of Green Belt - was self-evidently not significant. 

149. In my view the short and complete answer to this ground, as Miss Lieven and Mr 
Lowe submitted, is the fact that the Knaresborough substation already exists and 
is not part the proposed development for which consent was being sought under 
section 37.  I agree with Miss Lieven that the cases relied on by Mr Village in his 
skeleton argument, R (Barker) v London Borough of Bromley [2006] UKHL 52 
and Wells v Secretary of State for Transport, Local Government and the Regions 
[2004] EUECJ C-201/02 (Case C-201/02) [2004] ECR I-723, do not support the 
proposition that where a development has been constructed with lawful consent, it 
should be taken into account as part of a separate proposal which is being assessed 
for the purposes of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations.  The first 
case raised the issue of whether a national regulation which precluded any 
consideration for the need for an EIA at the time when consideration was being 
given to an application for approval of reserved matters following the grant of 
outline planning consent for a proposed development complied with the relevant 
European Directive.  It was held by the House of Lords that the relevant 
regulations did not comply, because in the case of what was referred to as a multi-
stage consent process they did not provide for fresh consideration of the need for 
an EIA if that appeared to be necessary at the approval of reserved matters stage.   

150. The second authority (although the first in time), Wells, raised a similar point in 
relation to a multi-stage consent for mining operations at a quarry.  In that case no 
consideration had been given to the need for an EIA, although some matters had 
been left to be decided by the mineral planning authority.  The court held that the 
approval of a new set of conditions on an existing permission granted by an 
Interim Development Order (old mining permission) was a "development 
consent" for the purposes of the EIA directive, with the result that an assessment 
of the environmental effects of the operations had to be carried out. 

151. I do not see how either of these authorities provides any assistance to the issue 
raised by ground 8.  In this case there was no question of any modification or 
alteration of the original planning permission for the Knaresborough substation.  
That had been granted and was a matter of history.  NG's proposal in this case, for 



 

 

which it sought consent under section 37 of the Electricity Act 1989, was "to 
install and keep installed a new section of overhead electricity line located to the 
south-west of Tadcaster and east of Bramham in the counties of North and West 
Yorkshire respectively".  There was no application for permission to do anything 
in relation to the Knaresborough substation. 

152. In addition to these two authorities, Mr Village relied also on a more recent 
decision of the Court of Appeal in R (Brown) v Carlisle City Council and Stobart 
Air Ltd [2010] EWCA Civ 523.  In that case there were two separate planning 
applications to develop an airport site.  The first involved the replacement and 
realignment of the main runway, the construction of a new passenger terminal, 
offices and hangers ("the airport development"), and for the construction of a 
Freight Storage and Distribution Facility ("the Freight Distribution Centre").  The 
second, submitted a year later, involved a "scaled down" proposal in relation to 
the airport development and a smaller Freight Distribution Centre.  The second 
application was accompanied by an Environmental Statement, but this dealt only 
with the likely significant effects on the environment of the revised proposal for 
the Freight Distribution Centre.  It did not address the cumulative effects of that 
proposal and the revised airport development which was being proposed at the 
same time.  The Court of Appeal held that this was a fatal defect. 

153. The facts of that case were contrasted with the facts of R (Davies) v Secretary of 
State for Communities and Local Government [2008] EWHC 2223 (Admin), 
which concerned the Heysham to M6 Link Road and a proposed Park and Ride 
Scheme.  The court held that Davies was clearly distinguishable because the 
evidence before the Inspector had established that the Heysham to M6 Link Road 
(for which there had been an Environmental Statement) was justified in its own 
right and would be constructed at whether or not a proposed Park and Ride 
Scheme, which was the subject of a separate application, was permitted.  There 
was no section 106 Agreement preventing the construction and use of the link 
road until the Park and Ride Scheme had been commenced.   

154. It seems to me that the facts of this case are much closer to those of Davies 
because the construction of the Knaresborough substation cannot be regarded as 
"an integral part" of the current proposal since it has already taken place.  The 
position is even stronger than that in Davies, where the link road was still to be 
constructed even though it would go ahead irrespective of the Park and Ride 
Scheme. 

155. For these reasons I reject SSOBT’s submissions in relation to ground 8. 

Conclusion  

156. SSOBT’s claim for judicial review of the SoS's decision in his letter of 8 April 
2010 therefore fails and must be dismissed.  If costs cannot be agreed, I will hear 
submissions from the parties. 

Afternote  

157. I hope that it will be explained to members of the public who are told of the 
outcome of this claim, and who are not familiar with the process of judicial 



 

 

review, that this decision is not an endorsement by the court of the SoS's decision 
giving consent to NG's proposal under section 37. 

158. The role of the court is confined solely to determining whether or not the decision 
by the SoS has been made in accordance with the law and does not constitute an 
improper use of executive power. It is not the business of the court to express a 
view as to whether or not the decision was the right one. That is a question on 
which individual opinions will inevitably differ. 

159. SSOBT mounted a strong case against NG's proposal, a fact evidenced by the fact 
that two experienced inspectors agreed that the merits of the proposal did not 
outweigh the harm to the environment. The fact that I have upheld the SoS's 
decision does not mean that the views of SSOBT or the conclusions of the 
Inspectors were wrong or unjustified.  This judgment amounts to no more than a 
determination by the court that the decision of the SoS was not contrary to law. 

 

ANNEX A - Extracts from PPG2 

 

Intentions of policy 

1.4 The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by 
keeping land permanently open; the most important attribute of Green Belts is their 
openness. Green Belts can shape patterns of urban development at sub-regional and 
regional scale, and help to ensure that development occurs in locations allocated in 
development plans. They help to protect the countryside, be it in agricultural, 
forestry or other use. They can assist in moving towards more sustainable patterns 
of urban development (see paragraph 2.10). 

Purpose of including land in Green Belts 

1.5 There are five purposes of including land in Green Belts: 

• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

• to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another; 

• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

• to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

• to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 
other urban land. 

The use of land in Green Belts 

1.6 Once Green Belts have been defined, the use of land in them has a positive role 
to play in fulfilling the following objectives: 

• to provide opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban 
population; 



 

 

• to provide opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation near 
urban areas; 

• to retain attractive landscapes, and enhance landscapes, near to where 
people live; 

• to improve damaged and derelict land around towns; 

• to secure nature conservation interest; and 

• to retain land in agricultural, forestry and related uses. 

1.7 The extent to which the use of land fulfils these objectives is however not itself 
a material factor in the inclusion of land within a Green Belt, or in its continued 
protection. For example, although Green Belts often contain areas of attractive 
landscape, the quality of the landscape is not relevant to the inclusion of land within 
a Green Belt or to its continued protection. The purposes of including land in Green 
Belts are of paramount importance to their continued protection, and should take 
precedence over the land use objectives. 

Presumption against inappropriate development 

3.1 The general policies controlling development in the countryside apply with 
equal force in Green Belts but there is, in addition, a general presumption against 
inappropriate development within them. Such development should not be approved, 
except in very special circumstances. 
See paragraphs 3.4, 3.8, 3.11 and 3.12 below as to development which is 
inappropriate. 

3.2 Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt. It is for 
the applicant to show why permission should be granted. Very special 
circumstances to justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm 
by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other 
considerations. In view of the presumption against inappropriate development, the 
Secretary of State will attach substantial weight to the harm to the Green Belt when 
considering any planning application or appeal concerning such development. 

3.3 . . .  

New buildings 

3.4 The construction of new buildings inside a Green Belt is inappropriate unless it 
is for the following purposes: 

. . . 

3.12 The statutory definition of development includes engineering and other 
operations, and the making of any material change in the use of land. The carrying 
out of such operations and the making of material changes in the use of land are 
inappropriate development unless they maintain openness and do not conflict with 
the purposes of including land in the Green Belt. 
(Advice on material changes in the use of buildings is given in paragraph 3.8 
above). 

. . . 



 

 

Visual amenity 

3.15 The visual amenities of the Green Belt should not be injured by proposals for 
development within or conspicuous from the Green Belt which, although they 
would not prejudice the purposes of including land in Green Belts, might be 
visually detrimental by reason of their siting, materials or design. 
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Appendix 7 

Progress regarding protective provisions 
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Protective Provisions – Progress Table 

 

Statutory Undertaker Progress Date of last correspondence 

National Grid Electricity and Gas Engrossment's signed by WPD and National 
Grid.  

Signed by NGG and NGET and WPD 

Dwr Cymru  Email from Dwr Cymru agreeing to Protective 
Provisions subject to some minor amendments. 

Email received on 02/10/2015 substantially 
agreeing Protective Provisions. Email from WPD 
confirming indemnity approval on 13/11/2015 for 
agreement on protective provisions. 

BT/Openreach Email from Openreach confirming satisfaction 
with Protective Provision.  

Email received by Osborne Clarke 27 October 
2015 confirming agreement. 

Mainline Pipelines Limited - Oil Mainline's agent, Fisher German, have 
confirmed that they are happy with the protective 
provisions. 

Email received 2/12/2015 confirming Agent 
would speak to Mainline about sending formal 
confirmation. Applicant has followed up but with 
no further response. 

Wales and West Utilities – Gas Following negotiation, Wales and West have 
confirmed agreement with Protective Provisions 
subject to a site visit before finalising. 

Site visit to be carried out by LSTC to confirm 
location of Wales and West apparatus. 
Protective Provisions agreed subject to 
satisfactory result of survey. 
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Appendix 8 

Independent assessment of costs for compulsory 

acquisition 
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Appendix 9 

CVs of Nick Buxton and Jonathan Smith – Bruton 

Knowles 







Responses to Examining Authority Questions asked at Hearings 

22 

Appendix 10 

Joint opinion on 'integral' developments 



 

 

Application by Western Power Distribution (South Wales) Plc 

Brechfa Forest Development Consent Order 

Joint Opinion 

1. We are asked to advise on an issue that arises out of the operation of 

the Planning Act’s requirements for Nationally Significant 

Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) in Wales.   

2. We are asked, in the context of an electricity transmission project to 

transfer electricity from Brechfa Forest West to Llandyfaelog in North 

Carmarthen to identify the development, which is or forms part of an 

NSIP.  

3. In particular, we are asked to advise whether a short section of the 

overhead line project which has been placed underground to mitigate 

its visual impact properly forms part of the project for the purposes of 

the Planning Act 2008.  

4. We are both of the view that in the circumstances of the present case, 

the undergrounding of part of the project does properly form “part of 

the NSIP” for the purposes of the Planning Act 2008. 

5. Our reasons are set out below.  

6. In both England and Wales, consent (by way of a Development 

Consent Order (DCO)) is necessary for a development, which is or 

forms part of a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP). 

The exact words of the statute are important. They provide:  

“31. Consent under this Act...is required for development which 

is or forms part of a nationally significant infrastructure 

project.” (emphasis added)  

4. Development which is not part of the project cannot be consented under 

the Act in Wales. This is because for all practical purposes “associated 

development” cannot form part of a DCO  in Wales but falls to be 



 

 

considered by the local planning authority. 

5. What is meant by the term NSIP is explained by s 14 of the Act. An 

NSIP means a “project which consists of any of the following:”. There 

are then identified a series of types of project.  

6. One of the types of project identified is “the installation of an electric 

line above ground.” It is to be noted that s 14 seeks to define “projects” 

and not categories of “development”. 

7. When s 14 and s 31 are read together, the Parliamentary intent becomes 

clear: a nationally significant “project” which consists of the 

installation of an electric line above ground and/or development which  

in reality forms part of that project requires consent under the Act.   

8. The use of the term “project” in s 14 as opposed to simply nationally 

significant infrastructure “development” is deliberate and instructive. 

The Act uses the term “development” where that term is appropriate 

and gives it the same meaning as the Town and Country Planning Act.  

9. Use of the term “project” clearly brings with it a meaning which is 

deliberately different to the term “development”.  

10. The word project, an ordinary English word to be given its ordinary 

English meaning (even in Wales) brings with it the meaning of an 

holistic “enterprise which is carefully planned to achieve a particular 

aim.” (See OED). 

11. In deciding whether “development” constitutes part of a project, it is 

thus first necessary accurately to identify the relevant project.  

12. Once the project is properly identified, the questions to be asked are: 

 a. does the project constitute an NSIP? 

 b. is any identified development in reality part of that project? 

13. The identification of the relevant project and its extent is 

primarily a matter of judgment for the decision-maker having regard to 



 

 

ss14 and 31- subject to the usual principles of public law rationality and 

reasonableness. (see R (Redcar and Cleveland Borough Council v 

Secretary of State for Business Enterprise and Regulatory Reform and 

EDF Energy Limited) [2008] EWHC 1847 (Admin)).  

14. This means that in each case, the identification of the project and its 

extent falls to be determined on its own particular facts. A case by case 

assessment is necessary. 

15. In the particular circumstances of the present case however, at all 

material times there has been a unanimity of judgment as to the, nature 

and extent of the “Project”
1
.  

16. All relevant parties which have expressed a view have judged that the 

relevant project as a matter of fact and degree consists of the 

installation of an electricity line above ground between Brechfa West 

and the EE line at Llandyfaelog. The mitigation of that project’s impact 

by the placing of a small part of the project underground has been seen 

to form an integral and necessary part of that overall project or planned 

enterprise. Particular weight should be given to the local planning 

authority’s position on this matter because it otherwise would be the 

body with the authority to determine any undergrounding application. 

17. We agree with the judgments referred to above and the reasoning 

behind those judgments.  

18. Certainly those judgments are not unlawful. Indeed, in the particular 

circumstances of this project, it is difficult to comprehend a different 

judgment being made. 

19. We would go so far as to say that an assertion that the undergrounding 

section did not in reality form part of the project in this case would 

result in an artificial and illogical splitting up of this project. This 

would in fact risk offending the very public law principles set out 

above. 

                                                      
1
 S55 PINS Checklist position on acceptance of application 

CCC consistent position, agreed by NRW in topic based sessions 
WG clear and reasoned response annexed to explanatory memorandum. 



 

 

20. We are of this view for the following reasons. 

21. The new enterprise here is the transmission of electricity from Brechfa 

West to Llandyfaelog. The project has been carefully planned, designed 

and assessed as a project, to achieve the purposes of that enterprise.  

22. Originally this enterprise or project consisted of an entirely overhead 

electricity line but as a result of the pre-application consultation 

required by the Planning Act 2008 for NSIPs, a small proportion of the  

of the project was placed underground to mitigate the visual impact of 

the overhead line.  

23. The enterprise or project did not of course alter as a result of this 

mitigation decision. 

24. Rather, the Planning Act process had the effect of shaping the overhead 

line project in a way wholly consistent with the aims and objectives of 

the legislation and its associated Guidance Notes (to which decision-

makers are required to have regard).  

25. The electric lines which transmit the electricity from Brechfa West 

substation to Llantyfaelog will continue do so without interference or 

break. The short underground section is functionally and in engineering 

terms just as necessary to the transmission of electricity above ground 

as other physical elements of the project. 

26. The project thus consists of the installation of an overhead line and its 

necessary mitigation which includes the placing of the overhead line 

underground for a short section of the project. 

27. As such the project (as a whole) is an NSIP. The short underground 

section is physically, functionally and in our view legally part of that 

project. 

28. No error of law would be disclosed by this conclusion. 

29. This approach in the particular circumstances of the case has the 

additional factors to commend it. 



 

 

30. First, this holistic approach in this case is most consistent with the 

wording of the Act and the key guidance. We have dealt with the 

content of the Act in short terms but a little more can and should be 

said here about this matter and the relevant guidance.   

31. Section 31 is clear that a DCO can and must authorise “development 

which is or forms part of a nationally significant project.” 

(emphasis added) (see above)  

32. The “or” in this sentence is important. It means that development which 

by itself falls outside of the immediate definition of an NSIP (in this 

case a project which consists of the “installation of an electric line 

above ground”) can nonetheless form part of the DCO if it in reality 

forms part of the relevant nationally significant infrastructure project.  

33. Development involving the simple, physical installation of an electric 

line above ground is clearly caught by the relevant s 14 identification of 

an NSIP.   

34. But one then has to ask the question as to whether in reality other 

development forms part of that project.   

35. The electricity transmission line above ground in this case is physically 

attached to and forms part of the same transmission line as the short 

underground section of line. It would be artificial in these 

circumstances  to suggest that the underground "development" which 

connects seamlessly to the electric line above ground was not part of 

the project for the purposes of s 31 of the Act. It clearly is.  

27. By the same logic other development which was integral to or formed a 

necessary part of the installation of the electric line above ground and 

clearly formed part of that project such as sealing end compounds, pole 

stays, foundation blocks, etc, would form part of the project and also 

require to be the subject of a DCO.   

28. Without such works, the overhead element of line would simply be 

incapable of carrying electricity at all, the project would not exist.  



 

 

29. This approach is reflected in the content of the relevant policy 

statement. National Policy Statement EN-5. Para 1.2.1 of the Guidance 

provides: 

“This National Policy Statement (NPS), taken together with the Overarching National 

Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1), provides the primary basis for decisions taken by 

the Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC) on applications it receives for electricity 

networks infrastructure.”  

  

30. The National Policy Statements have a very particular role and status in 

the determination of Planning Act applications. 

31. Footnote 13 of the document is very clear. Under the heading of 

“Undergrounding”, it provides: “Proposed underground cables do not require 

development consent under the Planning Act, but they may form part of a scheme of 

new infrastructure which is the subject of an application under the Act, and 

requirements or obligations regarding undergrounding may feature as a means of 

mitigating some of the adverse impacts of a proposal which does require and is 

granted development consent.” 

32. This identification of the clear potential for underground cables to 

“form part of a scheme of new infrastructure” fits clearly with the 

words of the statute and the facts of this case. If underground cables are 

capable of forming part of an electricity network project for the 

purposes of EN-5, then we cannot conceive of a case where this 

potential more clearly becomes a reality than this. 

33. Second, this holistic approach is consistent with the overall aims and 

objectives of the Act.   

34. Thus, (in Wales as well as in England), it is the underlying intention of 

the Act that the approach to significant infrastructure projects should be 

streamlined. It would be inconsistent with this aim for elements of a 

proposal which are so integral to the project and form its essential 

mitigation to be excluded from the DCO provisions and to require an 

entirely separate consenting regime.   

35. Third, the alternative argument, that it is solely the overhead line 

development which constitutes the NSIP, involves in the circumstances 



 

 

of this case, doing violence to the proper meaning of the term ”project”.  

36. It involves the logical conclusion that each element of overhead line 

would by itself constitute a separate NSIP even though each element of 

overhead line (and the underground links between them) was clearly 

part of a wider transmission project or enterprise or project. Further 

each element of overhead line (each mini “project”) would be wholly 

incapable of transmitting electricity anywhere, much less as part of an 

overall project or enterprise. 

37. In our opinion, this is not what Parliament intended. The better 

approach would be to identify the true extent of the project as a matter 

of fact and judgment having regard to s 14 of the Act and then to ask 

whether there is other development which in reality forms part of that 

project or its mitigation.  

38. If there is such development which is integral to the project and or 

forms part of it or its mitigation then it can and should be the subject of 

a DCO application.  

39. That is the case here in relation to the underground section of the 

project. 

40. This opinion does not alter if the additional two spans of 

undergrounding sought by officers of the Council as part of their 

submissions to the hearings are accepted.  

41. Indeed, the ability of the Examining Authority and Secretary of State to 

consider such suggested alternatives to the project as part of the 

Planning Act jurisdiction underscores the appropriateness and 

rationality of considering the nature and extent of the project and its 

mitigation as part of the Planning Act consideration. 

42.  This case is distinguishable from the Secretary of State’s decision in 

"Hirwaun" because the project there was the construction of a 

generating station. The Secretary of State decided as as a matter of fact 

and judgment that a gas feeder pipe and electrical connection did not 

fall within the statutory term “generating station”, she accordingly 



 

 

deleted these elements from the Order. The reasoning in that case is 

simply not applicable to this case where a short element of 

undergrounding is an integral element of mitigation for the overhead 

line project as a whole.   

 

RUSSELL HARRIS QC Landmark Chambers Counsel for the Applicant 

MORAG ELLIS QC Francis Taylor Buildings Counsel for Carmarthenshire 

County Council. 

15 December 2015 
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HSE document: Working safely near overhead 

electricity power lines 
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Some agricultural activities may also create a risk of 
contacting OHPLs, including:

operating rain or slurry guns;■

tipping trailers;■

moving irrigation pipes or long boom irrigators;■

building temporary stacks or structures, eg bales, ■

fertiliser, potato boxes; 
moving aluminium ladders or scaffold poles;■

construction work including erecting steel-framed ■

buildings;
erecting polytunnels and temporary structures;■

fishing (electricity can pass through rods/poles).■

Working safely: Assessing the risks

Before you start work near OHPLs, you should assess 
the risks. To help do this you should:

find out the maximum height and maximum vertical ■

reach of your own and your contractors’ machines;
find out the routes of all OHPLs on your land or ■

near your boundaries and mark them on the farm 
map;
make sure you have information about all the lines ■

on your land – if not, contact their owners;
make sure you have details of the maximum ■

working heights permitted under each span of 
OHPL on your farm and next to each structure. 
Record these on the farm map. The map can 
then be used as a reference when assessing 
risks, planning cropping or other work, instructing 
machine operators and contractors, planning 
access routes or buying new or used equipment;
get advice from the electricity distribution network ■

operator (DNO) and/or the National Grid on line 
heights, minimum vertical clearance distances 
and precautions to take. DNOs can also arrange 
to have the height of the lines checked. Operating 
voltages are displayed on signs attached to steel 
towers;
look at the guidance produced by the Energy ■

Networks Association on clearance distances  
(see ‘Further reading’). 

Control measures

When considering what you need to do to work safely, 
you should follow the preferred hierarchy of measures 
described below:

The safest option is always to avoid working near ■

OHPLs if you can. Creating alternative access 
routes or work areas to avoid OHPLs is often the 
easiest and cheapest option.

Consider re-routing or burying OHPLs in certain ■

locations, such as farmyards or silage clamps where 
machines often pass below the lines. Consult the 
DNO for advice and do not attempt to do this work 
yourself. 
Where you cannot relocate OHPLs, select machines ■

that can safely pass below the lines without being 
able to reach the vertical clearance distance.
For some short duration work activities you may be ■

able to get the power supply switched off. Speak 
to the DNO for advice.
Where you cannot avoid working near OHPLs, ■

you will need to carry out a risk assessment and 
implement a safe system of work. 

Key factors to consider for safe work 
near OHPLs

Selecting suitable machinery

Larger farm machinery has increased the risks of 
contacting OHPLs. You can reduce the risks of 
contact or flashover greatly by selecting machinery 
that will not reach more than 4 m from the ground. 
Check the working heights of machines and the 
maximum heights that any folding or extending 
elements can reach. Check with the manufacturer 
or supplier if necessary to obtain these details and 
check these heights against the clearances marked 
on the farm map to identify areas of risk. Consider line 
heights when you buy new or replacement machinery.

Safe use of machinery and equipment

Moving equipment or machinery when extensions are 
raised could bring it into contact with OHPLs. Reduce 
risks by making sure machines can operate safely 
near OHPLs. For example:

retract the booms of telescopic handlers and ■

keep them close to the ground when the vehicle is 
moving;
lower grain tank lids and ensure that unloading ■

augers on combines are stowed and not in the 
extended/unloading position;
use sprayers with horizontally folding booms and ■

never fold vertical sprayer booms on the move;
fit shorter radio aerials and beacons, reposition or ■

remove existing ones on high machines, so they 
cannot cause danger;
take care not to damage poles and stays.■

Remember that risks increase at dusk, in darkness or 
in poor visibility when it becomes harder for machine 
operators to see OHPLs.
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Safe work activities

Risks can be reduced if the following activities are not 
carried out within a horizontal distance of at least 10 m 
from OHPLs. These distances should be measured 
from the line of the nearest conductor to the work, 
projected vertically downwards onto the floor, and 
perpendicular to the route of the line (see Figure 2). 
The activities are: 
 

stacking materials, eg bales, fertiliser bags or ■

potato boxes etc;
erecting temporary structures, eg polytunnels;■

folding sprayer booms;■

tipping trailers or lorries with tipping bodies; ■

operating materials handlers or lift trucks;■

working on top of combines or other high ■

machinery;
moving ladders, irrigation pipes or scaffolding;■

tree work.■

If you cannot avoid carrying out any of these work 
activities closer than 10 m, consult your DNO for 
advice. If the line cannot be moved or made dead you 
will need to assess the risks and agree a safe system 
of work. This may involve the erection of barriers to 
keep machinery a safe distance away from OHPLs, 
and other precautions as described in the HSE 
guidance note Avoidance of danger from overhead 
electric power lines (see ‘Further reading’).

Rain and slurry guns
Position rain and slurry guns so that jets of water ■

or slurry cannot contact OHPLs when they are in 
use. 
Guns should travel parallel to OHPLs, not below ■

them.
Check that jet breaker devices are working, as ■

a continuous jet in contact with an OHPL could 
cause the equipment to become live.
Slurry guns should not come within 30 m of an ■

OHPL and this distance should be increased in 
high winds to take account of slurry being carried 
further by the wind.

Long boom irrigators
When a machine is being moved or used, keep it ■

under close observation and control.
Booms should have a nylon or polypropylene ■

control rope at each end.
If a boom is assembled or dismantled on site this ■

should be done at least 10 m away from OHPLs.
Check that the jets are not near OHPLs and that ■

jet breaker devices are fitted and working.

Sprinklers
Do not store pipes under or close to OHPLs.■

Always move irrigation pipes horizontally, using two ■

people to carry them as low as possible.
Plan the layout of the system carefully, so risks are ■

minimised when putting pipes in position.

Fencing
If fencing wire is being stretched, it could spring ■

upwards and come into contact with OHPLs, so 
always keep the wire under control.
Long runs of wire on undulating ground or hillsides ■

present an increased risk, so anchor the fence 
securely at several points.

Stacks and temporary structures
Before building a stack or other temporary ■

structure, plan where to locate it to avoid OHPLs. 
Do not site them in areas where machines such as 
telescopic handlers will need to travel underneath 
OHPLs to get to them.
Avoid creating clamps below OHPLs, as vehicles ■

rolling the clamp or trailers tipping grass etc will be 
at risk.
Silos or bins should be sited so bulk feed delivery ■

vehicles or trailers can tip safely.

Construction work
There may be occasions when construction work ■

has to be carried out, eg erecting farm buildings, 
excavation work for laying pipes etc which means 
machines or vehicles pass near OHPLs. In such 
cases, you and your contractors should follow the 
precautions set out in Avoidance of danger from 
overhead electric power lines (see ‘Further reading’).

Figure 2  Minimum horizontal distances to overhead power lines

minimum 10 m minimum 10 m
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Information, instruction and training 

After assessing the risks and planning how to do the 
work safely, you will need to make sure anyone working 
near OHPLs with a machine or work equipment is 
provided with information about the hazards, the risks 
and the precautions to follow, including what to do if 
they contact the line.  

Contractors and temporary staff may be at an 
increased level of risk when they work on your farm, 
so make sure they know where the lines are and 
discuss and agree with them the precautions they 
need to take before they start work. More detailed 
instructions may be needed for those workers whose 
first language is not English.

The location of OHPLs can be highlighted by 
displaying suitable hazard warning signs in prominent 
positions and supplementing them with appropriate 
text, eg ‘Danger – overhead power lines’. 

If you come into contact with an OHPL

Stay in the cab of the machine and lower any ■

raised parts in contact with the line or try to drive 
the machine clear, if you can. 
Inform the DNO immediately (display the telephone ■

number in the cab or keep it on your mobile phone).
Electrocution is possible if anyone touches both ■

the machine and the ground at the same time. 
If you need to get out jump well clear so that no 
simultaneous contact is made between you, the 
vehicle and the ground. Do not touch any wires. 
Stay clear and warn others not to approach.
Get the DNO to disconnect the supply. Even if the ■

line appears dead, do not touch it, or any part of 
the machine. Contact with the line may cause the 
power supply to trip out temporarily and it may 
be reconnected and re-energised automatically, 
without warning. 
Never touch an overhead line that has been ■

brought down by machinery, or has fallen, eg in a 
storm. Do not try to disentangle equipment, until 
you have received confirmation that the line has 
been de-energised and made safe. 

Further reading 

Avoidance of danger from overhead electric power 
lines General Guidance Note GS6 HSE Books 1997 
ISBN 978 0 7176 1348 9 www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/
books/gs6.htm 

Information is also available from the Energy Networks 
Association (ENA): www.energynetworks.org and the 
Distribution Network Operators publish information on 
their own websites. Safety information is also available 
from the National Grid at www.nationalgrid.com/uk/
electricity

Safety information for farmers and agricultural 
contractors ENA 2007 www.energynetworks.org

Safety information for farmers utilising polytunnels ENA 
2008 www.energynetworks.org

Overhead line clearances - ENA Technical Specification 
43-8 – specifies minimum vertical clearances for 
vehicles/machines passing below OHPLs.

Further information 

For information about health and safety, or to report 
inconsistencies or inaccuracies in this guidance, visit 
www.hse.gov.uk/. You can view HSE guidance online 
and order priced publications from the website. HSE 
priced publications are also available from bookshops.

This document contains notes on good practice 
which are not compulsory but which you may 
find helpful in considering what you need to do.

This document is available at www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/
ais8.htm 

© Crown copyright If you wish to reuse this 
information visit www.hse.gov.uk/copyright.htm for 
details. First published 07/12.
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1 Background  

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 This note has been prepared in response to a question from the Examining 

Authority posed at the issue-specific hearing held on 8th December 2015. The 

response, provided in this note, was requested to be submitted to the Examining 

Authority on or before Deadline 3, which is Noon on 17th December. 

1.1.2 The question raised was in connection with item 7.4 on the issue-specific hearing 

agenda in connection with the project alternatives that were considered in the EIA. 

The agenda item was as follows: 

1.1.3 “NPS (EN-1), para 4.4.1, explains that from a policy perspective, it does not contain 

any general requirement to consider alternatives or to establish whether the 

proposed project represents the best option. However, in para 4.4.2 it also outlines 

the circumstances in which the consideration of alternatives would be appropriate 

and relevant to the examination of an application. The following matters will be 

considered in the light of that guidance and the policies set out in the NPS (EN-5), 

paras 2.8.4 and 2.8.8-2.8.9: 

� The environmental and archaeological consequences of conventional trench 

excavation and tunnelled undergrounding.” 

1.1.4 At the hearing, and in response to the above question, the Applicant clarified that 

the consideration of undergrounding, as set out especially in Appendix 1.1 of the 

Route Alignment Selection report [REP1-037] was limited to those sections of the 

overhead line (OHL) that had been demonstrated to be of ‘serious concern’ (sensu 

paragraph 2.8.8 of NPS EN-5) in terms of adverse landscape and visual effects, 

since the connection was premised on the installation of an OHL and that 

undergrounding was being justified as a mitigation for those sections where there 

were demonstrated to be ‘serious concerns’. 
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1.1.5 The ExA has now requested further brief consideration, for comparison purposes, of 

the environmental and archaeological effects of undergrounding the entire 

alignment. This note provides a high-level desktop evaluation, based on existing 

information, and sets out a comparative assessment of the possible environmental 

and archaeological effects of undergrounding the entire connection, compared to 

the effects of the OHL assessed in the EIA. 

1.2 Main assumptions 

1.2.1 The comparison of the environmental effects of the Proposed Development, which 

is based on an OHL over most of its length, with an underground alignment 

following the same route, is not entirely realistic, since an underground alignment 

may be influenced by different constraints to an OHL. For instance, the OHL 

alignment is constrained mostly by the need to minimise adverse landscape and 

visual effects, which are not so pertinent to an entirely underground connection, 

which itself could be more constrained by surface topography and surface and 

subsurface features. Nevertheless, in broad terms the environmental effects of an 

OHL compared to underground cable, can be compared. 

1.2.2 The comparison assessment (which is for the OHL parts since the section of the 

Proposed Development crossing the River Towy valley is already proposed to be 

underground) relies on the following main assumptions, related to the hypothetical 

underground alternative: 

� The underground route would follow the centreline of the Proposed 

Development (OHL alignment); 

� Major deviation of the route has not been proposed; that is, effects are 

reported even where the alignment would cross constraints such as 

environmentally sensitive location (e.g. a designated site); 

� Major roads and watercourses can be bored under; 

� Open cut trenching would be the main approach: 16m working width (including 

5m wide haul road), reduced to 8m width at hedgerow crossing points, 
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containing a trench 1.5m wide and 1.5m deep; 

� Trenching/ boring will be feasible and practical, notwithstanding any 

constraints of geology and topography; 

� No constraints posed by shallow bedrock that may require the use of 

explosives (i.e. no blasting or other such noisy activity); 

� Sections of trench in the region of 500m – 800m lengths will be opened up/ 

worked on at any one time and work will progress in sequence along the route; 

� The same overall construction duration (i.e. 9 months for entire route) will be 

sufficient to install the entire connection underground; 

� Joint bays (6m x 2m x 1.5m deep) will be required every 500m of the route; 

� Cables will be insulated but not ducted (except for bored sections); 

� Access to the entire alignment will be possible along the 5m haul road (i.e. 

access will only be necessary from existing main highways); 

� Crossing of existing utilities is possible without the need to divert the utility; 

and 

� No buildings or deep-rooted species would be permitted above the route and 

within 5m either side (although hedges/ shrubs would be permissible). 

1.2.3 This note does not include any assessment of the technical and cost implications of 

undergrounding the entire route, which was not requested by the Examining 

Authority. There may be technical constraints associated with undergrounding the 

entire alignment that could make it infeasible or prohibitively expensive. In this 

sense, the current assumptions in this comparative assessment provide a 

‘favourable’ comparison, and it should be acknowledged that the environmental 

and archaeological effects of undergrounding could be worse, the construction 

duration could be longer, and the associated costs could be higher. 

1.2.4 In addition, this note does not include any appraisal of the benefits of 
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undergrounding the entire route, compared to the Proposed Development on OHL, 

and does not attempt a formal cost-benefit analysis. It is self-evident that an 

entirely underground route, compared to an OHL, could offer benefits in terms of 

adverse landscape and visual effects post-construction. However, in general the 

environmental impacts of undergrounding are potentially worse during the 

construction stage than pole installation for an OHL. So there is a trade-off 

between separate stages. 

1.2.5 The remainder of this note briefly addresses the potential environmental and 

archaeological effects of undergrounding the entire route, compared to the 

Proposed Development on OHL. 
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2 Environmental Effects of Undergrounding 

2.1 Ecology 

Habitats (general) 

2.1.1 The route alignment crosses predominately improved, semi-improved and marshy 

grassland. These habitat types are of low ecological value and would be easily re-

creatable after undergrounding using standard mitigation approaches (i.e. good 

topsoil storage/management and appropriate re-seeding and aftercare). 

Hedgerows 

2.1.2 Approximately 185 additional hedgerows would be impacted as a result of 

undergrounding. Although the amount of hedgerow removed would be reduced to 

8m at hedgerow crossing points it is unlikely that hedgerow translocation (currently 

proposed for the four hedgerow breaches associated with the Proposed 

Development) would be practical. This is due to the potential need to maintain 

access to the 5m haul road across the entire alignment. 

2.1.3 New hedgerow planting is likely to be used to mitigate the impact of the hedgerows 

breaches. This will require a period of at least five years for 

maintenance/monitoring to ensure its success. 

Pingo at Alltwalis and bog and Rhydargaeau   

2.1.4 The impacts of undergrounding on the Pingo complex at Alltwalis (centred at Target 

Note 44d) and the bog at Rhydargaeau (centred at Target Note 127) are likely to 

be more significant compared to the Proposed Development.  OHL poles and 

access routes have been sited to avoid the most sensitive parts of both sites 

however a larger area would be required for the undergrounding works (16m 

working width with a 5m haul road) and topsoil would be stripped across the entire 

width during construction.  
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2.1.5 There is also potential for hydrological impacts on both habitats as a result of the 

introduction of underground cables. 

2.1.6 Impacts from undergrounding could be mitigated further through re-routing, 

minimising the working width, careful topsoil storage/management and using track 

way for the haul road to reduce the loading impact from vehicle movements. 

Woodland  

2.1.7 The impact of undergrounding through woodland compared to installation of an 

OHL is minimal. Mature trees adjacent to the OHL are felled or reduced/coppiced 

if they pose a risk to the OHL and any replacement planting is typically comprised 

of slow-growing shrub species (such as hazel) which are similar to those that 

would be planted above underground cables.  

Protected species 

2.1.8 The impact of undergrounding on protected species compared to the Proposed 

Development is limited to reptiles, nesting birds, foraging and commuting bats, 

Dormice and Badgers.  

2.1.9 The larger footprint required and the removal of additional sections of hedgerow to 

facilitate the undergrounding would result in an increased risk of potential 

disturbance/injury and/or harm to reptiles, nesting birds, Dormice and Badgers 

(identified setts along the route are currently situated in hedgerow bases). 

Mitigation measures such as limiting vegetation removal to outside sensitive 

periods for reptiles, nesting birds and Dormice, and conducting ecological 

watching briefs, would mitigate the impact to some extent. Protected species 

licences are likely to be required to permit loss of Dormouse habitat and the 

closure of Badgers setts. The creation of more gaps in hedgerows across the 

alignment could impact foraging and commuting bats who use hedgerows as flight 

lines and feeding areas, however a breach of 8m is not a large gap and is unlikely 

to have a significant effect. 
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Conclusion 

2.1.10 With mitigation in place, undergrounding of the entire route is likely to result in more 

significant impacts on sensitive habitats (hedgerows, pingo and bog habitats 

specifically) due to an increased development footprint, when compared to the 

Proposed Development that would be an OHL. However the majority of the route 

is likely to be easily re-creatable and impacts on protected species can be 

mitigated. Overall there is anticipated to be an increased temporary impact for 

undergrounding compared to OHL through additional habitat loss and disturbance. 

2.2 Archaeology 

Potential effects of the Proposed Development and an underground option 

2.2.1 There would be no effects on designated historic assets in the area considered by 

this study, whether an overhead line or an underground option were adopted. 

2.2.2 The Proposed Development would result in 27 minor or negligible adverse effects 

on non-designated assets due to changes in their settings. An underground option 

would avoid these effects.  

2.2.3 The Proposed Development would result in negligible adverse effects on four non-

designated archaeological assets as a result of stripping and trenching. An 

underground option would result in more widespread effects on those assets, as 

well as on eight other known assets. An underground option may also affect as-yet 

unknown archaeological remains. The significance of these effects prior to 

mitigation is likely to be negligible, minor or moderate. 

2.2.4 The Proposed Development would have minor or negligible adverse effects on six 

historic landscape character areas in the area considered by this study. If an 

underground option were adopted, these effects would be avoided, but there 

would be adverse physical effects as a result of stripping and trenching, which are 

likely to be also of minor or negligible adverse effect.  

2.2.5 The Proposed Development would result in minor or negligible adverse effects on 
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four ‘important’ historic hedgerows in the area considered by this study. An 

underground option would result in effects on an estimated 18 more ‘important’ 

historic hedgerows, which are likely to be of minor or negligible significance of 

effect. Further breaches may be required to facilitate temporary access routes. 

Mitigation 

2.2.6 Mitigation of physical effects of an underground option on archaeological remains 

would be possible by employing an archaeological watching brief. Effects on the 

heritage significance of ‘important’ historic hedgerows would be completely 

mitigable by means of their temporary removal and replacement. The physical 

effects on the historic landscape character would be completely mitigable through 

reinstatement. 

Summary 

2.2.7 There is no material difference between the two options regarding designated 

assets. 

2.2.8 There would be effects related to the settings of non-designated historic assets as a 

result of the Proposed Development, whereas with an entirely underground option 

there would be no such effects. The underground option is therefore preferable for 

the conservation of assets and their settings. 

2.2.9 There are likely to be more effects on archaeological remains as a result of an 

undergrounding option. However, following mitigation there are likely to be no 

residual effects on known or as-yet unidentified archaeological remains. The 

Proposed Development is therefore slightly preferable for the preservation of 

archaeological remains. 

2.2.10 There are likely to be an equal number of effects on the historic landscape 

character as a result of either option. However, following mitigation there are likely 

to be no residual effects of an underground option. The underground option is 

therefore slightly preferable for the historic landscape character. 
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2.2.11 There would be a greater number of adverse effects on ‘important’ historic 

hedgerows as a result of an underground option than the Proposed Development. 

However, following mitigation there would be no residual effects of these impacts. 

The overhead option is therefore slightly preferable for ‘important’ historic 

hedgerows. 

2.3 Noise and vibration 

2.3.1 The potential noise and vibration of the undergrounding of the overhead line is 

assessed in accordance with methodology and criteria detailed in BS5228: 

2009+A1:2014 (Parts 1 and 2), ‘Code of practice for noise and vibration control on 

construction and open sites.’ 

2.3.2 Based on the rural location of the works and time of day, it is considered 

appropriate to assess the noise from the works based on the lowest daytime 

threshold value of 65 dB(A). A baseline noise survey would only serve to show 

that a higher daytime criterion might be applicable. The use of the lowest threshold 

value is therefore conservative. 

2.3.3 The distance of the trenching works will be at least 60 metres from the nearest 

residences. As such it is not anticipated that noise levels would exceed the 

threshold value. The trenching works would move past any one residential 

receptor within a short period of time and therefore any minor noise disturbance 

would be very temporary. 

2.3.4 None of the items of plant used for the trenching would be considered significantly 

vibratory. Given the distance from the works to the nearest residential receptors, 

there would be no vibration impacts. 

2.4 Air quality 

2.4.1 An Air Quality Study Area (AQSA) has been identified in the EIA for the proposed 

development and the resultant air quality impacts were assessed. The AQSA was 

carefully identified to include the sites that could generate dust during the 
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construction phase of the proposed development. Track-out routes were also 

included in the AQSA to assess the impacts on nearby receptors. Suitable 

mitigation measures were recommended that would form part of a Dust 

Management Plan (DMP) to inform the Construction Environmental Management 

Plan (CEMP).   

2.4.2 A high level assessment of air quality impacts of undergrounding the entire cable 

route has been undertaken qualitatively and the results are compared with those 

reported in the EIA. For this purpose, the Order Limits for the entire route are 

assumed as the boundaries of the AQSA. It should be noted that if 

undergrounding of the entire cable route is implemented, the boundaries of the 

AQSA shall be reviewed. 

Number of Receptors within a Given Distance of the AQSA 

  
As reported in the 

Environmental 
Statement 

From 
undergrounding 
the entire cable 

route 

Difference 

Human receptors 

from site and 

track-out routes 

Within 20m 13 52 +39 

20-50m 18 31 +13 

50-100m 8 64 +56 

PRoWs Within 100m 36 36 unchanged 

Ecological 

receptors 
Within 100m 

SACs located 

within site 

boundary 

SACs located 

within site 

boundary 

unchanged 

 

2.4.3 Compared to the air quality impacts reported in the EIA, the impacts are likely to 

increase. However, due to the qualitative nature of this assessment and several 

assumptions, the increase has not been quantified. It should be noted that the 

DMP that would be in place for the proposed development would be updated 

accordingly, identifying the required mitigation measures appropriate to the 

assessed dust risks as per the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) 
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guidance.  Effective implementation of mitigation measures identified in the DMP 

minimises air quality impacts of undergrounding the entire cable route. 

2.4.4 The air quality impacts of the operational phase of the proposed development are 

not included in this qualitative assessment. However, based on the information 

provided in the EIA, these impacts are not considered to be significant. 

2.5 Landscape and visual 

2.5.1 Construction of an underground connection would require open trenching along the 

entire length of the proposed route with the exception of a small number of 

sections of horizontal directional drilling at the watercourses and major highways 

in the vicinity of the Towy valley. 

2.5.2 The majority of the route comprises pastoral fields bounded by regularly clipped 

hedgerows.  This landscape generally displays relatively low susceptibility to the 

trenching required to establish an underground cable connection.  Compared to 

the proposed OHL (with some undergrounding in the vicinity of the Towy valley) a 

fully underground connection would alter the effects of the Proposed Development 

in the following ways: 

Environmentally negative: 

� All hedgerows along the route of the proposed connection would require an 

approximately 8m section to be removed and subsequently restored (most likely by 

re-planting or possibly translocation).  New planting would take a minimum of 5 

years to fully re-establish. 

� Tree clearance along the route of the proposed undergrounding would include roots 

and any existing vegetation retained below the line would not therefore re-establish 

as quickly. 

� Additional and longer lasting disruption to views would occur during the 9 month 

construction period – trenching works would be visible for longer than individual 

pole erection. 
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Environmentally neutral: 

� No undergrounding of existing overhead WPD assets would be required along the 

route. 

Environmentally positive: 

� Some trees located within toppling distance of the OHL alignment (or subject to 

works as part of ongoing resilience measures) could be retained outside of the area 

directly affected by open trenching (taller trees would be acceptable closer to the 

undergrounding than overhead connection in a small number of locations). 

� Tree clearance at Brechfa Forest would be reduced compared to the 50m width 

required for the OHL. 

� The long term general landscape and visual effects of the Proposed Development 

would be reduced to generally negligible. 

2.5.3 Although open trenching would have greater landscape and visual effects during 

the construction phase and would require more frequent hedgerow restoration 

along the route (including in highly visible locations adjacent to various minor 

highways), the existing landcover and overall landscape character would recover 

over a relatively short period.  The most substantial effects would occur where the 

proposed alignment passes through various relatively narrow areas of woodland 

and wherever raised hedge-banks exist (infrequent).  Opportunities would 

probably exist to refine an underground alignment to avoid some of these features.  

The long term residual operational phase landscape and visual effects of an 

underground line would be minimal. 

2.6 Geology and hydrogeology 

Encountering unforeseen contamination 

2.6.1 The baseline conditions presented within the ES identify that there are no recorded 

landfills or other waste sites with the significant potential to result in contamination, 

located beneath the Proposed Development.  
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Creation of pathways for contaminants to groundwater and surface water 

resources (including sources used for potable water abstraction), and 

including the creation of pathways for ground gas or landfill gas 

2.6.2 Compared to the Proposed Development that would be an OHL, undergrounding of 

the entire route will potentially result in more/greater impacts on the geology, 

hydrogeology and ground conditions because of increased ground disturbance 

and the potential to create migration pathways during increased trenching works. 

Contamination of soils, surface water or groundwater by spillages or 

through accidental import of contaminated material and spreading, or 

discharge of liquid wastes and sewage during construction 

2.6.3 Compared to the Proposed Development that would be an OHL, undergrounding of 

the entire route will potentially result in more/greater impacts on the geology, 

hydrogeology and ground conditions because of increased ground disturbance as 

a result increased trenching works that might result in the import of contaminated 

materials, contamination of soils or the spreading or discharge of liquid wastes in 

relation to agricultural land, superficial aquifer deposits and surface waters. 

Direct impact on peat resource and associated glacial geomorphological 

features 

2.6.4 A number of glacial geomorphological features comprising pingos have been 

identified close to the Proposed Development close to Allt Galtwalis north of 

Pontarsais with peat west of Rhydargaeau. 

2.6.5 Compared to the Proposed Development that would be an OHL, undergrounding of 

the entire route will potentially result in a greater impact on the geomorphological 

features and peat because the trenches would be excavated  through these 

features/deposits resulting in a material loss/change to the baseline environment.  

Direct impact on GCR’s, geological SSSI, RIGS and Geoparks and Category 

1 or Category 2 Aggregate Safeguarding areas 

2.6.6 Compared to the Proposed Development that would be an OHL, undergrounding of 
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the entire route will not result in any materially different impacts on geologically 

designated sites, because the alignment avoids such sites. 

2.6.7 Where a RIG site has been identified outcropping along a road cutting for the A485 

north of Glangwili, the ES assessment has already assumed open cut trenching as 

a worst case scenario and will therefore not result in a materially different impact. 

2.6.8 Compared to the Proposed Development that would be an OHL, undergrounding of 

the entire route through an aggregate safeguarding area will potentially result in 

more/greater impacts on the safeguarding area through increased sterilisation of 

these potential resources.  

2.6.9 The decommissioning of the Proposed Development would have similar 

consequence of impacts on the geology, hydrogeology and ground conditions as 

those outlined during the construction phase above. However, the consequence of 

impacts to the geology, hydrogeology and ground conditions are considered to be 

of shorter duration and of limited extent compared to the construction phase. 

2.7 Hydrology 

2.7.1 The route generally passes through agricultural land or along existing public 

highways.  In terms of watercourse crossings, the route crosses predominantly 

fluvial systems associated with river and stream networks (with the exception of 

the Towy crossing which can be considered tidal/fluvial).  The principal 

watercourses of interest are the River Towy and the River Gwili, in addition to a 

number of smaller watercourses and drainage channels. 

2.7.2 The main watercourses along the undergrounded Cable Corridor will be crossed by 

HDD / boring techniques. The remaining watercourses mainly comprise field 

drains and ditches and are likely to be crossed by open cut / boring techniques 

subject to requirements.  

2.7.3 Potential serious impacts could be experienced at all crossings if unmitigated works 

are undertaken, with potential to compromise the objectives of the Water 
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Framework Directive on assessed watercourses. 

2.7.4 Without mitigation there is potential for these techniques to result in disturbance of 

sediments and chemical spillages with corresponding impacts on water quality, 

and may also result in temporary increases to flood risk, according to the nature 

and scale of each crossing.  

2.7.5 Increases in exposed soils/stockpiled soils as part of open cut trenching could lead 

to an increase of sediment transport to smaller watercourses/waterbodies, 

reducing capacity and giving rise to more serious impacts than the same location 

being oversailed. 

2.7.6 Mitigation would be secured via the CEMP and consist of good practice and 

application of the Pollution Prevention Guidelines.  Crossings would be timed, 

where possible, to coincide with periods of low flow and any ecological 

requirements. Flooding may potentially occur as a result of blockages in the 

existing drainage systems during construction of any crossings potentially 

reducing capacity of the existing channel. 

2.7.7 Compared to the Proposed Development consisting mainly of an OHL system, 

undergrounding of the entire route will result in more/greater impacts on hydrology 

due to an increase in exposed soils increasing the potential for sediment runoff, 

increases in flood risk and potential interaction with more watercourse/waterbodies 

along route. 

2.8 Socioeconomics 

2.8.1 The key Land Use and Socioeconomic receptors along the cable route include: 

� Directly affected land uses (such as forestry and agriculture); 

� Users of public access routes (including Public Rights of Way (PRoW), Permissive 

Paths, Country Walks, Long Distance Footpaths, Cycle Routes and Forest Tracks); 

� Users of Open Access Land at Brechfa Forest; 
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� Tourists associated with the use of the above and local tourist facilities; 

� Recreational users of the area for outdoor pursuits. 

During Construction 

Land Use and Agriculture 

2.8.2 The land take required for construction of the cable below ground will comprise a 

temporary fenced off working width along the entire length of the route. This will 

generally be 16m wide, reducing to 8m width at hedgerow crossing points, 

however extra land take may be required at road, watercourse and service 

crossings to facilitate safe construction practices and provided storage for 

excavated material from pits, plant and vehicles. The proposed undergrounding 

works would impact approximately 46 hectares of land (based on a 16m working 

width). 

2.8.3 During construction, normal usage of the land within the working width will be 

temporarily suspended for a construction period of nine months.  

2.8.4 The following generic impacts of cable construction on agriculture can be identified: 

� agricultural operations within the working width will be temporarily suspended (and 

there is an additional period of suspension following reinstatement); 

� sections of fences and hedgerows will be removed and private accesses may be 

temporarily disrupted. There is also the potential for private water supplies to be 

affected during construction; 

� fields will be bisected and, where small areas are left to one side of the working 

width, it may not be practical to farm these during construction; 

� the cable will be generally laid to a depth of cover that is below the depth of most 

main outfall drainage systems and construction is therefore unlikely to disturb these 

features. Successful reinstatement is essential in order to avoid the creation of wet 

areas, with consequent loss of soil structure and fertility; 
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� cable construction is a linear operation and therefore has the potential for carrying 

crop and animal diseases, ‘injurious weeds’ and invasive species between fields 

and farms; there is potential for unknown animal burial pits to be disturbed; and 

� there are potential impacts from cable construction on soils through mixing of soil 

horizons and compaction (best practice soil handling to be followed).. 

2.8.5 Following the completion of all cable construction works, the land within the working 

width (including the permanent easement) will be fully reinstated as near as 

practically possible to its former condition. Hedgerow sections removed will be 

replanted and field boundary and stock fences re-erected. Normal farming 

operations can be resumed as soon as reinstatement has been completed and, in 

the case of grazing land, the reinstated pasture has re-established sufficiently to 

withstand grazing pressure. Arable areas are normally brought back into use at the 

next sowing season following completion of construction. In certain areas fencing 

will provide a key tool to maximise the success of restoration. In these areas, 

fences will be maintained, until the earliest point that they no longer serve a 

purpose for the restoration process, subject to consultation with 

landowners/occupiers as appropriate. 

Access Routes 

2.8.6 There are 53 access routes that fall within the working width. This includes 18 

Public Rights of Way (PRoW), 1 permissive path, 2 county walks, 2 long distance 

footpaths, 4 cycle routes (National and County designated) and 26 forest tracks 

crossed by the route.  

2.8.7 Access routes to be crossed by the cable will generally be kept open during 

construction, with the exception of a short period when the trench is being 

excavated and the cable laid, when they will be closed or diverted for safety 

reasons. Any impact is likely to be temporary due to the transient nature of the 

construction process, and the small section of PRoW to be crossed by the cable 

relative to its overall length. Construction activities may cause a localised, 

temporary loss of tranquillity for users of PRoW. Similarly, during construction and 
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the immediate reinstatement period, short-term negative local impacts on views 

within the rural landscape are expected as a direct result of construction activities. 

No impacts are foreseen once vegetation has been reinstated and established. 

2.8.8 PRoW that are near to, but will not be physically crossed by, the cable will remain 

open during construction. Additional signposts will be erected to warn members of 

the public of the nearby works and to warn construction personnel of the proximity 

of the PRoW. 

2.8.9 Footpath closure/diversion arrangements (where required) will be agreed with the 

relevant Local Planning Authority. Mitigation measures will include: 

� providing gaps or temporary stiles in the fencing and topsoil stack with posted 

directional signs and warning notices for both footpath users and construction staff; 

� providing clear signs to indicate the reasons for, and duration of the closure or 

diversion should paths need to be temporarily closed or diverted; 

� reinstating footpaths fully on completion of construction and restoration works; and 

� all temporary stiles, gates or fencing will be removed as soon as possible, following 

achievement of restoration objectives. 

2.8.10 Temporary closures will only occur if they are essential to ensure public safety.  In 

this event, the period of closure will be kept as short as possible.  

2.8.11 Cycle routes will be treated as PRoW, signing the direction to the nearest crossing 

points. The number and distance of warning signs from the cable will be increased 

at cycle route crossings to ensure adequate warning is given of the potential to 

encounter hazards.  

Open Access Land 

2.8.12 The cable route crosses 2.13km of dedicated land under the Countryside and 

Rights of Way Act at Brechfa Forest. It will be necessary to restrict members of the 

public from this dedicated land where it falls within the working width while 
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construction takes place (and expected duration of 9 months). 

2.8.13 Informal arrangements to maintain key access routes over Open Access Land will 

be discussed with National Resources Wales and landowners/occupiers, as 

appropriate and mitigated as for PRoW above. However, it is anticipated that there 

will be a temporary negative impact on the quantity of Open Access Land open to 

the public. 

Recreation and Tourism 

2.8.14 The main potential impacts on tourism and recreation will comprise the temporary 

loss of visual amenity and tranquillity in areas immediately adjacent to the cable 

route and wider possible impacts of construction noise and traffic on roads, 

particularly main tourist routes. Impacts relating to landscape and visual aspects, 

noise and traffic and transport are considered in other Sections of this document. 

2.8.15 Temporary, negative social and economic impacts are expected from the potential 

to impact upon the setting of tourist facilities situated close to the cable route if the 

cable working width is visible from the tourist facility. 

2.8.16 The degree to which public perception of the impact of cable construction will affect 

tourism is difficult to assess. For example, there may be a perception that the 

project will reduce the special qualities of the area. The potential for a reduction in 

tourist numbers and associated downturn in tourist revenue to local businesses is 

unquantifiable. In order to mitigate this, communication with the local authorities, 

tourist organisations as well as local residents will aim at providing reassurance 

about the degree of impact that the cable may have and how impacts will be 

mitigated and overcome.  

2.8.17 Anecdotal evidence from previous projects has not indicated that significant 

adverse impacts on tourism have occurred. 

2.8.18 Given that a proportion of the workforce will come from outside the local area, there 

will be a requirement for temporary accommodation for construction staff. This will 
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bring revenue into the local economy and will have a generally positive impact. 

However, tourism is seasonal and there is the potential for temporary, negative 

social and economic impacts through demand for temporary accommodation for 

staff during the peak tourist season i.e. if this saturates temporary housing 

resources and inhibits tourism.  

2.8.19 Given that an estimated labour peak of 100 personnel will occur during cable 

construction, (some of whom will be local construction labours and have no 

requirement for additional accommodation), it is not anticipated that the project will 

have a significant adverse impact on the supply of accommodation for tourists in 

the peak season. 

During Operation 

Land Use and Agriculture 

2.8.20 The cable will have a permanent easement where the developer will request the 

right to maintain, repair and inspect the cable. In most instances following 

construction this will not affect the existing land use although conditions will 

usually be stipulated restricting certain activities to ensure that there is no 

accidental damage to the cable. Any restrictions would be discussed fully with 

affected owners and occupiers during land negotiations. 

2.8.21 Once the cable has been laid and the land fully reinstated there will be no 

permanent land take, apart from at the presence of buried link boxes/ joint bays 

(accessed via manhole covers) and the substation. After construction, normal 

agricultural operations can be resumed including sub-soil preparation/disturbance. 

Access 

2.8.22 Once the cable has been laid and the land fully reinstated there will be no impacts 

to areas of public access. 
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Tourism and Recreation 

2.8.23 Once the cable has been installed below ground and the land reinstated, no 

impacts to tourism or recreation is anticipated. 

2.9 Transport 

2.9.1 The traffic and transport impacts arising from the undergrounding of the whole 

connection would have the potential to be more substantial than those assessed 

for OHL in the case of construction.  This is because the assessment of the 

undergrounding proposed across the Towy valley indicates a greater number of 

vehicles and construction workers are required for open cut trenching than the 

alternative of OHL pole erection.  Operational effects would be the same or less 

and as such are scoped from consideration. 

2.9.2 In summary an assessment of the likely significant effects arising from all 

underground construction considers various civil engineering tasks as follows: 

� construction of joint bays, including concrete deliveries;  

� general underground civil works such as trench digging and other cable works; 

� directional drilling of the River Towy, two local roads and other watercourses; and 

� reinstatement. 

2.9.3 Based upon the traffic figures generated for 3.3km of undergrounding which forms 

part of the Proposed Development it has been possible to pro rata a figure for the 

potential number of vehicles required to underground the whole connection.  In 

summary this would comprise: 

� Materials delivery: 2,156 vehicles; 

� Civils works, including trenching: 18,074; 

� Cable installation: 3,654; and 

� Reinstatement: 847. 



 
 
 
 

Deadline 3 Response: 
Environmental and Archaeological Effects of Undergrounding the Entire Alignment 

25 

2.9.4 A total number of approximately 24,731 two-way light and heavy goods vehicle 

movements would therefore be required to construct and reinstate an underground 

connection.  On the basis that a nine month programme could be adhered to this 

would represent 686 two way movements per week or, based upon a five and a 

half day working week, 125 two way movements per day.  Actual numbers of trips 

would be likely to vary from this figure due to the phasing of the works although it 

is to be anticipated that a number of teams would operate within Work areas 1, 2 

and 3 at any one time which would potentially allow for a smoothing of peak flows.  

It is anticipated that the busiest part of the local highway network would remain 

that around Abergwili where it would still be proposed to open cut and HDD across 

the Towy Valley.   

2.9.5 No significant impacts arising from traffic movements are predicted for the 

movement of vehicles into the underground compound intended as part of the 

Proposed Development and it can therefore be anticipated that the vehicle 

numbers identified above, when dispersed across the local highway network to 

over seventy potential access locations, may not give rise to significant traffic and 

transport impacts.  However it would be the case that the local highway would be 

impacted upon to a greater extent during the construction process than by either 

an alternative all OHL option or the Proposed Development. 
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3 Conclusion 

3.0.1 This short note, which was requested by the Examining Authority as a submission 

at Deadline 3, has briefly considered the environmental and archaeological effects 

of undergrounding the entire route of the Proposed Development. It should be 

noted that the Proposed Development has been designed as an overhead line 

with a section of undergrounding within the Towy valley in order to mitigate 

potentially serious concerns, in terms of landscape and visual effects. Were an 

entirely underground connection to be designed, it may consider an alternative 

alignment. 

3.0.2 There would be no insurmountable constraints to an entirely underground option 

and so an underground option can be considered to be feasible. It is difficult and 

perhaps overly simplistic to generalise and to try to compare the impacts likely to 

arise from the Proposed Development with impacts from an entirely underground 

option. Nevertheless, to a large extent an entirely underground option would result 

in more/ greater impacts during the construction phase, probably for a lengthier 

period, but fewer/ less impacts during the operation stage – certainly after a few 

years once the landscape and vegetation has recovered sufficiently. It is self-

evident that above-ground effects in terms of landscape, visual effects and 

important settings would be less with an underground route but below ground 

effects would potentially be greater. 

3.0.3 However, the predicted adverse impacts of either the Proposed Development or an 

entirely underground option are in practice fully mitigable such that there would be 

no residual significant adverse effects. 
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CHAPTER 4: TOURISM, RECREATION AND ECONOMIC 
IMPACT 
 
THE CASE FOR THE APPLICANTS 
 
4.1.1 In predicting the potential impact on users of recreational resources in the 
area, the applicants’ assessment covers a variety of aspects including those set out 
in ES Chapter 27 and Technical Annex 24.7; and the Assessment of Recreation 
Impacts on Paths in Stirling Council’s area (APL STG20), and those in Falkirk and 
Clackmannan Councils’ areas contained within this evidence. 
 
Regional and local context 
 
4.1.2 The applicants acknowledge the significance of tourism to the local and 
regional economy, and recognise that the local area is a high quality well established 
tourism destination with a wide range of visitor facilities. 
 
4.1.3 Tourism related jobs represent a higher proportion of total jobs in the former 
Argyll, the Isles, Loch Lomond, Stirling and the Trossachs (AILLST) tourist region 
than in Scotland as a whole.  This comment applies to Stirling, but less so to Falkirk.  
The proportion of tourism related jobs in Scotland varied slightly from 2000 to 2005 
(8.7-8.8%) with a “floor” level of 8.5% in 2001, while tourism related jobs in the 
overall AILLST region declined from 2001 to 2005 (11.5-10.4%).  Equally, jobs in 
tourism in Stirling (13.1-10.9%) and Falkirk (8.5-7.7%) declined over the same 
period. 
 
4.1.4 Average earnings in 2005 were £384 per week in Stirling and £416 per week 
in Falkirk, reflecting Stirling’s greater dependency on tourism. 
 
4.1.5 The volume and value of AILLST’s domestic tourism declined over the period 
1996-2005, and it under-performed the Scottish percentage growth in trips, visitor 
numbers and expenditure in the period 2003-2005.  However, while the volume and 
value of overseas tourist numbers have fallen nationally since 1996, within the 
AILLST region there has been a stable picture or modest growth. 
 
4.1.6 The applicants conclude that the local area’s tourism is being supported by 
increases in overseas tourism, which to some degree is compensating for the loss of 
domestic tourism.  The tourism figures at both a local and Scotland level are subject 
to significant fluctuations, but the 2005 figures suggest that tourism in the area is 
experiencing a period of buoyancy.  
 
Impact on tourism and recreational resources 
 
4.1.7 There are extensive tourism and recreational resources in Stirling and Falkirk 
Council’s areas, and within the corridor of the proposed OHL, which are highlighted 
in ES Chapter 27.  These include castles, churches, country parks, gardens, 
heritage/visitor centres, historic sites and houses, museums, art galleries and nature 
reserves.  In addition there is a wide array of natural attractions, including the Ochil 
Hills, rivers, lochs, glens and woods, together with indoor sports facilities. 
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4.1.8 The applicants do not accept that all visitors, hill walkers and other outdoor 
activity enthusiasts would perceive the proposals to be a significantly negative 
element, given that existing lines already traverse much of the area, and there are 
numerous other built structures in the landscape.  There is no evidence that a 
significant number of hill walkers would be discouraged from visiting the area or 
climbing particular hills, though there could be a cumulative impact as it could be 
possible to see the line together with other built structures such as the Braes of 
Doune windfarm.  The line could have negative effects on a limited number of other 
outdoor rural based activities, including possibly shooting and fishing on estates. 
 
4.1.9 The applicants conclude that there is likely to be only limited adverse impacts 
upon the wide variety of tourism and recreational facilities within the study corridor 
area.  Visitors on the A9 Forth Valley National Tourist Route, and on other routes, 
will already have experienced the presence of OHLs, together with other industrial 
and commercial built structures, and they are therefore unlikely to be discouraged 
from visiting such facilities by the sight of the proposed line in the Stirling/Falkirk/ 
Clackmannanshire area. 
 
4.1.10 The recreational resources assessment concluded that there would be no 
major residual impacts on users of such resources within the area of this section of 
the proposed OHL.  Moderate residual impacts would potentially be experienced in 4 
(5.1%) out of a total of 78 resources which were subject to joint tourism and 
recreation and visual impact assessment, while 94.9% would experience a minor 
impact or no impact. 
 
4.1.11 The applicants’ more detailed paths assessment within the Stirling area (APL 
STG20) included rights of way, core paths, community paths within the Eastern 
Villages Community Paths area, and ‘promoted paths’.  This demonstrates that there 
are 89 relevant draft core paths within the Stirling Council area, and of these users of 
87% (77) would experience a minor negative impact from the line; while 10.1% (9) of 
paths would experience a moderate negative impact; and 3.3% (3) would experience 
a major negative impact. 
 
4.1.12 Of the relevant 123 rights of way covered within the SC area, users of 81.0% 
(99) would experience a minor negative impact from the line; while 11.0% (14) would 
experience a moderate negative impact; and 8% (10) would experience a major 
negative impact. 
 
4.1.13 Of the 10 Eastern Villages community paths covered within the assessment, 
users of 40% (4) would experience a minor negative impact; 30% (3) would 
experience a moderate negative impact; and 30% (3) would experience a major 
negative impact from the line. 
 
4.1.14 The assessment demonstrates that of the 22 promoted paths considered, 
there are none where users would experience a major negative impact.  The users of 
2 (9%) would experience a moderate negative impact, and the users of 20 (91%) 
would experience either a minor impact or no impact. 
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4.1.15 In summary therefore, of the 244 paths assessed within the SC area, users of 
82% (200) would experience a minor negative impact, 11% (28) would experience a 
moderate negative impact, and 7% (16) would experience a major negative impact 
from the proposed line. 
 
4.1.16 The applicants now accept that there would be a moderate adverse impact on 
the Sheriffmuir walk, contrary to the assessment in the ES.  There is a concentration 
of significant adverse effects on paths around the Eastern Villages.  It is accepted 
that the impact is greater if more people use the path.  
 
4.1.17 The applicants do not agree with StBP that there would be a major impact on 
users of the Bridge of Allan to Dumyat path, although it would be crossed by the 
proposed OHL, since it is in woodland for part of its route.  Users of the paths in and 
around the University campus and Hermitage Wood would be likely to experience 
only a minor impact, as views of the line would generally be obscured by the 
surrounding topography, woodland and buildings around the campus.  Users of the 
right of way through Yellowcraig Wood would have clear views of the line, and hence 
would be likely to experience a moderate adverse impact. 
 
4.1.18 Within the Falkirk Council area, a total of 239 paths have been assessed (130 
draft core paths, 86 rights of way and 23 promoted paths).  None of the users of any 
of the paths would experience either a major or moderate negative impact from the 
proposed line, and they would be subject to only a minor impact or no impact. 
 
4.1.19 Within Clackmannanshire Council area, a total of 191 paths have been 
assessed (136 core paths, 54 rights of way, and 1 promoted path).  Users of only 4 
core paths (3% of core paths and 2.1% of total paths subject to assessment) would 
experience a moderate adverse impact. 
 
4.1.20 Thus, in total, from these detailed path assessments across the three council 
areas, out of a total of 674 paths, the users of 16 (2.4%) would experience a major 
negative impact, and 32 (4.8%) would experience a moderate negative impact. 
 
4.1.21 ES Chapter 27 sets out the mitigation measures proposed to address the 
significant adverse impact upon such paths, in particular TR5.  It is understood that 
SC supports this approach.  There would be relatively limited circumstances in the 
SC area where the dismantling of the existing line might provide opportunities to 
promote walking routes and other paths.  However, opportunities might arise to 
improve a number of affected paths, particularly promoted paths, potentially 
focussing on the quality of signposting and waymarking, interpretation, gates/ 
fencing, and surfacing where appropriate.  Research in East Ayrshire established 
that path upgrading increased visitor numbers by up to 20%. (APL 10/6/14)  
 
4.1.22 The applicants’ path mitigation notes (APL STG73 & STG74) show in greater 
detail the improvements which could be made to footpaths at Dumyat and 
Sheriffmuir.  The notes for the Eastern Villages are more indicative.  The path 
mitigation notes, which relate to ES mitigation measure TR5, illustrate what could be 
done in practice, subject to discussion with access officers and landowners.   
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4.1.23 There is a diverse range of other recreational facilities and activities in the 
area, particularly around Stirling.  The applicants contend that the well-established 
nature of Stirling as a tourist destination and diversity of the area’s facilities are such 
that it is unlikely to be affected by the presence of the line.  The extensive existing 
power lines, and industrial and commercial infrastructure, particularly on the M9/A9, 
M80 and A91 corridors on the approach to and through the area have not dissuaded 
tourists or other recreational users from visiting the area.   
 
4.1.24 The points made relating to Crieff in the Abercairny windfarm decision, 
referred to in evidence at the Perth local session of the inquiry (summarised in 
Volume 4 of this report), are also of relevance to this session.  It is too simplistic to 
assume that just because landscape, scenery and environment are the principal 
reasons for visiting the area, there would be a significant adverse impact on the 
visitors’ experience where the proposal had a significant adverse impact on the 
landscape.  Hence, it is not inevitable that this would lead to a significant reduction in 
visitors to the area overall, or indeed to the local area through which the line would 
pass. 
 
4.1.25 The applicants also contend that while tourism and recreation activity play a 
significant role in the local economy of Stirling, Falkirk and Clackmannanshire, the 
diverse economies in these areas make them less dependent on the tourism industry 
than the other local areas under review at the inquiry.  Falkirk has been consistently 
less dependent on tourism than the Scotland average, and since the city of Stirling 
also has Stirling University (and Science Park), the Castle Business Park, and a 
concentration of commercial, retail, administrative and cultural employment, it can be 
assumed that its economic structure is sufficiently diverse, mature and resilient to 
withstand any minor adverse tourism impact as a result of the proposed line.  
 
Impact on tourism businesses 
 
4.1.26 The applicants’ business survey analysis (APL SPG19) showed a 50:50 split, 
with 16 respondents stating that the line would have a negative effect upon their 
business and 16 that there would not be a negative impact.  There was a slightly 
more negative view in the northern area of Braco to Sheriffmuir, and a slightly more 
positive view in the southern area between Blairlogie and Stirling to Denny.  The 
majority of those who considered there was likely to be a negative impact were in the 
attractions sector. 
 
4.1.27 The three businesses which considered there would be a major impact were 
Stirling Castle, the Wallace Monument, and an accommodation provider close to the 
line.  The response from Stirling Castle [mistakenly] assumed that the line would 
take a route in close proximity, to the west of Stirling.  The applicants conclude that 
the potential impact might be less than originally envisaged, and is more likely to be 
rated either moderate or minor, in the context of HS’s consultation response to the 
ES in 2006. 
 
4.1.28 The applicants do not accept that the proposed OHL would have a significant 
adverse impact on the attraction of Stirling University to students, conference and 
holiday tourism business, or inward investment to the Innovation Park, as a result of 
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limited views of the line.  The environment around Airthrey Loch, which is its greatest 
asset, and the backdrop of the Ochil Hills, would not be significantly affected. 
 
4.1.29 Given the nature of the business at Blairmains Farm and Coffee Bothy, and 
the fact that customers have been attracted to this location despite the presence of 
existing power lines and built structures in the area, it is likely that the business 
would continue to trade successfully, and the fear of a significant loss of business is 
likely to be unfounded. 
 
4.1.30 There is evidence that businesses thrive close to the existing OHL at Beauly, 
Cannich, Laggan, Tummel Bridge (where there are two successful caravan parks 
close to a major substation), Glengoulandie and Foulford.   
 
Quantification of impact 
 
4.1.31 It is estimated that the broad range of potential indirect impacts upon the local 
tourism economy in the area might represent an upper limit of adverse impact of less 
than 4.8% on tourism in the area.  This figure is derived as follows: (1) 63% of the 
business respondents are tourists/visitors; (2) 80% of tourists/visitors participate in 
outdoor activities, which would be likely to be most exposed to the proposed OHL; 
(3) 38% of tourists/visitors might regard the proposed OHL as a significant intrusion 
into their activities; and (4) 25% of those significantly affected might be adversely 
affected to such a degree as to not return for a repeat visit. 
 
4.1.32 The applicants do not accept StBP’s estimate that there would be a 10-15% 
impact on local tourism in the first year and 4.3% thereafter.  Indeed, the applicants 
cannot see any reasonable argument or evidence in support of StBP’s assumptions 
and statements on impact.  Should there be an adverse impact (which the applicants 
do not accept would occur), it is unlikely to be significant, and the 4.8% figure would 
be the upper limit.  Such a limited scale of negative impact must be set in the context 
of the variations in tourist and visitor numbers and values, which fluctuate annually 
and over longer time periods, and by greater than that amount.  The predicted level 
of impact would be likely to be subsumed within the fluctuations of the wider tourism 
economy.  Any significant reduction in contributions to marketing by SC and 
VisitScotland is much more likely than the proposed OHL to have an influence on 
tourism. 
 
4.1.33 The VisitScotland research (APL 10/6/8) tends to over-emphasise the likely 
sensitivity of the respondents to OHLs in the countryside by prompted questioning.  
When unprompted, respondents did not mention power or transmission lines at all as 
negative features in the landscape.  The research indicates that non-Scottish 
markets are more robust and less affected by built structures in the countryside than 
local Scottish tourists/visitors.  Two recent public inquiry decisions (APL 2B/5 and 
PKC 46 & 46a) suggest that the scale of potential negative impact as a result of 
windfarm development is unlikely to be large.  A survey of competitors in the 
Corrieyairack Challenge (CNPA22) supports the view that visitor patterns are 
unlikely to be significantly affected. 
 
4.1.34 The Stirling Visitor Survey (StBP/6/12) emphasises that while visiting 
attractions/sightseeing (23%) is the principal reason for visiting Stirling, for visitors 
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from Scotland this only represents 7%.  The Scottish based visitors are much more 
likely to go shopping (48%), be on a day out (15%), or visit friends and relatives 
(12%).  This group is unlikely to be significantly influenced by the proposed line, and 
even the 4% who visit the Castle, and the 1% who visit the Wallace Monument and 
other historic sites, are unlikely to be significantly affected. 
 
4.1.35 In addition, the applicants have compared the potential “ball-park” loss to the 
tourism economy (i.e. a possible total annual loss of tourism revenue in the overall 
area of around £12.8m) against the overall cost of undergrounding the line between 
Cambushinnie and Denny, estimated at £300-400m (APL STG41).  The applicants 
contend that it is not realistic to spend that amount (equivalent to around 23.4-31 
years of tourism benefit) to compensate for this loss.  It would seem much more 
credible, and be a much more cost-effective use of resources, to address any 
potential adverse impact upon tourism or recreation (which the applicants do not 
accept would occur) through mitigation measures, such as those referred to above, 
or through agreed conditions. 
 
Comparative evidence on impact 
 
4.1.36 There is no evidence to support the contention that OHLs result in a 
significant effect upon tourists, or recreational users, within an area through which a 
line passes. Indeed there is evidence in Ayrshire (APL 10/6/10), which demonstrated 
that impacts resulting from the construction of such power lines were negligible, 
amounting to less than 2% of businesses expressing concern as to the resulting 
negative impact, despite unfounded negative media coverage. 
 
4.1.37 StBP’s evidence does not show that there would be a significant adverse 
effect, but it demonstrates that Stirling is a well established tourist attraction, with a 
diversity and range of attractions greater than Crieff (referred to in the Abercairny 
decision), which makes the area robust and unlikely to be affected any more than 
Ayrshire. 
 
Impact on visitor focal points 
 
4.1.38 It is unlikely that the line would dissuade tourists from visiting key visitor focal 
points within the local area.  The applicants recognise that the Wallace Monument 
and Stirling Castle are close to the proposed line.  However HS in its consultation 
response on the ES in 2006 was “not opposed to the principle of this development or 
the route proposed,” and also referring to the “Setting of the Castle” stated “We 
remain of the view that the level of impact recorded in the ES is correct, taking into 
account the current setting of the monument and the degree to which this would be 
altered by the proposed development.”   
 
4.1.39 Similarly HS stated that “In the case of the Wallace Monument, from our 
historic environment perspective we are content with the assessment of the impact 
on the monument reported in the ES (minor adverse).”  This formal view of Historic 
Scotland appears incompatible with a position that the line might cause a significant 
adverse tourism effect upon either of these monuments. 
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4.1.40 The mixture of buildings, attractions and activities in the Old Town are as 
much of an attraction as views into and out of the area.  Views towards the west and 
the Trossachs are equally important to visitors, and are generally unspoilt by 
development or other built structures. 
 
4.1.41 The Dumyat Visitor Survey (StBP/4/10 and StBP/4/11) indicates that there are 
many visits each year to the Dumyat Hill and Cocksburn Reservoir areas, accessed 
from Sheriffmuir Road.  While the survey analysis states that a large majority of 
people interviewed expressed concern about the proposals, there is no indication 
what proportion that represents or that visitors would be unlikely to return or less 
likely to return as result of the proposed line, or indeed that they would change their 
behaviour or visiting patterns at all. 
 
Impact on passing visitors on tourist routes and paths 
 
4.1.42 The applicants accept that at some points on the principal visitor route 
corridors (M9, A9, M876, A91, A84, A811 and A907) passing visitors will be exposed 
to views of the line.  However, it is very unlikely that visitors passing along these 
routes, which parallel and cross the line’s route at certain points, would be deterred 
by its presence from visiting facilities either locally or further afield. 
 
4.1.43 It is accepted that many visitors consider the landscape in Scotland in general 
to be a key attractor.  However, given that the top five reasons (and almost 80% of 
visitors) for visiting Stirling comprise sightseeing, Stirling Castle, shopping, visiting 
friends and relatives, and touring/stopover, and also that there are high levels of day 
trippers to the Forth Valley (StBP/6/1), the applicants consider that visitors would be 
resilient to changes in the landscape as a result of the proposed line.  This is 
particularly so given the profusion of existing lines present in the M9/A9 corridor 
which broadly forms the basis of the Forth Valley Tourist Route.   
 
4.1.44 On the approach from the south and east on the M9/A9 (and to a lesser 
degree on the M80 approach) visitors to Stirling will be aware of existing power lines 
crossing both roads; windfarms on the Fintry and Gargunnock Hills to the west and 
Braes of Doune to the north; the multiple industrial plumes of the chipboard plant at 
Cowie; the more distant industrial activities in the Alloa area; and the expanse of 
bonded warehousing at Cambus. 
 
4.1.45 Users of the A91 see not an unspoiled landscape but a landscape containing 
urban development in many forms, commercial and industrial areas and activities, 
built infrastructure and all the trappings of a mature developed area, as far as 
Kincardine and indeed the Forth Bridges on the horizon.  This includes the presence 
of extensive infrastructure, both linear (roads, railway and OHLs), and site specific 
(mobile phone masts, effluent treatment works, road signs and other clutter).  StBP 
ignores the fact that the landscape to the east of Stirling is subject to change, 
including the continuing development by the University of Stirling and the Stirling 
Waterfront development.  
 
4.1.46 Views towards the Castle are obscured by trees bordering the A91, and the 
more distant industrial plumes emitting from the insulation plant in Broadleys 
Industrial Estate.  The proposed OHL would lie approximately 1km to the east of the 
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A91, and hence would be unlikely to significantly affect the perception of passing 
visitors, who would be inclined to look towards the Castle and the Wallace 
Monument. 
 
4.1.47 Visitors seeking Stirling Castle or Bannockburn on the tourist route are 
directed onto the A872, from where the prevailing view is of relatively poor quality 
townscape, buildings and landscape, which is a feature of Bannockburn’s visitor 
attraction itself. 
 
4.1.48 Thus there are very strong and diverse reasons to visit Stirling in particular 
and the Forth Valley in general, which are likely to overcome any negative 
impressions which new infrastructure may create. 
 
4.1.49 Research suggests that the proposed development might have some impact 
on the views of walkers on the local routes as a result of the scenery or views of the 
countryside being affected (APL 10/6/12 and APL 10/6/13), but also that upgrading 
of existing paths can increase their use (APL 10/6/14), which might form part of the 
mitigation measures for promoted paths where users would be subject to a 
significant adverse impact. 
 
Contingent valuation 
 
4.1.50 The applicants do not consider that the “contingent valuation” technique 
advanced on behalf of StBP is of assistance in determining whether the proposed 
line should be granted consent.  It is a methodology normally used by academics, 
and not generally accepted by the wider development community as making a 
meaningful contribution to the quantitative appraisal of development projects.  The 
applicants are unaware of any notable development schemes where the technique 
has been used in investment appraisals as a means of determining investment 
decisions or justifying funding.  It is referred to in the Treasury “Green Book”, but to 
inform policy, not for firm decision making. 
 
4.1.51 Contingent valuation is by definition “prompted”, with the notion and 
description of a particular action put to the survey population.  It is also a solely 
academic and theoretic approach, whereas in practice the population is not actually 
keen to pay such a sum, and indeed the estimated “cost” is purely intangible.   
 
Positive economic impacts 
 
4.1.52 It is likely that some temporary, if minor, positive effects would also arise from 
expenditure on local goods and services during construction, at least in part 
compensating for any negative effects on tourism business.  The benefits would 
arise from the use of local haulage, local employment, project infrastructure, local 
materials, access installation, borrow pits, and additional cash flow to the community. 
 
Overall conclusions 
 
4.1.53 SC has never objected to the proposal on the ground of its impact on tourism, 
which may reflect the council’s view of the robustness of the area and businesses in 
the area.  StBP does not take issue with the likely level of impact, and accepts that 
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the number of businesses and turnover in Stirling’s tourism sector has grown over 
the most recent period. 
 
4.1.54 Tourists and recreational visitors are important to the economy locally and 
across the area as a whole. 
 
4.1.55 There is a significant level of concern within the business community that the 
proposed line would lead to negative/adverse impacts on the local tourism economy.  
However, there is a mature and diverse range of visitor and recreational facilities in 
the area; and the profile of tourists and recreational visitors is such as to be likely to 
be resilient to changes in the landscape as a result of the proposed line.  Any 
potential detrimental impact on tourism and recreation at worst might be estimated 
as no greater than 5%, which is supported by other evidence of the impacts of 
similar built infrastructure.  The applicants do not consider this to be significant, at 
either a local or regional level, and this is likely to be subsumed within the seasonal 
variations experienced by the tourism industry. 
 
4.1.56 The impact on recreation resources, and specifically paths, is generally 
limited.  Equally there is no evidence that any such impact would result in a 
significant loss of visitors or recreational users. 
 
4.1.57 It is very unlikely that those visitors passing by on tourist routes would be 
deterred from visiting local facilities or their destinations by the line.  This is 
particularly so when visitors will have already been exposed to their presence, 
together with other industrial and commercial structures elsewhere across what is 
essentially a developed Central Scotland landscape. 
 
4.1.58 In addition, positive economic benefits might arise from the purchase of goods 
and services, even if temporarily, largely during the construction phase, which would 
represent a potentially valuable benefit to the local economy. 
 
THE CASE FOR STIRLING COUNCIL  
 
4.2.1 The assessment in APL STG20 notes a number of major and moderate 
adverse recreation impacts on core paths, rights of way, community paths and 
promoted paths, in Kinbuck, Causewayhead, Dunblane, Sheriffmuir, Dumyat, Fallin, 
Polmaise, Cowie and Plean.  SC submits that the criteria used to assess the 
recreational impact are not clear, and that the assessment does not appear to have 
been applied consistently.  Although SC has concerns about the impact on paths, it 
accepts that the path improvements could mitigate the adverse recreational impacts 
which would result from the OHL, and submits that any consent for the proposal 
should be conditional on achieving mitigation of the recreational impacts on the 
affected paths. 
 
4.2.2 The fact that contingent valuation is not used by Ofgem in its cost-benefit 
analysis does not mean that it is of no relevance.  SC suggests that it may be of 
assistance when considering the non-economic value of the paths to the residents 
and visitors in and around Stirling.  Willingness to pay was a tool used in assessing 
the benefit that accrued from path improvements in East Ayrshire (APL 10/6/13), and 
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might assist the Scottish Ministers when they consider whether undergrounding is, in 
the public interest, “worth” the extra cost.  
 
THE CASE FOR STIRLING BEFORE PYLONS AND FRIENDS OF THE OCHILS 
 
Importance of tourism 
 
4.3.1 Recent research confirms that tourism in Scotland has recovered well since 
2001, with some growth in the value and volume of tourism until 2006, when there 
was a flattening out and slight decrease.  International volume and value continues 
to show considerable growth, but maintaining volume and value from domestic 
tourism is proving more challenging.  Tourism generates £4.16 billion for the Scottish 
economy and employs 200,000 people, which represents 9% of the total workforce.   
 
4.3.2 However, the Scottish Government’s ambition to increase the value of 
Scottish tourism by 50% by 2015 is unlikely to be achieved, due to growing 
international competition and under-investment in product development and 
marketing, compared to emerging markets where the scale of investment in tourism 
is significantly outstripping Scotland.  While there was a small decrease of 1.3% in 
the value of tourism to Scotland in 2006, there was a more substantial decrease of 
7.2% in total tourist trips from 2005 to 2006.  This masks a 14.2% increase in 
international visits and a 19.1% increase in expenditure, compared to declines of 
10.2% and 9.5% respectively in the UK domestic market.  Although overseas 
markets are growing the vast majority of trips to Scotland are still from the UK, with 
only 17% being overseas visitors.  
 
4.3.3 Holiday and conference tourism in the region is worth £451m annually, of 
which UK residents generate 88%.  There are some 2.4 million holiday and 
conference trips to the area and 9.2 million bed nights annually.  Day trip tourism is 
also important in the region, and in particular to some of the more popular 
destinations such as Loch Lomond and Stirling.  Tourist numbers, bed nights and the 
overall value of the industry in the region have enjoyed mixed fortunes since 2001, 
but there has been some growth in overseas visitors though not quite so marked as 
nationally.  UK tourism in peak summer months has declined, and there has been 
some growth in short breaks, which has boosted occupancy levels and the 
profitability of a range of tourism related businesses.  More than half (51%) of the UK 
visitors to the area originate in Scotland, while only 17% of all visitors are from 
overseas (in line with the national position). 
 
4.3.4 One in ten of the workforce in the region is employed in tourism, and a higher 
proportion of people in popular tourist areas such as Stirling and Argyll are directly or 
indirectly dependent on tourism for employment. 
 
4.3.5 The STEAM report (StBP/6/7) confirms that tourism is the major economic 
activity in the Stirling area, generating income of £245.62m in 2005, which 
represents a 2% increase on the previous year.  In contrast tourism in the 
Clackmannanshire area was worth £16.12m in 2005, with more than half of this 
being generated in the Hillfoots area.  A total of 4.26 million tourist days were spent 
in the Stirling area: 1.1 million in serviced accommodation; 762,000 in non-serviced 
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accommodation; 255,000 staying with friends and relatives; and 2.14 million day 
visitors.  There were 397,260 tourist days spent in Clackmannanshire in 2005. 
 
4.3.6 Of the visitors interviewed in the 2006 Stirling Visitor Survey (StBP/6/12), 
sponsored by SC, 39% were UK residents, 33% were from Europe and 17% from 
North America.  Almost two out of three UK visitors (61%) were Scots, while 34% 
were English.  Sightseeing/visiting attractions (39%) were the main reasons for 
visiting Stirling, while 14% were visiting friends and relatives, and 13% mentioned 
touring/stopover as the main reason for visiting Stirling.  This reinforces the 
importance of the appeal of Stirling’s outstanding heritage and unique environmental 
setting which is dominated by Stirling Castle, the National Wallace Monument, rocky 
crags and the backdrop of the Ochil Hills.   
 
4.3.7 25% of North Americans had visited Stirling before, which reflects the appeal 
of heritage attractions and the continuing impact of the film “Braveheart”, which firmly 
placed Stirling in key overseas markets as a “must see” destination.  Seven out of 
ten visitors had visited or were planning to visit Stirling Castle, with one out of two 
including the Wallace Monument, and one in four including Bannockburn Heritage 
Centre or the Old Town Jail in their itinerary.  This emphasises the importance of the 
Castle and the Wallace Monument as major heritage attractions, and also suggests 
stringent measures should be taken to protect their environmental setting. 
 
4.3.8 Words used by visitors to describe Stirling included “historical, nice, small, 
scenic landscape, beautiful, clean, pretty, friendly and romantic”.  These attributes 
are all major strengths of Stirling, and StBP considers that the proposed installation 
of a large scale powerline and pylons, cutting through the Ochil escarpment and 
marching across the flat carseland of the Forth Valley, which forms an important 
scenic backdrop to Stirling’s heritage attractions and the university campus, would 
be regrettable and not in the interests of protecting and conserving Stirling’s unique 
setting and fostering the wellbeing of the local tourist industry. 
 
4.4.9 Considerable efforts have been made over the years to protect Stirling’s 
classic views from the west, north and north-east, in particular. 
 
Importance of specific sites and facilities 
 
4.4.10 The overall scale of tourism in the Stirling area is not surprising given the 
importance and appeal of iconic heritage attractions such as Stirling Castle, the 
National Wallace Monument and Bannockburn Heritage Centre, the popularity of the 
Stirling University campus for conferences, meetings and holiday vacations, the 
supporting range of tourist accommodation, catering and retail outlets and the 
popularity of the Ochils for hillwalking.   
 
4.4.11 StBP is not convinced that the applicants fully understand the dynamics of 
tourism and the wider economy of the Stirling area, or the importance of specific 
sites and facilities and their environmental settings to the overall appeal of Stirling as 
a major tourist destination and an attractive inward investment location.  As a result 
there is a tendency to understate the potential cumulative tourism impacts of the 
proposed OHL.  StBP contends that the success of the city of Stirling is heavily 
dependent on a profitable and vibrant tourism industry. 
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4.4.12 In relation to Sheriffmuir, StBP has estimated that at least 100,000 people a 
year drive along the Sheriffmuir Road, with a number stopping to take short walks, 
visit the site of the battle and patronise the nearby Sheriffmuir Inn.  The battle site 
has potential to attract more visitors linked to some low key and sensitive 
interpretation and promotion.  Much of the charm and appeal of Sheriffmuir lies in the 
atmospheric nature of the open and “wild” moorland.  The removal of the existing 
OHL would be welcome, but the erection of a lesser number of much larger pylons 
would detract from the atmosphere and visual amenity of the battlefield and 
surrounding area. 
 
4.4.13 Dumyat and the Ochils comprise a very popular area with walkers, and a 
scenically important area designated as an AGLV.  75% of visitors are from the 
Central Belt and 25% visit the area at least once a month.  This confirms that 
Dumyat and the Ochils are an important local and regional recreation resource, as 
well as forming an important backdrop to Stirling and its major historic tourist 
attractions.  The proposed OHL would affect much of the area with the installation of 
larger and more visible pylons which would be exacerbated by the removal of large 
swathes of trees on the slopes down through Yellowcraig Wood towards the busy 
A91 commuter and tourist route. 
 
4.4.14 Stirling University campus is widely acknowledged to be one of the most 
beautiful in Europe and has been sensitively developed over the 40 years to respect 
the scale of the site and the Airthrey Castle HGDL.  The campus setting is one of the 
University’s main unique selling points in student recruitment and generating holiday 
and conference business.  The campus caters for 9,000 students, employs 1,822 
staff, and has an annual turnover of £78m and an overseas income of £15m.  There 
are proposals to expand the Innovation Science Park on the campus, which is 
already a major employer.  The University is therefore a major contributor to the 
Stirling and the wider Forth Valley economy.   
 
4.4.15 The proposed larger pylons would be visible from a number of locations within 
the campus, including open views from Airthrey Castle and the eastern gardens of 
the HGDL.  The quality of the campus environment and the scenic backdrop would 
be damaged by the proposed pylons in close proximity, and the University is 
justifiably concerned about the potential damage to its operation and the viability of 
its business plan. 
 
4.4.16 Witches Craig Caravan Park/Blairlogie Farm Shop and Coffee Bothy are very 
successful high quality, family run, tourism businesses (employing more than 40 
people) close to the proposed OHL, and despite agreed adjustments to the route, the 
pylons and associated wirescape would still impact adversely on the views from the 
businesses.  The success of these businesses is heavily dependent on the quality of 
their landscape setting and views out of their sites to the Ochil Hills and the Wallace 
Monument.  They are concerned that they would need to invest additional resources 
in marketing to try to compensate for loss of trade due to the impact of the proposals. 
 
4.4.17 The National Wallace Monument is now one of the most popular paid visitor 
attractions in Scotland.  At the height of the “Braveheart” phenomenon the 
monument attracted almost 180,000 visitors, but 12 years after the release of the film 
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numbers have settled down to around 120,000 visitors per year, excluding the 
estimated 80,000 per year who walk up to the base of the monument.  The 
monument generates an annual turnover of more than £1m, and some of the 
surpluses are used to support other heritage attractions and initiatives in the Stirling 
area.  The visual impact of the proposed larger pylons would be much greater from 
the top of the monument, and they would detract from the quality of views to and 
from the monument.  SNH has concluded that there would be moderate adverse 
effects on the setting of the monument. 
 
4.4.18 Staff at the monument have suggested that the OHL might affect up to 25% of 
visitor numbers.  Even at the lower 4.3% impact suggested by the applicants, there 
could be an annual loss of income at the monument of over £40,000.  At the upper 
threshold of 15% referred to the EIA this would rise to over £150,000, and seriously 
impact on the profitability of the monument. 
 
4.4.19 Stirling Castle is the second most visited historic property in Scotland, with 
over 400,000 visitors annually.  The Old Town has the largest concentration of listed 
buildings in Scotland outwith Edinburgh’s Old Town.  Major features of the Castle 
and Old Town are their strategic geographic position and outstanding landscape 
setting.  Over a 20 year period an impressive £150m has been invested by public 
agencies and the private sector to regenerate the Old Town, and over £20m has 
been spent in restoring the Castle alone. (StBP/6/10 & 13)  StBP shares the concern 
of the HS employee who responded to the applicants’ business survey that taller and 
bulkier pylons would detract from visitor enjoyment of the views across the River 
Forth looking towards the Wallace Monument, the Ochil Hills and the winding River 
Forth. 
 
4.4.20 Now that most of the restoration works in the Old Town have been completed, 
considerable attention and financial resources are being focused on realising the 
potential of the land alongside the River Forth between the railway station and the 
A91 arterial route (Stirling Waterfront/Forthbank), which skirts the eastern boundary 
of the city and is close to the preferred route for the proposed OHL. (StBP/6/11)  The 
concentration of new housing, leisure, tourism (including a hotel) and educational 
facilities alongside the new “city gateway” access route and the River Forth is 
designed to make the most of the waterside location and the open views to the 
Wallace Monument and the Ochil Hills.  The new developments will be a major 
magnet for local residents and visitors to Stirling, and will add to the already heavy 
traffic flows on the A91.   
 
4.4.21 The tops of pylons would be visible from the new £27m sports village, which 
includes facilities for cricket, hockey, rugby, football and swimming, and the pylons 
would be visible from some parts of the more distant waterfront development.  Also 
the pylons and wirescape would dominate the eastern flank of the A91 between the 
Hillfoots and the “city gateway” access route and would detract greatly from the 
views.  The growing importance of the A91 route, the open nature of many of the 
views and the impact on views into and out of Stirling and Clackmannanshire do not 
appear to have been taken fully into account and given sufficient weight in the EIA. 
 
4.4.22 The existing Bannockburn Heritage Centre attracts around 65,000 visitors a 
year, and there are ambitious plans to invest around £12m to replace the existing 
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under-performing facility with an extensive range of built and outdoor battlefield 
interpretation facilities. 
 
4.4.23 The line would be visible from various points on the M9, M80, M876 and A9 
tourist routes, which are all used extensively by visitors travelling to and from the 
Stirling area, Central Scotland and the Highlands. 
 
4.4.24 There are weaknesses in the applicants’ assessment of recreational 
resources in the area, as no attempt is made to take account of the popularity of the 
different resources.  There are a number of “honeypot” and heavily used recreational 
resources in the area for which user figures are available.  More than four 
recreational resources would be subject to a moderate adverse/negative impact, 
including e.g. walks in and around the university campus, walks from Witches Craig 
Caravan Park, walks at the western end of the Ochils and views to and from the 
National Wallace Monument. 
 
Quantitative and qualitative impacts 
 
4.4.25 While the applicants have attempted to quantify the tourism economic impacts 
of the proposed OHL in percentage terms, linked to a survey of businesses operating 
within 10km of the line, no attempt has been made to calculate this in monetary 
terms.  This is a major shortcoming when detailed tourism volume and value data 
has been available for a number of years from STEAM reports.  An extrapolation of 
the data for the Braco to Denny area could have been used with other data to assess 
the cost benefit analysis of alternative options, including undergrounding to the west 
of Stirling.   
 
4.4.26 The applicants have also made an effort to audit a range of tourist and 
recreational facilities along the route and to assess landscape and visual impacts of 
the OHL, but unfortunately no quantitative assessment of effects on the wider 
tourism and recreation activities and resources has been undertaken, which would 
have been extremely useful.  A full cost-benefit analysis would have included, for 
example: valuing the benefits of removing the existing 132kV line from the most 
sensitive areas (i.e. the AGLV, the Ochils scarp, existing views from the Wallace 
Monument and Stirling Castle, the Sheriffmuir battlefield, the Eastern Villages, 
nearby listed buildings); house prices; health impacts; and cultural heritage impacts. 
 
4.4.27 An analysis of potential impacts has been undertaken on a topic by topic 
basis, but no attempt is made to draw these strands together and to give a 
comprehensive overview of the qualitative and quantitative impacts of the proposals 
on the tourist industry, other aspects of the economy or indeed the local population’s 
enjoyment of Stirling’s outstanding environmental setting.  StBP shares some of the 
misgivings expressed by Professor Page in VisitScotland’s critique of the EIA 
(reported in Volume 1 of this report). 
 
Tourism attitudes surveys 
 
4.4.28 The VisitScotland 2005 Tourism Attitudes Survey (StBP/6/17) confirms the 
most important factors in determining the choice of Scotland as a holiday destination 
are scenery and natural environment, followed by the number of things to see and do 
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and the attitude of local people.  Interestingly, 92% name scenery as very important 
or important, and 89% mention the natural environment as very important or 
important.  When asked if any factors have become more important in recent years 
when choosing a holiday destination, scenery and the natural environment again 
featured very highly. 
 
4.4.29 StBP is not convinced that the applicants fully understand the overall 
importance and contribution of scenery and the natural environment to the tourist 
industry and quality of the visitor experience.  Factors such as landscape 
designations, as opposed to visitor appeal and popularity, are given more weighting, 
and consequently the full and true extent of the impact of the OHL on tourism is 
understated.  In the Stirling area scenery and the environment, along with the 
heritage appeal of the city, are important drivers of tourism. 
 
Economic impact on tourism  
 
4.4.30 StBP has major concerns about the applicants’ interpretation of the business 
survey results, and in particular: the classification used to describe the scale of 
significance of economic impacts on individual tourism businesses and attractions; 
their conclusion that the impact would be “negligible” despite concerns being 
expressed by almost half of the businesses interviewed; the assertion that the 
residual effects in the Stirling area are likely to be short term; and the suggestion that 
any downturns in business turnover as a result of the transmission line would be 
“subsumed” within the fluctuations of the wider tourism economy, as opposed to 
compounding business trading prospects.   
 
4.4.31 No other development in recent years has generated such a high and 
widespread negative response from the tourism business community.  No attempt 
appears to have been made to ask businesses for views on the economic impact 
during the construction phase, which could be severe particularly for the cluster of 
businesses close to the line at highly visible locations such as Blairlogie, the Abbey 
Craig and Stirling University campus. 
 
4.4.32 Of those interviewed in the VisitScotland windfarm study (APL 10/6/8) 51% 
claimed that electricity pylon lines detracted from the overall quality of visitor 
experience, making this the most negative type of facility/development in the eyes of 
most visitors.  StBP accepts the applicants’ view that the 15% “steer clear” figure 
from the windfarm study could represent the initial impact of the large scale 
transmission line before the impact settles down at the 4.3% or lower over the 
medium term, but disagrees that this could be described as “negligible”.  It is not 
unusual to ask prompted questions, as visitors do not like to raise negatives in face- 
to-face situations, and it is therefore necessary and reasonable to ask more probing 
and prompted questions. 
 
4.4.33 StBP has concerns about drawing too many conclusions from the Ayrshire 
study when assessing the potential impact of the proposed OHL in the Stirling area.  
The scale of tourism and concentration of tourism businesses and iconic visitor 
attractions in close proximity to the line are much greater in the Stirling area.  
Moreover, the outstanding landscape setting and the relationship between major 
heritage attractions such as the Wallace Monument and the Castle, the River Forth 
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and the backdrop of the Ochils are much more significant contributory factors to the 
success of tourism businesses in this area.  In addition, the study uses suspect and 
flawed data, and made use of telephone surveys rather than a more reliable postal 
survey.  Ayrshire was enjoying good growth related to the expansion of Prestwick 
airport during that period. 
 
4.4.34 In the EIA there is mention of a potential initial drop of 10-15% in tourism 
turnover, whereas the applicants’ evidence to the inquiry refers to an impact in the 
region of 3.2%, which was subsequently raised to 4.3% under cross examination at 
the strategy session.  This demonstrates the difficulty of making an accurate 
judgement on the likely economic impact of the OHL on tourism in the Stirling area. 
 
4.4.35 StBP strongly refutes the applicants’ assertion that the evidence 
demonstrates that there would be a minimal detrimental impact.  StBP is content to 
accept the applicants’ estimate of a 4.8% annual impact on tourism, which equates 
to £12.8m per annum to the local economy or £1.02 billion over the 80 year lifespan 
of the proposed transmission line.  However StBP contends that this level of impact 
is significant, and that some businesses (e.g. Witches Craig touring caravan park) 
would experience impact above that level.  Moreover, it is not accepted that this 
would be the level of impact during the initial construction phase and early years, 
which is estimated to be higher in Chapter 27 of the ES.   
 
4.4.36 For the purposes of calculating the likely size of impact on the tourist industry 
in the Stirling area StBP has used a number of different percentage points on the 4% 
to 15% “scale of impact” referred to by the applicants, and applied them to the 
STEAM Report findings which estimate the value of tourism in the Stirling area 
(including part of Clackmannanshire) was £255m in 2005.  From those calculations it 
is evident that the annual loss in tourism turnover in the Stirling area in the initial year 
after completion of the transmission line could range from £25.5m to a staggering 
£38.5m.  If the annual loss remained at the lower end of this estimate for a 5-10 year 
period after the initial year, this would equate to £66.3m to £117.3m (which is what it 
might cost to underground a significant length of the transmission line).   
 
4.4.37 The scale of potential loss of tourism revenues in the Stirling area over the 80 
year lifespan of the OHL has been previously estimated at over £1 billion, though it is 
accepted that the economic cost to tourism would reduce in later years.  SNH refers 
to the additional cost of undergrounding the Braco-Denny section at £150-295m and 
for partial undergrounding at £92-178m (less than 20% of the potential tourism 
revenue losses over the lifespan of the OHL).  This represents a reasonable price to 
pay to remove the threat to the wellbeing of the local tourist industry. 
 
4.4.38 On tourism impact grounds alone, without taking account of other important 
factors such as loss of amenity for visitors, Stirling area residents and students at 
Stirling University campus and the impact on the attractiveness of the area for inward 
investment, there is a compelling case for pursuing the undergrounding option to the 
west of Stirling and rejecting the current OHL proposal. 
 
4.4.39 StBP has reservations about the incomplete nature of the local tourism 
database which features less than 15% of the businesses within 10km of the Braco-
Denny stretch of the OHL.  However, the applicants are generally dismissive of the 



BEAULY-DENNY REPORT VOLUME 5: CHAPTER 4 – TOURISM, RECREATION AND ECONOMIC 
IMPACT 

VOLUME 5 CHAPTER 4 4-17  

findings of their own business survey, which revealed that almost half of all the 
operators contacted were of the opinion that the proposed OHL would have an 
adverse effect on visitor numbers and business turnover.  In the Braco to Denny 
corridor, the impact was considered to be considerably higher.  In the Braco, 
Strathallan and Sheriffmuir area 57% of the tourism operators stated that there 
would be a negative effect on their business, while in the Blairlogie, Stirling and 
Denny areas this dropped to 48%. 
 
4.4.40 StBP is concerned that only an impact of over 15% is considered to be major, 
with 10-15% being considered moderate, and below 10% is classified as minor.  This 
value judgement is strongly disputed as the consequences for any business losing 
up to 15% of their annual turnover is significant, and impacts adversely on their 
profitability and ability to reinvest in improvements to compete effectively and meet 
the demands of increasingly discerning customers. 
 
4.4.41 There is little evidence to support the claim that any impact on business would 
be short term.  The pylons would be prominently sited in one of the best classic 
views in Scotland and close to a number of tourism businesses who cite the quality 
landscape setting as a key factor in their business success.  StBP considers that 
there would be a long term “legacy” impact from this development, which could 
adversely affect the turnover levels and profitability of some businesses.  StBP also 
takes issue with the suggestion that any detrimental tourist or economic impact is 
likely to be outweighed or subsumed within the effects and impacts on tourism of 
extraneous factors, and the marketing and promotional efforts of VisitScotland and 
its partners.  The impact of the OHL could compound the situation in the Stirling area 
and contribute to more challenging trading conditions for a number of tourism 
businesses. 
 
4.4.42 StBP questions the relevance of the Abercairny and Calliacher windfarm 
inquiries, as they related to entirely different types of development in different 
landscape settings with different scales of activity, and the proximity to key 
attractions was quite different.  The relevance of the survey of Corrieyairack 
Challenge competitors is also questioned, as their motivations and purpose of visit 
are significantly different to the majority of visitors to the Stirling area. 
 
4.4.43 It is inconceivable, given the scale and nature of the development, that it 
would not have an adverse effect on tourism by reducing visitor numbers or the 
quality of the visitor experience, or both. 
 
Conclusions on tourism 
 
4.4.44 Tourism is a vitally important industry in the Stirling area and is currently 
worth around £250m annually as result of efforts to establish the city as a leading 
European heritage destination, combining the sensitive development and promotion 
of iconic heritage attractions with an outstanding and unique environmental setting in 
the heart of Scotland. 
 
4.4.45 StBP has demonstrated the significance of tourism, recreational, educational 
and economic activity at a number of locations in close proximity to the proposed 
OHL and the importance of the high quality landscape settings to their continuing 
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success.  The applicants underestimate the scale of impacts and understate the 
importance of some sites and facilities and their environmental settings to the overall 
appeal of Stirling as a major tourist destination and attractive inward investment 
location.  Due weight should be given to the special qualities of Stirling’s unique 
blend of heritage assets of national and international importance and outstanding 
environment which contributes so much to the appeal of the area as a popular tourist 
and day trip destination. 
 
4.4.46 The applicants should seize the opportunity to be a “good neighbour” and 
make a practical contribution to improving Stirling’s impressive skyline by removing 
the existing power line and undergrounding the proposed new line along a route to 
the west of the city. 
 
Impact on Blairmains Farm Shop and Coffee Bothy  
 
4.4.47 This family run farm shop and “Coffee Bothy” is situated down Manor Loan 
Road, with stunning views of the National Wallace Monument, the Ochils and the 
surrounding countryside.  The family strongly objects to the proposals to erect such a 
large scale pylon line so close to their business whose success is heavily reliant on 
its countryside setting and the quality of the views.   
 
4.4.48 The Logan family has farmed in the Blairlogie area for over 100 years, and in 
response to the BSE crisis followed by the foot and mouth outbreak the dairy farm 
has successfully diversified into retail, catering and tourism activities, taking 
advantage of its superb countryside setting close to major population centres, the 
busy A91 route and the Wallace Monument.  They now have a thriving, Tourist 
Board award-winning business, which employs 32 people and has a weekly 
throughput of over 2,000 customers (i.e. 100,000 per year), some 60-70% of whom 
are local.  Customers comment on the quality and range of produce, and the 
magnificent views which are the main asset of the business, and can be seen 
through the ten large windows. 
 
4.4.49 The proposed pylons would be approximately 700-800m from the premises, 
and around twice the height and width of the existing pylons, and therefore would 
have a much larger impact on the skyline and the views from the business.  Sitting in 
the coffee shop the proposed OHL would tower above views of the monument, and 
would become the new dominant feature on the skyline from the Ochils in the north 
to Bannockburn in the south.  The family is very concerned that a significant 
proportion of their customers would not return due to the despoilation of the views, 
which would have major consequences for the future of the business in terms of loss 
of turnover and profitability, and could lead to the loss of a large number of jobs. 
 
Willingness to pay to avoid non-market economic impacts in the Stirling area  
 
4.4.50 A recent project on the non-market economic impacts of the proposed 
Beauly-Denny line as it passes through the Ochils and Stirling was conducted by 
academics at Stirling University (StBP/2/23).  From an economics viewpoint, a 
reasonable response to the high level of opposition to the proposed OHL would be to 
evaluate the strength of public preferences for the alternative (undergrounding).  This 
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would make it possible, in one subject area, to state whether the benefits of the 
project to Scotland exceed its costs. 
 
4.4.51 The task is to estimate people’s willingness to pay to avoid the landscape 
impacts of the Beauly-Denny project, but offering people a hypothetical choice: to 
pay a higher price for their electricity to enable the transmission line to be put 
underground for its whole length within the study area; or to pay no increase in 
prices and have the line constructed above ground as currently proposed.  The 
individual willingness to pay values can be added up to arrive at the total economic 
loss, which can then be compared with the costs of putting the line underground.  
 
4.4.52 A technique called contingent valuation was used to estimate willingness to 
pay.  This technique, which has been used to appraise a range of development 
projects, is entirely within DEFRA guidance on the evaluation of large projects 
impacting on the environment, and is used by HM Treasury to set tax rates and other 
project assessment.  
 
4.4.53 Sampling was based on a random sample of households near to the 
proposed OHL in Stirling, Dunblane, Bridge of Allan, Falkirk and surrounding areas, 
which supplied 280 questionnaires that could be used for analysis.  Only 17% of 
respondents were in favour of the new OHL, and 80% thought it would have a 
negative or very negative impact.   
 
4.4.54 The main conclusion is that a clear majority of respondents are opposed to 
the scheme, and would be willing to pay quite substantial sums for the 
undergrounding of the line as it passes through the Stirling area.  At costs of below 
£50 per year, more than 80% said they would be willing to pay this extra cost to have 
the line undergrounded.  Even at £315 per year, 58% of respondents would be 
willing to pay this cost.  A mean willingness to pay of £179 per household per year is 
obtained, which is a measure of the economic cost of the OHL in terms of the loss of 
wellbeing to people in the study area.  Multiplying this figure by the number of 
households in the area would show the annual loss in aggregate to local residents. 
 
4.4.55 The main conclusion is that the Beauly-Denny line as currently proposed 
would impose significant economic costs on residents in the Stirling area, and is 
opposed by most households.  Given a total of 36,174 households in the SC area, 
this would involve an economic cost of at least £6.5m per year if the OHL went 
ahead, assuming that the sample mean is representative of respondents throughout 
the council area. 
 
The Ochil Hills  
 
4.4.56 The Ochils are used by people across the central belt of Scotland and 
beyond, not just those who live closest. (StBP/4/10 &11)  The main point of access 
for those who walk up Dumyat is the Sheriffmuir road, where 40 cars can be parked 
informally.  Most people come to Dumyat to walk, but other uses include jogging and 
running, mountain biking, birdwatching, flying kites, orienteering, picnicking, and 
lighting beacons on special occasions.  Cocksburn Reservoir is also a popular place, 
mainly with walkers, but also for fishing. 
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4.4.57 Surveys established in 2004 that some 36,000 visits were being made each 
year to Dumyat and the Cocksburn Reservoir, with access via the Sheriffmuir road. 
(StBP/4/10 & 11)  StBP estimates that numbers will be around 41,000 annually, 
which is twice the number who visit Schiehallion.  Two thirds of those surveyed lived 
in the former Central Region, but a substantial minority came from further afield.  
One in eight came from elsewhere in the central lowlands, and nearly one in five 
lived outwith Scotland.  Nearly half (43%) of visits were made for the first time, 
whereas 5% of people said they came at least once a week.  StBP suggest that 
there are unlikely to be fewer than 10,000 visits a year to Cocksburn Reservoir, in 
addition to the 41,000 annual visits to Dumyat. 
 
4.4.58 There are paths up through Yellowcraig Wood, leading up to Sheriffmuir, 
Dumyat and Cocksburn Reservoir, and the wood is much used by visitors to the 
Witches Craig Caravan Park. 
 
4.4.59 The site of the Battle of Sheriffmuir is frequently visited, and the popular 
Sheriffmuir Inn is rated as one of the best hotels and restaurants in Central Scotland.  
Near to the Inn and the battlefield is Paradise Pool, recognised as one of the best 
picnic and swimming places in Scotland. 
 
4.4.60 The University of Stirling campus (including the loch and Hermitage Wood), 
which is open to all, is much used for recreation by the people of Stirling.  The walks 
through the wood are recognised in the draft list of core paths. 
 
4.4.61 The walks up Dumyat and round the Cocksburn Reservoir would very clearly 
suffer major adverse visual impacts if the proposed line were to be built.  The 
proposed OHL would be routed directly between Dumyat and the reservoir, at right 
angles to the main paths, thus cutting through the views from both paths.  The 
construction track for the proposed angle tower between the road and the reservoir 
would go right over the path from the road.  Yellowcraig Wood would presumably be 
closed to walkers, including those staying at the caravan park, at least for the 
duration of construction works.  The OHL would be close to and parallel to the 
Sheriffmuir road, and at right angles to the key paths.  It would have a particularly 
major impact from the start/finish points at the road, for long stretches of the descent 
from Dumyat and for large parts of the walks around the reservoir. 
  
4.4.62 During the construction phase there would be major disruption of access to 
these walks, as the construction traffic would use the part of the Sheriffmuir road 
which provides access to them, and would go right over the path to the reservoir. 
 
4.4.63 StBP takes issue with the applicants’ approach to the assessment of impacts 
on paths, and strongly refutes the suggestion that there would be no major residual 
impacts on users of recreational resources in the Stirling area.  The applicants’ use 
of the term “promoted paths” seems to be confined to a very small number of 
publications.  By including such a large number of irrelevant paths, and using the 
concept of “% of users”, attention is diverted from the real issues, particularly the 
impact on the Dumyat, Cocksburn Reservoir and Yellowcraig Wood paths.   
 
4.4.64 StBP disagrees with the assessment of the impacts on these paths, which 
would constitute major impacts.  There would be a larger number of substantially 
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higher pylons with much thicker wires in the most sensitive locations; the new power 
line would go right over the top of the paths; the siting of the new pylons would be 
significantly less sensitive than the old ones; trees that are important elements in the 
landscape, reducing the visual impact of existing pylons, would be felled; access 
tracks would destroy key sections of the paths and have major visual impacts very 
close to them; and construction works could prevent use of the paths for significant 
periods of time. 
 
4.4.65 The applicants’ proposals for waymarking, etc. of paths would not in any way 
reduce the impact of the OHL on views from the paths, and cannot be regarded as 
mitigation.  They are unlikely to attract more people to these paths, as the area is 
already well known with hillwalkers.  FotO are not in favour of designating hill paths 
as core paths, or signposting them, as it is dangerous to rely on waymarking in the 
hills. (StBP/4/27)  It is the settled view of mountain rescue teams against guiding 
people on hills by waymarks.  FotO doubt if it is appropriate to encourage people to 
climb Dumyat, and they are surprised that waymarking is needed to guide people 
around the reservoir. 
 
WRITTEN SUBMISSION BY CLACKMANNANSHIRE COUNCIL 
 
Tourism 
 
4.5.1 Tourism plays an important part in the economy of the structure plan area, 
with Stirling Castle and the Wallace Monument near the top of the list of Scotland’s 
most visited paid tourist sites.  The ES states that the impact could be 10-15%, 
which should not be interpreted as being of no significance.  The importance of 
tourism to the local economy is such that the impact of the applicants’ proposals 
would be largely damaging.   
 
4.5.2 The 10-15% impact does not take account of the construction phase, when 
the impact of development works would be considerable.  The development would 
require access roads and construction compounds, and there would be substantial 
construction activity for some time, which would have a detrimental impact on the 
visitor experience in the wider locality.  As tourism relies on personal 
recommendation, it is likely that others would be dissuaded from visiting the area in 
the future.   
 
4.5.3 The ES puts the loss of business in the context of a competitor opening up, 
but this analogy is misplaced as in those circumstances the business has the ability 
to realign itself to regain trade, whereas the applicants’ proposals would result in an 
overall drop in trade which would not encourage new business operations.  The 
higher impact in the short term would be beyond what could be reasonably absorbed 
by some local businesses, which would not survive. 
 
Recreation 
 
4.5.4 The Ochils are a significant recreational asset and provide a unique hill 
walking experience which is easily accessible to a large proportion of Central 
Scotland’s population.  The dramatic contrast between the view to the north from 
Dumyat and the view to the south of the urbanisation of the Forth Valley highlights 
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the uniqueness of the Ochils and the outdoor experience that can be obtained by 
accessing the hilltops. (ES Figures 24.5.19A & 19B)  The issue of hillwalking and 
associated recreation in the Ochils appears to have been overlooked.  The presence 
of power lines and other industrial type structures diminish the “wild” landscape 
experience, and the ES has not addressed the nature of the change to the informal 
recreational use of the Ochils brought about by the proposed OHL. 
 
REPORTERS’ FINDINGS AND RELATED CONCLUSIONS 
 
4.6.1 Our findings on the methodology used in the ES to assess the impact of the 
proposed 400kV line on tourism, recreation and economic impact, and on the value 
of tourism to the national economy, amongst other things, are found in Chapter 16 of 
Volume 1 of this report.  Our findings and conclusions below are confined to the local 
impacts of the section of the proposed line within the Stirling and Falkirk Council 
areas.  However, some reference is also made to Chapter 4 of Volume 2, which 
addresses the evidence on tourism and recreation impacts in the area between 
Beauly and the CNP boundary. 
 
4.6.2 We note that SC led no evidence regarding the likely effects on the proposal 
on tourism and recreation in its area.  However, StBP witnesses provided a valuable 
critique of the applicants’ evidence on tourism, recreation and economic impact. 
 
Importance of tourism to the area 
 
4.6.3 Tourism is an important element of the local economy of the area surrounding 
this section of the proposed line.  A notably higher proportion of workers was 
employed in tourism in Stirling (10.9%) in 2005 than in Scotland as a whole (8.8%), 
whereas the proportion with jobs in tourism in Falkirk (7.7%) was below the national 
norm.  Average earnings in Falkirk were higher than those in Stirling, presumably 
reflecting the lower wages in the tourism sector. 
 
4.6.4 In common with Scotland as a whole, tourism in the AILLST region declined 
between 1996-2005, but it did not recover as quickly during 2003-2005.  However, it 
appears that reductions in the number of domestic tourists have been partly offset by 
increases in the volume of overseas tourists, and the evidence indicates that tourism 
in the area was relatively buoyant in 2005, though the overall picture is a fluctuating 
one.  Tourism from holidays and conferences in the region generates £451m per 
year, with only 17% of visitors to the area coming from abroad, and over half of UK 
visitors coming from Scotland.  The region is also important for day trips. 
 
4.6.5 Tourism generated over £245m in 2005 (a 2% increase on the previous year) 
in the Stirling area, and accounted for over 4 million tourist days.  Sightseeing/ 
visiting attractions are the main reason for visiting Stirling, with Stirling Castle and 
the Wallace Monument the greatest draws.  Visitors clearly appreciate the history 
and scenery of the area, in particular. 
 
4.6.6 There is a wide range of tourism and recreation resources in the Stirling area, 
including Stirling Castle, the Wallace Monument, Dumyat and the Ochil Hills, the 
battlefields of Sheriffmuir and Bannockburn, and Stirling University campus.  The 
Castle is the largest single draw, attracting over 400,000 visitors each year, whereas 
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the Wallace Monument draws a total of some 200,000 annually, and Dumyat is 
visited by some 40,000 people per year.  We accept that scenic views, and 
especially those to and from the Castle, the Wallace Monument and the Ochils, are 
an important part of the attraction of the Stirling area to tourists and daytrippers. 
 
4.6.7 However, the growing city of Stirling has a diverse economic base, with 
thriving retail, commercial, cultural and administrative sectors, industrial and 
business parks, and an expanding University, so it is by no means totally dependent 
on tourism for its economic wellbeing.  
 
4.6.8 Nonetheless, we have established that tourism is a key component of the 
local economy in the Stirling area, which generates considerable revenue and 
supports many jobs, and that visitors are drawn to the area in large measure by the 
quality of the natural and historic environment.  We now must consider whether 
people would be likely to be deterred from visiting or staying in the area if the 
proposed transmission line is built as proposed. 
 
4.6.9 We agree with the Reporter in the Abercairny windfarm case that it cannot be 
assumed that a significant adverse impact on the landscape would necessarily 
translate into a significant reduction in visitors to the area.  The evidence at this and 
previous sessions of the inquiry demonstrates that the picture is much more 
complex.  Many tourist businesses prosper close to the existing OHL, including 
caravan sites close to the Tummel Bridge substation from where transmission lines 
radiate across the landscape. 
 
4.6.10 Although 51% of respondents to the VisitScotland windfarm survey claimed 
that electricity pylons and wires detracted from their experience, this answer was in 
response to a prompted question.  When asked an unprompted question on the 
aspects of the countryside which they particularly disliked, respondents cited refuse 
and litter, and various types of development, but not transmission lines. 
 
Impact on recreation 
 
4.6.11 It is clear from the applicants’ assessment that users of a number of paths 
and rights of way in the area would experience significant adverse impact as result of 
the proposed OHL.  Although the assessment indicates that users of over 80% of 
paths in the Stirling area would not experience a significant impact, in certain 
localities the effects would be severe, notably on the community paths around the 
Eastern Villages, but also at other locations such as Sheriffmuir, Dumyat and 
Yellowcraig Wood.   
 
4.6 12 We agree with StBP that the impact on the Dumyat path in particular, which 
would be crossed by the line, would be major rather than moderate, due to the 
presence of two towers, including a large angle tower, nearby and the high visibility 
of the proposed OHL on the descent from the summit of the hill.  There would also 
be significant impacts on users of the paths around Cocksburn Reservoir and 
Yellowcraig Wood.   
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4.6.13 However, we would not expect there to be a significant impact on users of the 
paths within and around the University campus, because of the screening effect of 
trees and buildings. 
 
4.6.14 The suggested mitigation measures (TR5) which are set out in APL STG73-
75 would not reduce the visual impact of the proposed OHL experienced by walkers, 
and therefore cannot be regarded as mitigation in that sense.  However, insofar as 
they have the potential to encourage the usage of the paths which otherwise might 
reduce due to the presence of the line, we are satisfied that the measures can 
legitimately be taken into account as compensation (a type of mitigation) for adverse 
impacts. 
 
4.6.15 We acknowledge the reluctance of FotO to install any waymarking which 
would encourage possibly ill-equipped walkers to climb Dumyat and the Ochils.  
However, it is clear from the evidence of StBP/FotO that large numbers of people 
already ascend this most accessible and rewarding of hills, and we can see some 
merit in providing some signposting on this path and others in the area where the 
route is unclear.  It might also be desirable to surface certain car parking areas which 
are eroded and difficult to use.  There is also scope for improved waymarking on the 
Dunblane to Sheriffmuir path, possibly combined with sensitive interpretation of the 
battlefield. 
 
4.6.16 The detail of these measures would need to be agreed with landowners and 
SC (presumably in consultation with user groups), but in principle we consider that 
the sparing use of the types of mitigation which are described in APL STG73-75 
could help to offset any fall in the usage of the paths concerned.  This finding is 
supported by the East Ayrshire research which reported a 20% increase in the 
number of walkers following footpath improvements.  We therefore agree with SC 
that any consent for the proposal should be subject to a condition requiring mitigation 
of the recreational impacts on the affected paths.  
 
Impact on tourism businesses 
 
4.6.17 Half of those responding to the ES business survey in this area expected that 
the proposed OHL would have a negative impact on their business, of which most 
respondents were in the attractions sector, including Stirling Castle and the Wallace 
Monument.  This reflects a very high degree of concern amongst the local tourist 
enterprises about the potential implications for their business.  The business survey 
is helpful in providing a snapshot of the perception of business respondents at the 
point when the survey was conducted, but we do not consider that it offers a reliable 
guide to the level of impact likely to be experienced in reality.   
 
4.6.18 As explained in Chapter 1 of this volume, we do not consider that the impact 
on views to and from Stirling Castle and the Wallace Monument would be nearly as 
severe as the objectors fear.  This conclusion is shared by Historic Scotland, which 
is the national body responsible for the historic environment.  The easterly views 
from both monuments already include a wide range of educational, commercial and 
industrial buildings, together with existing transmission lines.  The written submission 
by Clackmannanshire Council refers to the urbanisation of the Forth Valley in the 
view to the south from the Ochils.  Furthermore, where there are significant effects 
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on certain views, there is little evidence that this would translate into fewer visitors 
and tourists to the area. 
 
4.6.19 Moreover, the environment of the area is only one of the sources of its 
attraction to visitors.  Blairmains Farm Shop and Coffee Bothy, for example, whilst 
clearly taking advantage of its attractive countryside setting, has won awards for 
quality of produce and service, and almost half of Scottish based visitors come to 
Stirling to go shopping.  We would not expect the farm shop business to be 
significantly affected by the replacement of the existing 132kV line with the proposed 
400kV line, around 900m to the west. 
 
4.6.20 The routes of the existing and proposed OHLs pass close to the west of the 
Witches Craig Caravan Park, which would suffer some loss of visual amenity as a 
result of the proposed development. (see Chapter 1 of this volume)  However, the 
experience at Tummel Bridge (referred to above) indicates that caravan parks and 
OHLs can successfully co-exist. 
 
4.6.21 Stirling University is a major source of employment, and earns substantial 
revenue from its conference and holiday ventures which capitalise on the beauty of 
its campus (laid out within the designed landscape of Airthrey Castle) and the 
landscape setting (including the Ochils and the Wallace Monument).  However, we 
do not consider that these assets would be imperilled by the proposed OHL.  The 
campus is well screened by trees and stone boundary walls, and there are already 
modern buildings of various types and designs towards the eastern edge of the 
campus.  We do not consider that the replacement of the existing 132kV line with the 
proposed 400kV line would have a significant effect on the landscape setting, or the 
attractiveness of the University to students or paying visitors.   
 
4.6.22 As confirmed in Chapter 1 of this volume, the OHL would have a significant 
impact in certain views of the Ochils scarp, and on views across Sheriffmuir, but in 
both locations the proposed line would run close to the route of the existing line, 
which would reduce the “net” impact although, crossing Sheriffmuir, the difference in 
the scale of the new line would be clearly apparent. (see Chapter 1 of this volume)  
 
4.6.23 The proposed OHL would be visible from a number of main road routes 
through the area, including the M9, M876, M80, A9, A91, A905, A907 and A811.  
The visual impact from those and other routes is discussed in Chapter 1 of this 
volume.  However, in considering the effect which views of the line might have on 
visitor behaviour it is fair to note that people travelling along these corridors already 
experience a plethora of other infrastructure (OHLs, roads, motorways, mobile phone 
masts, road signs, etc), windfarms (notably the one at Braes of Doune), industrial 
complexes (e.g. the major chipboard plant at Cowie, the bonded warehouses at 
Cambus and the industrial estate at Broadleys), and urban development on the 
edges of Stirling.  In that context we would not expect that travellers would be 
deterred from visiting the area by the replacement of the existing 132kV line by the 
proposed 400kV line.  Furthermore, certain aspects of the additional mitigation 
suggested by the applicants would bring about a reduction in the wirescape between 
Stirling and Fallin in the proximity of the A91 and A905. 
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4.6.24 We note that the applicants’ estimate of the level of impact is broadly 
accepted by StBP.  However, for the reasons given in Chapter 16 of Volume 1 of this 
report, we are not in a position to verify the applicants’ estimate of a maximum of 
4.8% impact in this area.  As previously stated, we consider that stage 2 of the 
calculation is unnecessary and inappropriate, because it excludes visitors who come 
to enjoy the countryside but do not engage in active pursuits.  If the applicants’ 
figures for stages 1, 3 and 4 were accepted, but stage 2 is omitted, an impact of 6% 
would be derived.  Moreover, if 51% (the proportion of respondents to the 
VisitScotland survey who stated that pylons detracted from their visitor experience) 
was substituted for 38% at stage 3, the impact would be over 8%.  On the other 
hand, the suggestion that 25% of those significantly affected would not return is 
unsupported and could be a substantial over-estimate. 
 
4.6.25 This illustrates the sensitivity of the applicants’ calculations to a variety of 
unproven assumptions about the attitudes and behaviour of tourists, and explains 
why we are unable to quantify the likely impact on tourism businesses.   
 
4.6.26 For the reasons given in Chapter 4 of Volume 2 of this report, we do not 
consider that we can draw conclusions on the likely effects of the Beauly-Denny line 
on tourism in Stirling and Falkirk Council areas from the applicants’ after-the-event 
study in Ayrshire.  In essence, the Ayrshire line involves smaller towers on a different 
alignment, and the Ayrshire tourism economy is quite unlike the one in the SC area.  
Moreover, we are not convinced that the views of cyclists taking part in a competition 
through the Corrieyairack Pass are necessarily typical of tourists and visitors who 
may be drawn to the area for its scenery. 
 
4.6.27 On the other hand, as previously stated, we agree with the Reporter in the 
Abercairny case that the fact that visitors are attracted by the area’s beautiful 
scenery does not mean that the replacement of the existing 132kV line with the 
proposed 400kV line would necessarily deter a significant number of visitors/tourists 
from coming to the area.   
 
4.6.28 We acknowledge that even a relatively small percentage impact could be too 
much for a particularly vulnerable business to withstand, but we see no basis to 
anticipate an impact of 10% or more.  The evidence suggests to us that there would 
be, at most, a modest impact which would be more pronounced during and 
immediately post construction and would reduce over time as mitigation measures 
took effect and people became more accustomed to the new transmission line.  
During the construction phase that impact would be softened by the temporary boost 
to employment and increase in expenditure associated with the installation of the 
OHL.  
 
4.6.29 In the context of the fluctuations in tourism locally and nationally, we consider 
that the effect of the OHL on tourism in the Stirling area is unlikely to be significant or 
justify the expenditure of somewhere between £87m and £400m (see Chapter 10) to 
underground the line or sections of it through the Stirling area), and that given its 
diverse economic base the city is well placed to withstand any such adverse effect 
on the tourism sector.   
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4.6.30 We do not regard the study by Stirling University of “willingness to pay” for 
undergrounding the line as helpful to the decision maker in this case.  Respondents 
were asked an entirely hypothetical question, and their answers must therefore be 
treated with extreme caution.  It is not known whether they would have responded in 
the same way if they actually had to pay, or how representative the answers would 
be of the wider community in the Stirling area. 
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Appendix 15 

Tourism survey (Mid-wales Connection) 





Mid Wales Connection

A survey of visitors to the Mid Wales and Shropshire region to assess the 
potential impact that introduction of a power line that is approx 54km long 
with a mixture of pylons, overhead lines and underground cables and a 
new sub-station.
1. Introduction – background to the scheme
2. Requirement for the survey undertaken
3. Objective of the survey
4. Survey locations / approach
5. Results of the survey
6. Next steps

Bryony Cunningham (Jacobs)
Jacqui Fenn (National Grid)



Project Introduction (1/6)

A number of Strategic Search Areas (SSAs) were 
identified within Welsh policy (TAN8) as being 
locations that are suitable for the consideration of 
onshore wind farm developments.  National Grid 
has a statutory duty to develop and maintain an 
efficient, coordinated and economical system of 
electricity transmission under section 9 of the 
Electricity Act.  A number of wind farm applications 
have been made throughout the mid Wales area 
(within the SSAs) and National Grid has a 
requirement to offer connections to these wind 
farms to allow connection to the network 
infrastructure (and ultimately to the end 
customers). 



National Grid’s Role (2/6)



Draft Route (3/6)



Underground and Overhead (4/6)

8 mile section in the Meifod
Valley due to impact of pylons in 
this area

Underground connection 
requires ‘sealing ends’

Overhead in other areas –
believe we can manage impacts 
through careful routeing

Point identified for connection 
to existing line in Shropshire



Substation (5/6)

Substation site is north west of the 
original siting area   
- secluded 
- away from villages and main road
- close to wind farms 
- offers good options for screening

The site introduces a route option 
slightly outside, but parallel to the 
original corridor for about four miles –
further away from villages in the area





Requirements for a Survey

• Environmental Impact Assessment report required to submit with the 
application for consent;

• Range of technical issues to be covered including transport, ecology, 
visual, land assessment and socio-economics;

• The socio-economic assessment is looking at whether introduction of the 
scheme will have a significant impact on the local population, via 
investigation of a number of issues including:

– Impact on tourism;
– Access to PRoW and for recreation purposes (cycling, bird-watching 

etc);
– Landscape and visual issues from a socio-economic perspective;
– Impact on forestry / land take;
– Access to residential properties;
– Employment generation (direct and indirect); and
– Supply chain impacts.



Objectives of Survey

• Determine frequency and reasons for visiting the area;

• Explore activities that visitors are taking part in

• Evaluate estimated spend in the area during their visit

• Gauge the likelihood of visitors returning the area in the future

• Awareness of pylons, power lines and sub-stations and impact of 
visitors’ enjoyment of their visit;

• Levels of awareness of the Mid Wales Connection Project and sources 
of awareness;

• Perceptions of how the construction of pylons, power lines and 
substations will impact on the local environment

• Impact of these structures on visitors’ intentions to visit the area again, 
and whether they will have any effect on the activities undertaken



Survey Locations

• A total of 986 face-to-face 
interviews were conducted 
with visitors to 25 locations

Campsites
Henllan Caravan Park Powys
Pentrego Farm Powys
Strawberry Skies Yurts Powys
Brook House Farm Shropshire
Hafod Motor Home Shropshire
Oswestry Camping and Caravanning Shropshire
Spring Heath Fishery Certificated Shropshire
Weston Pools Village Shropshire
Attractions
Lake Vyrnwy Powys
Pontycysllyte Aqueduct Powys
Powis Castle Powys
Welshpool & Llanfair Light Railway Powys
Cambrian Heritage Railways and Museum Shropshire
Ellesmere Shropshire
Oswestry Town Museum Shropshire
Oswestry Visitor and Exhibition Centre Shropshire
Park Hall Farm Shropshire
Whittington Castle Shropshire
Public Rights of Way
Dolanog Car Park Powys
Llanfair-Caereinion Car Park Powys
Criggion Car Park Shropshire
Offa's Dyke Car Park (at Llanymynech) Shropshire
West Felton Car Park Shropshire
Transient Locations
Cwpan Pinc - café at Llangadfan (A458) Powys
Station at Welshpool (A483/A485) Powys



Survey Results (1/3)

986 completed questionnaires:

• 176 questionnaires returned from campsite surveys (18%);

• 447 questionnaires returned from tourist attractions (45%);

• 232 questionnaires returned from rights of way locations (24%); and

• 131 questionnaires returned from transient locations (for example 
garages on major tourist routes) (13%).



Survey Results (2/3)

Preliminary findings – final report available in the future

The results highlight the following:

• 32% of people interviewed were visitors to the area that included at 
least an overnight stay, 35% were local residents or lived nearby to the 
point of interview;

• For 29% of people it was the first time they had visited the area with 
35% of respondents undertaking outdoor activities (including examples 
such as walking, horse-riding and fishing);

• 47% responded that money spent during during their visit that day 
would predominantly be on eating and drinking; 



Survey Results (3/3)

• 64% expressed concern that the introduction of pylons, a substation 
and overhead lines would have a negative impact on the landscape; 

• 21% responded they were concerned disruption from construction 
could cause an issue.  Landscape impacts and construction traffic are 
the two most important aspects to respondents from a tourism 
perspective; 

• In terms of the presence of pylons, overhead lines, a substation and 
Sealing End Compounds (SECs) within the area, 80% of respondees
whose results have been analysed to date answered that it will make 
no difference to the type and frequency of activities they undertake 
within the area; and

• 88% replied that the presence of these would not affect the spend they 
would undertake within the area.



Next Steps

• Complete analysis of survey results

• About to start a business survey (that includes hotels, B&B 
owners);

• Results of the survey will feed into the technical assessment of 
socio-economic assessment for the EIA process.

Thank you for your attention, any questions?





Responses to Examining Authority Questions asked at Hearings 

28 

Appendix 16 

Environmental Statement Chapter 11 – North Wales 

Connection 
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Socio-Economic Method Statement  
North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project 

Socio-Economic and Tourism Impact Assessment Method Statement 
 
Purpose & Remit 
 
SP Manweb has agreed terms with four wind farm developers in North Wales to provide 
them with connections to the to the electricity distribution network. The four wind farms are 
Brenig, Nant Bach, Derwydd Bach and Clocaenog Forest.  
 
The Project consists of proposals for a new 17km 132kV overhead line connection, together 
with required accesses, construction laydown areas and other integral works. The proposed 
overhead line connection would start at a new collector substation at Clocaenog Forest that 
will collect the power generated by the new wind farms. The overhead line connection would 
then continue to a Terminal Pole to the south of Glascoed Road, B5381. From the Terminal 
Pole the connection will continue underground to connect into the existing SP Manweb 
substation at St Asaph.  The connection into the SP Manweb substation at St Asaph can be 
accommodated within the SP Manweb ownership boundary. 
 
The purpose and remit of the Impact Assessment is to gauge the potential effects of the 
development upon tourism facilities and activities, specifically within an area defined as 2km 
on either side of the centre line of the proposed route alignment (as shown below). 
 

 
Overall scope of works 
 
The Scope of the assessment has previously been described in the Scoping Report 
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate (January 2014) and a Scoping Opinion received from 
the Secretary of State (February 2014).  Further information was provided in the Preliminary 
Environmental Information Report which supported the statutory consultation.  



 
The socio-economic and tourism assessments will be undertaken on the following basis and 
through the following stages: 
 
 Baseline Assessment 
 Survey work and comparative research review 
 Consultations 
 Assessment of direct, indirect, and residual effects 
 
Baseline assessment 
 High level review of the socio-economic profile of the Conwy and Denbighshire 

economies, relative to North Wales, Wales and G.B.  There will also be a review of 
tourism activities, patterns, trends, and facilities at a regional and local authority level 
and also, where available, reflecting the picture at a local level for the route alignment 

 Review of relevant economic development and tourism policy and strategy in the local 
and wider area; 

 These data and information will be derived from a mixture of published sources and also 
from the responses to consultations (see below). 

 
Survey Work and Comparative Research Review 
 
 Tourism business survey of all such identifiable businesses within a corridor 2km on 

either side of the proposed route alignment 
 Comparative research information on the effects of overhead-lines, both elsewhere in 

Wales and also across the UK. 
 
Consultations 
 Identification of key consultees and local stakeholders, who are able to provide data, 

and their views upon key issues in the area; 
 Letter sent to consultees informing them of the background, purpose and remit, scope of 

the assessments, and seeking data and their views upon key issues in the area, and 
also the method of approach taken; and 

 The responses of the consultees will be fed into both the baseline assessment and also 
contribute to the assessment of effect in terms of both quantitative and qualitative 
factors.   

 
Assessment of socio-economic and tourism effects 
 Assessment of effects during construction, operation and decommissioning phases  

against labour market profiles; 
 Analysis of direct, indirect, induced and multiplier effects; 
 An assessment would be undertaken of the likely effects upon users of tourism facilities 

within the area, and would be assessed on effects such as potential physical 
disturbance to the tourism resources, and visual effects of the proposals upon the users 
of the resources; 

 Reference will be made to comparative case study experience, and how such new 
development might / might not affect the local and wider context within which the 
development is set; 

 The assessment will propose mitigation measures, where appropriate, to address any 
potential significant adverse effects of the proposed project; and 

 The output of the assessment will be a statement of residual socio-economic and 
tourism effects, based upon a range of assessment criteria, and specifying such effects 
in terms of major, moderate, minor negative or positive, and no effect predicted.    

 

  



Socio Economic Baseline Tables 

Table 1.1 Population 

 Conwy Denbighshire
North 
Wales Wales G.B.

Population (2001) 109,733 93,199 663,476 2,902,363 57,106,530 

Population (2012) 111,990 97,949 683,772 3,031,159 60,837,219 

Population (2021) 115,345 104,333 709,242 3,205,312 65,052,922

% change   

2001-2012 2% 5% 3% 4% 7% 

2012-2021 3% 7% 4% 6% 7% 

Source: Census 2011, extracted using MicromarketerG3 software 

Table 1.2 Age Structure 

 Conwy Denbighshire
North 
Wales Wales G.B.

2001      

Children (0-15) 18% 20% 20% 20% 20% 

Working age (16-64) 58% 60% 62% 62% 64% 

Retirement age (65+) 23% 20% 18% 17% 16% 

2012      

Children (0-15) 17% 18% 18% 18% 18% 

Working age (16-64) 58% 60% 62% 63% 65% 

Retirement age (65+) 25% 22% 21% 19% 17% 

2021      

Children (0-15) 17% 18% 18% 18% 19% 

Working age (16-64) 55% 56% 58% 60% 62% 

Retirement age (65+) 28% 26% 25% 22% 19% 

Source: Census 2011, extracted using MicromarketerG3 software 

   



Table 1.3 Economic Activity 

 Conwy Denbighshire
North 
Wales Wales G.B.

Total people (16-74) 81,906 67,676 500,329 2,245,166 41,126,562 

Economically Active 
(%) 66% 66% 67% 66% 70% 

Economically 
Inactive (%) 34% 34% 33% 34% 30% 

Source: Census 2011, extracted using MicromarketerG3 software 

Table 1.4 Economic Activity 

 Conwy Denbighshire
North 
Wales Wales G.B.

Economically 
Active  53,792 44,409 336,589 1,476,735 28,659,884 

Employees Part-time 
(%) 73% 74% 75% 75% 75% 

Employees Full- 
Time (%) 5% 4% 4% 3% 3% 

Self-employed (%) 12% 12% 11% 10% 11% 

Unemployed (%) 6% 6% 6% 7% 6% 

Full-time Student (%) 4% 4% 5% 5% 5% 

Economically 
Inactive  28,114 23,267 163,740 768,431 12,466,678 

Retired (%) 58% 54% 53% 47% 46% 

Student 
(economically 
inactive) (%) 

12% 14% 16% 17% 19% 

Looking after 
home/family (%) 10% 10% 11% 11% 14% 

Permanently 
sick/disabled (%) 16% 18% 15% 18% 14% 

Other economically 
inactive  5% 5% 5% 6% 7% 

Source: Census 2011, extracted using MicromarketerG3 software 



Table 1.5 Employment Structure 

 Conwy Denbighshire
North 
Wales Wales G.B.

Agriculture, forestry and 
fishing 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% 

Mining and quarrying 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Manufacturing 5% 9% 12% 11% 9% 

Electricity, gas, steam and 
air conditioning supply 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Water supply; sewerage, 
waste mgt. and 
remediation 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Construction 8% 8% 8% 8% 8% 

Wholesale and retail; 
repair of motor cycles and 
vehicles 17% 14% 15% 16% 16% 

Transport and storage 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 

Accommodation and food 
service activities 10% 7% 7% 6% 6% 

Information and 
communication 2% 2% 2% 2% 4% 

Financial and insurance 
activities 2% 2% 2% 3% 4% 

Real estate activities 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Professional, scientific 
and technical activities 5% 4% 4% 4% 7% 

Administrative and 
support service activities 4% 4% 4% 4% 5% 

Public administration, 
defence, compulsory 
social security 7% 7% 7% 8% 6% 

Education 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 

Human health and social 
work activities 17% 19% 15% 14% 13% 

Other 5% 5% 5% 5% 5% 

Total  50,093 41,156 313,304 1,363,615 26,526,349 

Source: Census 2011, extracted using MicromarketerG3 software 



Table 1.6 Social Classification 

 Conwy Denbighshire
North 
Wales Wales G.B.

Approximated Social Grade AB1 18% 18% 18% 18% 23% 

Approximated Social Grade C1 29% 28% 28% 29% 31% 

Approximated Social Grade C2 24% 25% 25% 23% 21% 

Approximated Social Grade DE 28% 29% 29% 30% 26% 

Total  32,873 27,412 203,410 926,727 17,266,
589 

Source: Census 2011, extracted using MicromarketerG3 software 

Table 1.7 Qualifications 

 Conwy Denbighshire
North 
Wales Wales G.B.

No qualifications 26% 25% 25% 26% 23% 

GCSE \ A level or 
Scottish equivalent 44% 46% 46% 45% 44% 

Degree \ NVQ 4+ \ HND 
\ Professional Grade 30% 29% 29% 29% 33% 

Source: Census 2011, extracted using MicromarketerG3 software 

Table 1.8 Earnings by Residence 2013 
 Conwy Denbighshire Wales G.B.

Weekly pay (full time 
workers) £476.00 £436.60 £476.90 £518.10 

Source: NOMIS 2013 
 

  

                                                            
1 NRS Social Grade 
Approximated social grade AB: Higher and intermediate managerial / administrative / professional occupations.  
Approximated social grade C1: Supervisory, clerical and junior managerial / administrative / professional occupations. 
Approximated social grade C2: Skilled manual occupations. 
Approximated social grade DE: Semi-skilled and unskilled manual occupations, Unemployed and lowest grade occupations.  
Measures all people aged 16 and over in households in 2001, and All household reference persons aged 16 to 64 in 
households in 2011. 
 
 







Figure 1: Concentration of Tourism-Related Businesses 2008 
Data overleaf  

 

 



 

Table 2.6 Profile of Tourism Businesses within 4km Wide Study Corridor Area (2003 & 2008) 
 

 

Hotels Other 
Accom-
modation 

Restaurants Bars  Tour 
ope-
rators 

Enter-
tainment 

Library, 
museum, 
cultural 
activities 

Sporting 
activities 

Arts 

 

Other 
recreational 
activities 

Total 

4km wide study corridor area 

2003 
11 (19%) 3 (5%) 8 (14%) 18 (31%) 4 (7%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 4 (7%) 5 (8%) 5 (8%) 

59 
(100%) 

2008 
9 (13%) 4 (6%) 19 (27%) 16 (23%) 2 (3%) 1 (1%) 2 (3%) 6 (9%) 6 (9%) 5 (7%) 

70 
(100%) 

Source: ABI, NOMIS 2003, 2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 





Figure 2: Settlements and Principal Tourist Routes 

 

   



Figure 3: Principal Footpaths and Receptors   
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Appendix 17 

Letter from NRW 



Cyfoeth
Nafiuriol
Cymru
Natural
Resources
Wales

Nia Wyn Davies
Senior Land Officer
Freedom Group
Delta House,
10th Avenue, Zone 3,
Deeside Industrial Park,
Deeside,
Flintshire

8~h December 2015

Dear Miss Wyn Davies

Land at Brechfa Forest

Brechfa Forest Connection Project

Natural Resources Wales
Energy Delivery Team
Resolvers
Neath
SA11 4 DR

Our Ref: SSA Gllectal
Your Ref:

refer to previous correspondence in respect of the above, in particular your e-mail dated 8"' December 2015

can confirm that Natural Resources Wales (NFtW), acting on behalf of the Welsh Ministers, is authorised toprovide any s135 consent (Planning Act 2008) that may be required from Welsh Ministers.

For the avoidance of doubt, this correspondence sets out governance relating to land managed by NRW onbehalf of Welsh Ministers, it does not provide agreement to apply for development consent on Crown land

N I< Williams

Asiant Tir Cynorthwyol Darparu Ynni /Assistant Land Agent Energy Delivery
CyFoeth Naturiol Cymru /Natural Resources Wales
E-bosUE-mail: kay.williams~cyfoethnaturiolcvmru.gov.uk

Welsh Government Building Rhodfa Padarn Llanbadarn Fawr Aberystwyth SY23 3URCroesewir gohebiaeth yn y Gymraeg a'r Saesneg
Correspondence welcomed in Welsh and English




