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1 Introduction 

1.1.1 This submission forms a written summary of the case put forward orally by the 

Applicant at the Issue Specific Hearing into the Environmental Matters in connection 

with the Brechfa Forest Connection Project held on Tuesday 8 December 2015. 

1.1.2 The submission generally follows the topic headings set out in the Hearing Agenda 

and other issues raised by the Examining Authority at the Hearings. 
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2 Agenda item 4 - Statements of Common Ground 

(SOCG) updates [rep1-083 to 086] 

2.1.1 The Applicant firstly dealt with those SOCG’s between itself and CCC. 

2.1.2 A SOCG is a way of limiting issues that are considered at public enquiries. It sets 

out where professional witnesses agree what they can, so that any inquiry or 

hearing is focussed on that which is truly in dispute. 

2.1.3 Parliament has endorsed SOCG as they have streamlined the process to a 

significant degree. 

2.1.4 In this instance, the guidance has been followed. Officers and experts from various 

parties have produced a suite of SOCG, which are all available on the website.  

2.1.5 There are four SOCG with CCC: 

i. General SOCG which covers: economic and social impacts (including 

tourism); EIA (including noise, disturbance etc.); habitats, ecology and nature 

conservation (including among other things no significant effects); route 

optioneering; and transport and traffic. This has been negotiated and agreed 

by Officers of the Authority and their independent consultants. The Members 

have produced a free standing written representation which does not reflect 

their Officers' position. The local authority believes the Officer's report is the 

most useful document for the Examining Authority. The SOCG was submitted 

at deadline 1. 

ii. Landscape and Visual SOCG: there is almost complete agreement in terms 

of methodology, scope and mitigation as to undergrounding save that there is 

a very small area of disagreement in relation to two spans of overhead line in 

the Southern Towy. There is a significant degree of congruity. The Applicant 

holds firm that there is no need for further undergrounding, but in the 

alternative, if the judgement of CCC's experts is considered by the Examiner 
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and Secretary of State to be correct, then the Applicant is prepared to deal 

with this.  The SOCG was submitted at deadline 2. 

iii. Historic Environment SOCG: this deals with impact of proposal on listed 

buildings, conservation areas and the registered historic landscape. There 

are no areas of disagreement between the parties on this point. The SOCG 

was submitted on 26/11/15. 

iv. DCO DOCG (Draft): a SOCG between the Applicant and CCC on the DCO 

will be submitted at deadline 3, and it was anticipated that there would only 

be minor areas of disagreement as to drafting, if any.  

2.1.6 CCC noted that given the disagreement between the Officers of CCC and its 

Members, the status of the SOCG is that it represents the views of CCC's experts. 

The work in relation to the SOCG has proceeded in tandem with the work to take 

the LIR to the committee. The LIR was endorsed by the committee as a statement 

of the Council's professional position. The Members have wanted to be the voice of 

parts of the local community. Therefore there is the professional response of the 

LIR and the Member's response.  

2.1.7 The Applicant re-iterated that the LIR is the formal position of the Members. In 

presenting that report, the Members were told that it would be very difficult for them 

to justify the position that they were advancing for complete undergrounding. They 

were also told that Act required a SOCG, which would be drafted by their Officers in 

line with the LIR which the Members have themselves adopted. The Applicant 

would otherwise have been left with the position of having an LIR (to which they will 

respond) and no SOCG since there would have been a flat contradiction between 

the position of the elected Members and the Applicant's position, or doing the best 

the Applicant could and providing the SOCG as set out.  

2.1.8 The Applicant noted their opinion that significant weight can be given to the SOCG 

as it is written by the Officers who know the area very well, and is consistent with 

the LIR, which is the formal position of the Elected Members.  
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2.1.9 The Applicant and CCC will submit their joint opinion on the nature of integral 

developments. 

2.1.10 CCC confirmed the Applicant's position. 

2.1.11 The Applicant secondly dealt with SOCG with NRW.  Similar to the above it 

explained the two statements noting that unlike CCC, the common ground 

represented the unified opinion of NRW.  The two signed statements are SOCG 

covering Environmental Impact Assessment (submitted deadline 2) and Landscape 

and Visual (submitted 26/11/15).  

2.1.12 NRW noted their agreement with the Applicant's position in terms of SOCG. 

2.1.13 The Applicant dealt with the SOCG signed with the Dyfed Archaeological Trust and 

Cadw.  This was submitted at deadline 1.  
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3 Agenda item 5 – Section 106 agreement update [app-

123] 

3.1.1 There is a draft s.106 submitted as part of the Application.  

3.1.2 The draft s.106 is agreed between CCC and the Applicant in all respect, save for 

two editorial changes (one requested by CCC and one by NRW). The Applicant is 

happy to amend the s.106 in line with these.  

3.1.3 The s.106 is an agreement that runs with the land, and offers obligations to the 

Local Authority, who can sue on those obligations as if they were a contracting 

party. It is a method of dealing with concerns an Authority may have on a project 

which cannot be dealt with by way of requirements in the DCO.  

3.1.4 The Parties are CCC and WPD, but because it is a s.106 it runs with the land which 

is the subject of the s.106, whoever is the owner for the time being. CCC may 

enforce it.  

3.1.5 Both the Applicant and CCC give covenants as set out in the schedule, which 

relates to a fund which allows qualifying land to be the subject of payment for 

works. In accordance with CCC's policy OSSP14, infrastructure schemes must 

enhance the environment, and that is the nature of the fund. Relevant persons may 

apply for and gain grants for the purposes of planting trees and hedgerows, 

removing invasive species etc. The fund is for £100,000.00. Within that there are 

moneys for CCC to appoint a project officer. Land owners will be able to apply for a 

maximum of £1,500.00 per land holding. 

3.1.6 The Applicant set out the small areas of disagreement: 

i. There is a reference to '"employ" a project officer' in the schedule and CCC 

have requested that this is changed to "appoint". The Applicant is happy to 

amend this. The global sum of £100,000.00 is not set out in the draft, but 

should be included for deadline 3. 
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ii. NRW have requested in the schedule at 2.2 (b)(ii), where, it refers to grants 

or funds 'for the planting of trees', it will be extended to say 'for the planting of 

trees and woodland creation'. The Applicant is again content with this 

wording. 

3.1.7 CCC noted that the figure is marginally more than £100,000.00 (£104,920.00). The 

Applicant does not have any issue with this and will submit a final figure.  
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4 Agenda item 6 - Carmarthenshire County Council 

(CCC) Local Impact Report (LIR) [rep1-026] 

4.1.1 CCC summarised the LIR.  

4.1.2 They noted it was prepared by CCC's professional officers in addition to their 

appointed landscape consultants. This was reported to the Council's planning 

committee on the 5 November 2015, who endorsed the LIR as the views of the 

professional officers. 

4.1.3 The Elected Members is set out in CCC's written representations. 

4.1.4  The LIR had regard to: 

i. Advice note 1 from PINS. Section A sets out details of the site and 

surroundings, the proposal details, planning history and sight and area 

constraints. Section B assesses the Environmental Statement ('ES') and 

provides a statement of positive, neutral and negative impacts. In accordance 

with the advice from PINS, it does not balance negatives versus positives. 

ii. Positive impacts – the securing of a renewable energy supply, the recreation 

of native habitats, and the biodiversity and landscape obligation were all 

considered positive. 

iii. Neutral Impacts – the 3.3km section of underground line is considered 

neutral. 

iv. Negative Impacts – where these have been identified, they have been 

qualified by the degree of impact. For instance, with the loss of lowland 

mixed assiduous woodland and wet woodland, CCC are aware that this will 

be mitigated by the planting of further woodland. The minor disruption to 

farming activities is seen as minor, as this can be addressed prior to the 

commencement of works. The impact upon the character of the Towy Valley 

has been seen as significant. Where Impacts have been identified, there has 
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been suggestion of mitigation which the Officer's feel would lessen that 

impact. 

v. The Officers of the Council consider that the section of poles between 84-86 

is the only part which is in conflict with local development policies. The 

conflict ascribed by Member's is much greater. 

vi. Section D sets out a commentary on the DCO articles and requirements. The 

Council is encouraged that the Applicant has taken on board suggestions 

from CCC. Dialogue has been positive in solving areas of difference. 

4.1.5 The Applicant agreed with CCC's exposition of the LIR. They noted that they 

confirm and are consistent with the agreed position set out in the statement of 

Common Ground with the Officer's. The Applicant re-iterated that there should be 

great weight given to the SOCG with the Officer's, particularly where they conform 

with the position in the LIR. 

4.1.6 The Applicant noted that the Members have confirmed the qualified and limited 

impacts as set out in the LIR, and therefore their maintenance of a formal objection 

to the entire line being overhead has to be seen in that context. The Applicant 

would say the Member's formal position on the LIR is fundamentally inconsistent 

with their formal position in their written representations. Elected Members were 

warned that this was an issue. The Officer's position points in one, consistent 

direction. 

4.1.7 The Applicant pointed out that the area of disagreement regarding undergrounding 

was first raised on the 22 October 2015. This was the first sight the Applicant had 

that the Council had those specific concerns. The Applicant has reacted, but does 

not think the additional undergrounding is necessary, and this will provide the 

Examiner the mechanism to decide this matter. 

4.1.8 CCC's Professional team made it clear to Member's exactly the line they would take 

at the Hearing, and reminded them that they may attend if they wish to add to their 

written material. This was in writing. The Member's did not attend the hearing.  
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5 Agenda item 7 - EIA matters 

5.1 Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) [APP-127] 

5.1.1 Update from the parties on:  

a) Arrangements for the CEMP including subsidiary documents (Frac-out Plan 

[REP1-065]) relevant to this hearing; 

i. The CEMP is an important document that provides an outline of the potential 

environmental impacts of the proposed construction works and the mitigation 

measures which will be used to minimise these to an acceptable level. 

ii. The skeletal form of the document which has been raised by NRW and CCC 

has been responded to via an amended wording to the relevant DCO 

requirement.  

iii. The document provides a description of the proposed construction works and 

activities and it sets out the roles of the relevant members of the project team 

that will be employed in the construction of the proposed development, such 

as the project manager, the on-site archaeologist. 

iv. It also sets out the arrangements for the training of all construction staff to 

ensure that they follow appropriate procedures to ensure that sensitive areas 

are recognised, appropriate methodologies followed, ‘tool box’ talks and 

reporting procedures implemented. 

v. The document then sets out, under a series of environmental topics how 

environmental effects will be mitigated through the employment of 

appropriate construction techniques and safeguards. 

vi. The document is accompanied by specific management plans which are: 

 Annex 1: Waste Management Plan (WMP) – how construction waste will 

be managed; 
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 Annex 2: Pollution Prevention and Emergency Response Plan (PPERP) 

– how any pollution incidents will be prevented or mitigated should they 

occur; 

 Annex 3: Water Management Plan (Water MP); 

 Annex 4: Habitat Management Plan (HMP); 

 Annex 5: Dust Management Plan (DMP); and 

 Annex 6: Invasive Weeds Management Plan (IWMP). 

vii. They will be identified as plans to be certified within the next version of the 

DCO. 

viii. The CEMP with appendices was submitted to CCC and NRW prior to the 

submission of the application.  

ix. Comments received were incorporated within the submitted document (APP-

086).   

x. The submitted draft DCO contained Requirement 20 that the development be 

undertaken in accordance with the approved CEMP. 

xi. Following submission of the application, both CCC and NRW provided further 

comment.  Essentially this related to matters concerning further detail relative 

to certain aspects of the CEMP. 

xii. The applicant is of the opinion that such detail is most appropriately provided 

prior to commencement of development, informed by the appointed 

contractor. 

xiii. The applicant has therefore proposed to amend Requirement 20 such that a 

final CEMP, consistent with the current ‘outline’ CEMP is submitted to CCC 

for written approval prior to commencement of construction.  Further detail 

will also be enclosed within the revised requirement to address the issue of 

granularity. 
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Frac out 

xiv. A draft outline plan was issued to NRW for comment prior to Deadline 1.  

Comments received on 03/11/15 were incorporated into the submitted 

document.  NRW welcomed a commitment for a detailed document to be 

provided by the appointed drilling contractor considering that this through 

liaison it is possible to develop a close working relationship. 

xv. The plan sets out the protocols to minimise the potential for frac-out which 

can occur when a lubricant, which is bentonite slurry is used for HDD.  There 

is a potential for frac-out to occur which could be if it were to pass through a 

fracture in bedrock.  The Applicant has liaised closely with NRW and 

investigated the geology of the river bed and surrounds such that it is of the 

opinion that such an eventuality is highly unlikely.  However if such an event 

did occur then the Plan will set out the approaches to be taken to ensure that 

any frac-out is contained.  

xvi. Bentonite is a naturally occurring clay which is used to drill boreholes for 

drinking water. 

xvii. The applicant submitted an Outline Frac-out Plan at Deadline 1 (REP1-065). 

Requirement 23 was amended at Deadline 2 to refer to the outline plan and 

the requirement for a detailed plan to be submitted to CCC and approved in 

writing prior to commencement of drilling operations. 

b) Securing of the CEMP 

i. The Applicant has liaised with NRW and CCC when preparing the CEMP. 

The CEMP is to be secured via requirement 20 as amended at Deadline 2.  

Such that a detailed document consistent with the outline document 

submitted with the application be agreed in writing by CCC prior to 

commencement of development. 

ii. A revision has been made to the initial DCO requirement such that a detailed 

Frac-out Plan consistent with the outline plan submitted at Deadline 1 is to be 
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submitted and approved in writing by CCC prior to commencement of drilling 

operations, (Requirement 23 of amended DCO).  The final plan will be 

informed by the appointed HDD contractor. 

iii. In both cases it is envisaged that CCC will consult with NRW on received 

documents prior to discharging the requirements. 

c) Reprise of responses to ExA Question DCO31. 

i. The Applicant accepts that it is preferable to all parties that Requirement 20 

be amended to allow for the submission of a final, detailed CEMP consistent 

with the outline document submitted with the application (APP-127).   

ii. Initially the Applicant had hoped that the documents could be signed off 

during the examination process to reduce the number of submissions 

required to discharge requirements following consent.  However, amending 

the requirement allows for the appointed contractor to input into the 

document prior to the commencement of development.  An amended 

Requirement 20 has therefore been included within the second Draft DCO 

submitted at Deadline 2.  

iii. CCC and NRW responses to DCO31 suggest that they are content with the 

applicant’s intention to amend the requirement and consider that it can be 

approved by CCC in consultation with NRW. 

iv. The applicant has proposed a similar approach with regard to the CTMP 

(APP-128-131). Requirement 17 has been amended at deadline 2 to allow 

for a final, detailed CTMP to be submitted consistent with APP-128-131 prior 

to the commencement of development.   

v. The Applicant notes CCC’s concern in answer to the examiner’s questions 

(Deadline 1 submission) that the HMP is to be incorporated into the CEMP.  

vi. CCC will note from the revised DCO requirements submitted at Deadline 2 

that the HMP continues to be a stand-alone document subject to its own 
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requirement (Requirement 14). 

vii. In the matter of approving the CEMP, HMP and Frac-Out Contingency Plan it 

is the opinion of the applicant that the proper course of action is that 

confirmation that the requirement is discharged lies within the remit of the 

relevant planning authority.   

viii. The relevant planning authority is responsible for discharging, monitoring and 

ultimately enforcing requirements. That said the Applicant is content to 

amend the appropriate requirements to include reference to ‘in consultation 

with NRW’ particularly as NRW have specialist expertise on the matter of 

frac-out. 

ix. The Applicant will also look to provide additional granularity for requirements 

17 and 23. 

x. The Applicant does have information for the measures people should take 

when working close to OHL and this will be provided for deadline 3.   

5.2 The Applicant’s landscape and visual impact assessment - 

Landscape methodology 

5.2.1 CCC LIR and CCC Written Representation [REP1-013] - Carmarthenshire 

Local Development Plan Policies (December, 2014) 

5.2.2 CCC’s Local Impact Report is the stated opinion of the Council Officers. 

5.2.3 Other than with regard to Poles 84-86 they find the development compliant with 

local development plan policy. 

5.2.4 The Applicant’s assessment of performance against development plan policy is set 

out within the Planning Statement.  The Applicant disagrees with the council’s 

assessment of significant effects and serious concerns with regard to poles 84-86 at 

the southern slopes of the Towy valley and concludes that the project is compliant 

with local, as well as national policy.   
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5.2.5 Robustness of the Applicant’s landscape methodology 

5.2.6 The Applicant’s landscape and visual impact assessment methodology and criteria 

were agreed with the relevant statutory consultees (CCC and NRW) during 

extensive pre-statutory and then statutory section 42 consultation.  This agreement 

is recorded within section 2.5 of the L&V SoCG signed with CCC which, in 

particular, sets out agreement that: 

i. The methodology used is consistent with current advisory guidelines issued 

by the Landscape Institute (LI) and Institute of Environmental Management 

and Assessment (IEMA) – the third edition of the Guidelines for Landscape 

and Visual Impact assessment (GLVIA3); and 

ii. The landscape susceptibility criteria used in the Applicant’s assessment 

reflect the objectives of the Holford Rules. 

5.2.7 GLVIA3 is not prescriptive and requires the assessor to tailor the detailed approach 

to the landscape and visual assessment to the particular requirements of the project 

and its landscape context.  The detailed approach and criteria used by the Applicant 

was shared in advance and there is full agreement between the Applicant, CCC and 

NRW on the methodology and criteria used. 

5.2.8 Any remaining differences between the Applicant, CCC and NRW are therefore 

matters of differences of professional judgement and opinion rather than differences 

between the parties on the methodologies and criteria that should be applied. 

5.2.9 Value and sensitivity 

5.2.10 This agenda item was brought forward and included under the heading of 

landscape rather than visual at the hearing on 8 December 2015.  

5.2.11 Definitions for ‘landscape value’, ‘sensitivity’ and ‘susceptibility’ are provided in the 

glossary of GLVIA3.  Landscape value relates to the value attributed by people to a 

particular landscape (substantially, but not solely, through formal designation) and 

remains consistent whatever change is being proposed.  Landscape susceptibility 
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relates to the ability of the characteristics of the landscape to accommodate 

different types of change and therefore varies in response to the particular nature of 

the proposed development.  Given the limited scale of the proposed development 

(typically poles of 15m in height) and that wooden pole electricity infrastructure is a 

familiar feature of many rural landscapes in the UK, the susceptibility of the different 

landscapes in Carmarthenshire to the proposed development (whatever their value) 

falls towards the lower end of the scale (generally low to medium).  

5.2.12 The flow chart on page 39 of GLVIA3 explains the relationship between the three 

considerations.  Put simply, landscape sensitivity encompasses both landscape 

value and landscape susceptibility.  Value is therefore only one of two 

considerations required to understand the sensitivity of a landscape.  The value of 

the landscape cannot be relied upon solely to conclude serious concerns.  The 

susceptibility of its character and a noticeable degree of landscape change must 

also be demonstrated.  

5.2.13 The Applicant does not provide an assessment of the ‘combined sensitivity’ of the 

southern slopes of the Towy valley (pLCA6) as we consider that combining (or 

‘averaging out’) an assessment of ‘high’ landscape value with ‘medium to low’ 

landscape character susceptibility would be meaningless.  Instead, the Applicant 

considers that a clear understanding of landscape value, landscape susceptibility 

and the likely degree of landscape change must be considered in the round using 

experienced professional judgement to reach an overall view on the level of 

landscape effect and its significance. 

5.2.14 The Applicant’s assessment of landscape and visual effects and the terminology 

used is consistent with GLVIA3 – a matter agreed as common ground with CCC 

and NRW (para 2.5.1 of SoCG with CCC). 

5.2.15 Findings of the landscape assessment 

5.2.16 Para. 2.8.3 of the Applicant’s SoCG with CCC identifies that there is disagreement 

between the Applicant, CCC and NRW solely in respect of the landscape effect of 

the proposed overhead line development at pLCA6 – the southern slopes of the 
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Towy valley.  This was re-affirmed during the hearing on 8 December 2015. 

5.2.17 The assessment of the southern slopes of the Towy valley 

5.2.18 The Applicant responded to the detailed comments on this matter contained within 

CCC’s Local Impact Report (LIR) (paras 8.4 to 8.8) at Deadline 2 within its 

Appendix 1 ‘Towy Valley Southern Slopes’. (Vol.09.7). The following re-states and 

expands on that document. 

5.2.19 The Applicant has assessed the landscape effect of the proposed overhead line at 

the southern slopes of the Towy valley (pLCA6) as minor and not significant.  The 

effect is not therefore considered to trigger serious concerns or to justify 

undergrounding under the terms of NPS EN5. 

5.2.20 The principal elements of the Applicant’s assessment of the effects of an overhead 

line at  the southern slopes of the Towy valley are that: 

i. The value of the landscape is considered by the Applicant to be high – CCC 

and NRW appear to agree with the Applicant’s assessment that the value of 

the landscape is high but seek to further underscore the assessment by 

reference to the Towy valley Registered Landscape of Outstanding Historic 

Interest in Wales (RLOHIW); 

ii. The susceptibility of the characteristics of the landscape to change is 

considered by the Applicant to be medium to low using criteria (which in turn 

reflect the Holford Rules) agreed with CCC and NRW – CCC and NRW 

appear to consider that it is ‘at least medium’ (para 8.6 of the LIR).  This is 

despite oral evidence given at the hearing on 8 December 2015 that the 

southern slopes of the Towy valley are substantially wooded and that the 

appearance of the wooden poles would be low key and visually recessive. 

There is therefore a small degree of difference between the parties on this 

point; and 

iii. The degree of change to the landscape arising from the introduction of three 

wooden pole structures over a distance of 260m and of a height no greater 
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than 18.1m (see para 3.2.1 of the Applicant’s SoCG with CCC) assessed by 

the Applicant would be low – CCC and NRW confirmed agreement with this 

assessment during the hearing held on 8 December 2015 (see also latter 

part of para 8.6 of CCC’s LIR which implies, but does not explicitly state, 

agreement that the degree of landscape change at the southern slopes of the 

Towy valley would be low). 

5.2.21 Given CCC and NRW’s agreement in large part with the assessment undertaken by 

the Applicant and that all parties accept that the degree of landscape change at the 

southern slopes of the Towy valley (pLCA6) would be low, the Applicant is unable to 

account for CCC and NRW’s conclusion that the effect on this landscape would be 

major, highly significant, and would trigger serious concerns under the terms of 

NPS EN5 such that undergrounding would be justified under the relevant national 

policy. 

5.2.22 The relationship between the valley floor and southern slopes 

5.2.23 The Applicant accepts that Landmap identifies an intimate link between the valley 

floor and the southern slopes of the Towy valley and suggests that the two areas 

might be assessed as one.  The Applicant nevertheless remains of the opinion that 

there is variation in landscape value, landscape susceptibility and the potential 

degree of landscape change within the two separately identified aspect areas and 

that it is therefore appropriate to draw differing conclusions in relation to each.  

Identification by the Applicant of two separate areas is supported by paragraph 

2.6.1 of the SoCG with CCC which agrees that optimum use of Landmap was made 

and that the 13 identified pLCAs provide an appropriate basis for assessment 

(these 13 pLCAs were embedded within the Route Selection Report of August 2014 

and were accepted by NRW and CCC in November 2014 – para 3.2 of annex A to 

CCC letter dated 10 November 2014). There was no request by CCC or NRW at 

any time that the Towy valley floor and the southern slopes of the Towy valley be 

treated as a single contiguous landscape character area.   
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5.2.24 Conclusion 

5.2.25 Given the limited scale and extent of the proposed development at the southern 

slopes of the Towy valley and the medium to low susceptibility of the landscape 

there to the type of change proposed, the Applicant remains of the opinion that the 

landscape effect of an overhead line would be minor, not significant, not a matter for 

‘serious concern’ and that undergrounding here is not justified under the terms of 

NPS EN5. 

5.2.26 Given that there is agreement that the degree of landscape change at pLCA6 would 

be low, the small differences between the Applicant and CCC regarding landscape 

character susceptibility, and possibly value, do not account for CCC’s substantially 

different view that the landscape effect would be major, significant, trigger serious 

concerns and justify undergrounding under the terms of EN5. 

5.2.27 Further information  

5.2.28 The Applicant is currently preparing an addendum to the ES that will consider the 

effects of overhead and underground alternatives at the southern slopes of the 

Towy using additional viewpoints agreed with CCC and NRW in November 2015.  

The viewpoint positions requested by CCC and NRW are located more than 1km 

away from the southern slopes of the Towy valley. These images will: 

i. Show the low level of landscape change that would occur as a result of the 

three wooden pole structures proposed at the southern slopes of the Towy 

within pLCA6; and 

ii. Demonstrate the deployment of Holford Rules 4 and 5 such that the pole 

structures would be seen against a tree and hill background within a 

moderately open valley with woods. 

5.2.29 Consistency 

5.2.30 From the earliest stages of pre-statutory consultation CCC identified the potential 

effect of the proposed development at ‘the Towy valley’ as a key issue that might 
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justify undergrounding under the terms of NPS EN5.  The extent of the area 

referred to by CCC as ‘the Towy valley’ was not clearly defined (i.e. where, in the 

words of CCC and NRW the valley ‘stops and starts’) and no particular emphasis 

was placed by them on the ‘southern slopes of the Towy valley’ (pLCA6) until a 

‘draft assessment’ received by the Applicant on 22 October 2015. 

5.2.31 The Towy valley Special Landscape Area (SLA) and Registered Landscape of 

Outstanding Historic Interest in Wales (RLOHIW) extend to include the flat valley 

floor (including areas around Abergwili), the valley sides (both to the north and 

south) and additional slopes further to the south (topographically forming part of the 

southern valley side but lying outside of the area referred to by Landmap as the 

‘southern slopes of the Towy valley’).  The Applicant’s landscape character 

assessment divided the relevant parts of the SLA and RLOHIW into four separate 

landscape character areas (pLCAs 5, 6, 7 and 8).  The delineation of all thirteen 

character areas along the route were agreed with CCC and NRW and no request 

was forthcoming to amend boundaries or treat any particular areas in combination 

or as one.  The extent of the four pLCAs (‘project landscape character areas’) in the 

vicinity of the Towy valley was primarily informed by the visual and sensory aspect 

of Landmap but also by the boundaries of the two designations in the adopted local 

plan and validated through site observation.  

5.2.32 The Applicant’s current assessment that an OHL at pLCA6 does not trigger serious 

concerns and does not justify undergrounding under the terms of NPS EN5 is 

consistent with its earlier assessments, the results of which were shared with CCC 

and NRW.  The Applicant’s assessment that not all of the proposed connection 

within the SLA and RLOHIW justified undergrounding under the terms of NPS EN5 

(and that the proposed overhead line within pLCA5 and pLCA6 did not trigger 

‘serious concerns’) was set out in: 

i. The preliminary landscape and visual assessment of August 2014 (appended 

to the Applicant’s response to ExA DLV22) (including the worksheet for 

pLCA6 included in Annex 1 to that report); and 
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ii. The draft ES of November 2014 (submitted as PEI and forming the basis of 

the Applicant’s stage 3 statutory section 42 consultation) (only very minor 

changes to the proposed development at pLCA6 arose between the draft and 

final ES stages of the project comprising a slight realignment and a change 

from single to double pole structure at pole 84). 

5.2.33 CCC’s consultation responses to these two stages of information (which set out the 

Applicant’s proposed extent of undergrounding at ‘the Towy valley’ – i.e. pLCAs 7 

and 8 only) neither: 

i. Query the extent of the Applicant’s proposed undergrounding at the Towy 

valley;  

ii. Make reference to any particular concern regarding the effects of the 

proposed overhead line at the southern slopes of the Towy valley (within 

pLCA6); nor 

iii. Query the separate assessment of pLCAs 6 and 7 (the valley sides and the 

valley floor). 

5.2.34 Furthermore, CCC’s Stage 2 consultation response (under the heading of ‘Tywi 

Crossing’ within Annex 1 to a letter dated 11 April 2014) specifically requested 

careful consideration of the case for a sufficiently long section of undergrounding to 

include the vicinity of Abergwili (in the flat valley floor) with no additional equivalent 

mention of the ‘southern slopes of the Towy valley’.  

5.2.35 CCC first raised the specific matter of a particular concern around an overhead line 

at the southern slopes of the Towy valley (pLCA6) within its draft LIR assessment 

released to the Applicant on 22 October 2015 following a joint site meeting between 

the Applicant, CCC and NRW on 20 October 2015.  The Applicant’s assessment, 

which has remained consistent throughout, is that the landscape effect at the 

southern slopes of the Towy valley (pLCA6) would be minor, not significant and 

does not trigger serious concerns such that undergrounding would be justified 

under the relevant national policy. 
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5.2.36 No part of the proposed connection between Brechfa Forest West wind farm and 

Llandyfaelog is located within or within the visual setting of the Cothi Valley SLA. 

5.2.37 The landscape towards the northern end of the proposed connection in the vicinity 

of pLCA13 and Brechfa Forest is not protected by either a national or local 

landscape designation. 

5.2.38 Proposed pole structures 79 to 83 at pLCA5 fall outside of the area identified by 

Landmap as ‘the southern slopes of the Towy valley’ but are nevertheless located 

within the designated boundaries of the Towy valley SLA and RLOHIW. 

5.3 The Applicant’s landscape and visual impact assessment - Visual 

methodology 

5.3.1 Photomontages, including interested parties’ opinions of them, in the context 

of their use as a tool 

5.3.2 Robustness of the Applicant’s visual methodology  

5.3.3 The Applicant’s landscape and visual impact assessment methodology and criteria 

were agreed with the relevant statutory consultees (CCC and NRW) during 

extensive pre-statutory and then statutory section 42 consultation.  This agreement 

is recorded within section 2.5 of the L&V SoCG signed with CCC which, in 

particular, sets out agreement that the methodology used is consistent with current 

guidelines (GLVIA3). 

5.3.4 The quality and reliability of the environmental information presented  

5.3.5 Section 2.7 of the Applicant’s SoCG agrees that the photomontages submitted are 

adequate for an assessment of the visual effects of the proposed development to 

be undertaken.  

5.3.6 Differences between the Applicant and CCC are therefore matters of differences of 

professional judgement and opinion rather than differences between the parties on 

the methodologies and criteria that should be applied or the accuracy and reliability 
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of the photomontages presented. 

5.3.7 Whether the photomontages present a worst case 

5.3.8 During the hearing on 8 December 2015 CCC and NRW confirmed that they had no 

substantive criticisms of the photomontages provided by the Applicant but 

nevertheless queried whether worst case weathering effects and reflectivity had 

been fully portrayed.  The Applicant notes: 

i. With the sole exception of some views of and at the southern slopes of the 

Towy valley, the Applicant’s assessment of the visual effects of the proposed 

development has been agreed with CCC and NRW. 

ii. No suggestion was made that matters of reflectivity and weathering would 

result in a visual effect becoming significant where it had been assessed as 

likely to be not significant by the Applicant. 

iii. The Applicant’s assessment of the visual effects of the development is based 

on professional judgement using wireline representations assessed in the 

field, not on an assessment of the printed photomontage images which have 

principally been used by the Applicant as a tool to communicate effects to 

other non-professional parties. 

iv. The Applicant proposes to use polymeric insulators which are non-reflective 

and not porcelain or glass insulators referred to by NRW's expert. The 

Applicant also considers that NRW's expert's comments on the impact of 

poles when newly constructed and/or weathered was overstated. 

5.3.9 The Applicant also confirms that every attempt was made by the landscape and 

visual assessment team to secure baseline viewpoint photography in the clearest 

and brightest conditions available in the relevant periods and seasons and no 

attempt was made to select weather conditions that would in any way reduce the 

visibility of the infrastructure within the photomontage images. NRW's assessment 

of the photomontages is not material to the Applicant's assessment of the visual 

impacts. 
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5.3.10 Significance /significant effects. 

5.3.11 GLVIA3 does not provide prescriptive criteria to determine thresholds of visual 

significance.  Para 9.4.38 of ES Chapter 9 sets out this aspect of the methodology 

used to categorise visual effects. 

5.3.12 The Applicant’s landscape and visual assessment has categorised all landscape 

and visual effects as either: 

i. Negligible; 

ii. Minor and not significant; 

iii. Moderate and significant; or 

iv. Major and highly significant. 

5.3.13 In this context: 

i. Both major and moderate levels of effects are considered to be ‘significant’ 

under the EIA Regulations and the Applicant has sought to minimise any 

such effects through its route selection process; however 

ii. Only major and highly significant effects are considered to be ‘particularly 

significant’ (see agenda item 7.4 first bullet) and to potentially equate with 

‘serious concerns’ under the terms of NPS EN5. 

5.3.14 Furthermore, in this regard the landscape and visual assessments differ (carry 

different weight) in that: 

i. As an appropriate response to the public consultations undertaken by the 

Applicant, those visual effects on individual residential properties that are 

categorised as ‘moderate and significant’ identify a limited and localised 

visual effect on a single property that is likely to be considered by the 

resident of that property to be significant to them.  Whether the visual effect 

on an individual private property is ‘significant’ to decision making is a 

separate matter; whereas 
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ii. Significant effects on the [public] landscape resource are more likely to be 

significant to decision making.  

5.3.15 Some significant (moderate) visual effects on residents have been identified.  In 

considering the acceptability of such visual effects the Applicant considers that the 

following should be borne in mind: 

i. The proposed infrastructure comprises wooden pole structures that are a 

familiar feature of the rural landscape of Carmarthenshire and would typically 

be approximately 15m in height (equivalent or less than the height commonly 

reached by mature tree cover in the area); and 

ii. The route selection process sought to locate the proposed development at 

least 60m and preferably 100m from any property.  The closest properties to 

the final proposed alignment in constrained locations are located 

approximately 80m away.     

5.3.16 The Applicant has therefore sought to avoid (or, taking account of other 

environmental and technical constraints, reduce to an absolute minimum) significant 

landscape effects but considers that the avoidance of all significant (moderate) 

visual effects on individual receptors is impracticable for a linear development within 

an area of scattered residential properties and footpath routes. 

5.3.17 The cumulative visual effects resulting from the proposed development, the 

operational Alltwalis Wind Farm, the consented Brechfa Forest West Wind 

Farm and other development as considered and reported within Chapter 9 

section 9.11 of the ES. 

5.3.18 There is no difference of opinion with CCC and NRW on cumulative effects.  

5.3.19 Section 11 of ES chapter 9 considers cumulative effects. 

5.3.20 In line with CCC and NRW requirements the scope of the cumulative assessment 

includes some existing operational developments and considers both additional and 

combined effects (CCC section 42 consultation response confirms) (see also para 
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9.11.5 of ES Chapter 9). 

5.3.21 The Applicant nevertheless wishes to highlight that Alltwalis wind farm is existing, 

therefore is part of the current baseline, and part of the cumulative assessment only 

in so far as it provides context for an ongoing process of past, present and future 

change. 

5.3.22 Para 9.11.20 of ES Chapter 9 provides reasoning for the conclusion that significant 

cumulative visual effects would not arise. 

5.3.23 The proposed wooden pole infrastructure would be of a distinctly different scale and 

appearance to the existing and consented wind turbines. 

5.3.24 Such wooden pole infrastructure is a familiar part of the rural landscape. 

5.3.25 Paragraph 2.8.9 of the SoCG with CCC identifies that no significant cumulative 

effects would arise. 

5.4 Application of Holford Rules 

5.4.1 NPS (EN-5) paras 2.8.6 and 2.8.7 require the ExA to “recognise that the 

Holford Rules, and any updates, form the basis for the approach to routing 

new overhead lines...”. 

5.4.2 The ExA will explore opinions with parties regarding the robustness of the 

Applicant’s application of the Holford Rules and its response to Question 

DLV13. 

5.4.3 WPD answer to DLV 13 states that: 

'The following should also be understood: 1. As stated in paragraph 9.2.35 of ES 

Chapter 9, the Holford Rules were primarily developed in response to the 

requirement of extra high voltage overhead electricity lines and steel lattice 

transmission towers, and routeing decisions for this development have been 

appropriate and proportionate to the requirements of a wooden pole development of 

below 20m in height in a generally highly wooded landscape. 2. The Holford Rules 
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can only be ‘deployed’ in so far as the landscape opportunities are present and 

unconstrained by the presence of residential settlement and other environmental 

considerations. DLV13 Appendix 1 provides a modified version of Table 9.1 of ES 

Chapter 9 [APP-064] with discrete examples added in column 2 of where the 

proposed route alignment for the Brechfa Forest Connection reflects the Holford 

Rules.' 

5.4.4 The Holford Rules represent a set of guidelines (not inflexible ‘rules’) for the 

routeing overhead lines and identify the landscape opportunities that might be 

present and might be used to limit the effects of an overhead line development.  

The language used includes ‘minimise’ and ‘prefer’. 

5.4.5 It is not possible to comply with every one of the seven rules at all sections of any 

given route and from all visual perspectives (e.g. rule 3 refers to ‘other things being 

equal’ and is potentially contradictory with rule 5 as preferred valleys are very 

unlikely to be straight and to directly link two desired connection points). 

5.4.6 A balance must be struck between the Holford Rules and other considerations. 

i. The Holford Rules must be supplemented by consideration of other non 

landscape and visual constraints (such as the presence of residential 

properties, or areas of ecological or cultural heritage value). 

ii. The Holford Rules must also be supplemented by the professional judgement 

of a landscape architect with each specific development (including its scale) 

considered in light of its specific landscape character context. 

5.4.7 A high degree of inconsistency with the Holford Rules may result in serious 

landscape and visual concerns and may give rise to justification of undergrounding 

under the terms of EN5.  HOWEVER: 

5.4.8 Minor inconsistencies with the Holford Rules, especially for smaller scale wooden 

pole infrastructure, will not necessarily cause serious landscape and visual 

concerns. 
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5.4.9 In the case of the Brechfa Forest connection: 

i. The proposed infrastructure comprises familiar wooden poles of typically 15m 

in height in a generally well wooded landscape.  Such infrastructure would 

have a less adverse effect in elevated areas and where positioned on the 

skyline that taller steel lattice towers in a more open landscape (e.g. a 

preferred alignment on relatively elevated ground to the west of Bancycapel 

and Peniel was chosen to avoid other environmental constraints in the 

valleys to the east of these settlements). 

ii. Some of the valley landforms contain a greater number of properties, 

footpaths and ecologically valued areas (including ASNW) such that adverse 

environmental effects would be greater in the round within a ‘moderately 

open’ valley than across some of the more elevated areas between (e.g. the 

valleys to the east of the settlements Bancycapel and Peniel). 

iii. Where the connection does cross moderately elevated and moderately open 

areas the landscape value is generally relatively low value with relatively few 

footpath routes and residential visual receptors (e.g. north of Bancycapel and 

east of Peniel). 

iv. The most indirect sections of the proposed alignment (e.g. north of 

Pontarsais) reflect the local topography and landcover (adherence to rules 4 

and 5) and settlement pattern (maintaining maximum distance from 

residential properties). 

5.4.10 Para 2.2.1 of the SoCG with CCC records agreement that the criteria and 

considerations used during the route selection process reflect the Holford Rules. 

5.5 Alternatives 

5.5.1 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 
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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: 

 Whether it is likely that the visual impact of all or any part of the 

proposed route would be particularly significant or would result in 

serious concerns about the potential adverse landscape and visual 

effects? The benefits associated with the adoption of a non-overhead 

line alternative for all or any part of the proposed route. 

5.5.2 ES Chapter 9 does not identify any highly significant (major) residual landscape or 

visual effects that would give rise to serious concern.  CCC and NRW agree with 

the Applicant, other than Poles 84-86.  NRW and CCC do agree with use that there 

would be serious concerns if we were to be overhead across the Towy valley and 

we have mitigated this through undergrounding. 

5.5.3 None of the residual landscape or visual effects of the proposed development are 

therefore considered to be ‘particularly’ significant and do not equate with serious 

concerns under the terms of EN5. 

5.5.4 A number of significant (moderate) visual effects are found for individual visual 

receptors along the route.  The level of visual effects at each, as well as the 

number, extent and distribution of such individually moderate effects is not 

considered by the Applicant to amount to serious concerns at either all or part of the 

proposed overhead alignment.    

5.5.5 With the exception of the southern slopes of the Towy valley, these conclusions are 

agreed by CCC and NRW (para 2.9.1 of the SoCG with CCC). 

5.5.6 The adoption of an all-underground connection.  

5.5.7 It is recognised that there would be benefits in landscape and visual terms if all the 

route were to be underground. However, this is not the test.  The Applicant takes 

into account its requirements under Schedule 9 and the test of serious concerns.  
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The Applicant is satisfied following statutory consultation and the evidence before 

the hearing that the conclusions which we have reached.  

5.5.8 Whether the Holford Rules have been appropriately taken into account in the 

Environmental Statement consideration of alternatives? 

5.5.9 The ES consideration of alternatives is based on the preceding route selection 

process (2012 to 2014). 

5.5.10 The Holford Rules were considered from the earliest stages of the route selection 

process and their principles were embedded within the landscape and visual 

assessment of alternative corridors (December 2013) and alignments (December 

2014). 

5.5.11 Early constraint mapping (2013) included primary constraints and topographical 

analysis which sought to identify corridors that would avoid or minimise effects on 

major and smaller areas of high amenity (Rules 1 and 2) and that would take 

advantage of valley landforms and avoid visually prominent steep slopes (Rule 4 

and 5). 

5.5.12 The route alignment selection report of December 2014 contains the preliminary 

landscape and visual assessment (appendix 1.2).  This contains criteria based on 

Holford at para 2.4.2.  These are similar to those included at paragraph 9.4.9 of ES 

Chapter 9 and agreed with CCC at Para 2.5.1 of the SoCG.   

5.5.13 CCC’s consultation response to the Route Alignment Options Report (of Feb 2014) 

(letter dated 11 April 2014) which informed subsequent decision making frequently 

refers to Holford Rules in respect of the various options under consideration. 

 

5.5.14 The potential additional costs that would be associated with a non-overhead 

line alternative. Reprise of Applicant’s response to ExA questions DLV20 and 

DLV21 

5.5.15 The policy context set out in NPS EN-5 is that OHL can be acceptable in most 
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cases. 

5.5.16 Government did consider a presumption for all undergrounding when preparing 

NPS EN5. However it states in paragraph 1.7.5 of NPS EN5 that the alternative of a 

presumption for undergrounding would not appropriate on economic and social 

grounds.  Instead the appropriateness of undergrounding should be considered on 

a case by case basis. 

5.5.17 Where the applicant has identified ‘serious concerns’ it has identified mitigation in 

the form of undergrounding.  The Applicant would wish to make it clear that there 

are no locations where ‘serious concerns’ have been identified where 

undergrounding has been ruled out due to cost or other environmental or 

archaeological consequences. 

5.5.18 NPS EN-5 suggests that undergrounding may be a response to serious concerns 

but that undergrounding itself needs to be considered for its environmental impact 

and its cost. 

5.5.19 The applicant based its assessment on the costs of undergrounding by taking the 

average of three cost per km calculations derived from three underground cable 

options.  These options were informed by a desk-based assessment of possible all-

underground routes prepared by the Applicant’s environmental consultants avoiding 

areas of particular environmental sensitivity. 

5.5.20 These three options were costed by an established engineering company with 

significant undergrounding experience (Balfour Beatty Utility Solutions).   

5.5.21 Balfour Beatty Utility Solutions provided costs in June 2013 for each of the three 

options ranging from £950,340 to £1,003,230 per km.  Their report (REP1-034) was 

used to inform the Lifetime Costs Report (APP-124).   

5.5.22 In response to the comments made by CCC at the hearing the Applicant is of the 

opinion that the need or otherwise to underground poles 84-86 should only apply if 

it is found that the presence of such poles would give rise to serious concerns.  The 

Applicant is of the view that there would not be serious concern and it would not 
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therefore be appropriate to have undergrounding as a ‘nice to have’. 

5.5.23 In response to Gwp Blaengwen the connection was influenced by the need to 

underground across the Towy, this cannot be avoided if the connection is to reach 

the EE Route near Llandyfaelog.  The options considered by Balfour Beatty Utility 

Solutions did include for connections to the three wind farms within the Brechfa 

Forest that formed the project in 2013.  The relevance of the work which the 

Applicant undertook is that it did reflect the likely environment through which an ‘all-

underground’ connection would pass, for example it included an option for 

undergrounding under the A485.  

5.5.24 In response to the comments made by Mr Robert Jones and the issue of extreme 

weather the Applicant can confirm that it has designed the connection in 

accordance with WPD  Standard Technique OH4B/1, which is based on  EN 43 – 

50  (132Kv Single Circuit Overhead Lines on Wood Poles).  This provides for a 

design sufficiently robust to cope for extreme weather. 

5.5.25 Working width of the forest is 50m, 25m either side of the line and this relates to 

10ha of forest.  Trees would also have to be removed if the line were to be 

underground similarly the costs of easement for overhead or underground 

5.5.26 The costs of the maintaining the line has been factored into the Lifetime Costs and 

this is set out within table 1 of the Lifetime Cost Report (APP-124). 

5.5.27 In answer to the question raised by Mrs Kilkelly and in answer to question DLV21 

the difference of costs between an all overhead and an all underground connection 

is also provided within the Lifetime Cost Report.  The costs to construct an all 

underground connection would be £27.61 million and for all overhead it would be 

£4.2 million.  The lifetime costs would be £28.14million for underground and 

£5.11million for an all overhead connection. 

5.5.28 The environmental and archaeological consequences of conventional trench 

excavation and tunnelled undergrounding. 

5.5.29 This is a consideration under paragraph 2.8.9 of NPS EN-5. 
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5.5.30 The Applicant’s approach was to firstly consider whether there were any sections of 

the alignment options that would give rise to ‘serious concerns’ (as defined in NPS 

EN-5, paragraph 2.8.8) as a result of the OHL.  Serious concerns were defined in 

Appendix 1.1 (Consideration of Undergrounding) of the Route Alignment Selection 

Report [REP1-037] at paragraph 2.1.6 as: 

“... an adverse significant landscape and visual impact that cannot adequately be 

mitigated by feasible means and is therefore unlikely to be acceptable in planning 

terms. This can be interpreted as a major residual effect in EIA terms.” 

5.5.31 Having identified the possibility for serious concerns along certain stretches of the 

alignment options, consideration was given to the technical challenges, and the 

archaeological and other environmental effects that may arise from undergrounding, 

where this may represent mitigation of serious concerns.   

5.5.32 The identification of serious concerns, and the consideration of environmental 

effects arising from undergrounding which might be proposed to mitigate these 

concerns, is set out within section 4.5 and Table 4.1 of [REP1-037]. 

5.5.33 Relevant to the decision to underground in sections B and C1 (that is, underneath 

the Towy valley) was (quoting from Table 4.1 of the Undergrounding Report [REP1-

037]): 

 

“It is considered that the benefit to landscape and visual amenity is greater than the 

environmental impacts of undergrounding the section, which would be temporary 

and can be avoided or otherwise controlled to acceptable levels” 

5.5.34 The ensuing assessment (the EIA) considered the undergrounding of the River 

Towy, and confirmed the previous conclusion set out within REP1-037 that the 

impacts of undergrounding can be adequately controlled and that impacts would be 

temporary and not significant.  

5.5.35 As a consequence the Applicant proposes to mitigate the major significant 

environmental impacts associated with an OHL across the Towy valley, the effects 

of undergrounding being considered ‘not significant’. 
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5.5.36 The Applicant confirmed that the appraisal of undergrounding was limited to the 

sections of the OHL alignment giving rise to ‘serious concerns’. Accordingly, the 

Examining Authority requested further brief consideration, for comparison purposes, 

of undergrounding the entire alignment and it was agreed to respond by Deadline 3. 

5.6 Consideration of mitigation 

5.6.1 The ExA will explore the embedded mitigation measures (e.g. Table 17.18 of 

the Environmental Statement (ES) [APP-072]) for the avoidance of certain 

effects through scheme design and its role in route selection. 

5.6.2 Embedded Mitigation is based principally on the avoidance of constraints, primarily 

avoidance of adverse landscape and visual effects and also the avoidance of 

designated habitats or cultural features. This was an important aspect of route 

selection. 

5.6.3 For example Corridor option selection excluded the Brecon Beacons National Park, 

an area of recognised landscape and tourism importance. 

5.6.4 Similarly when devising route corridor alignments embedded mitigation sought to 

avoid visually prominent local hilltops, with ridgelines crossed at appropriate saddle 

locations. 

5.6.5 Embedded mitigation is also inherent in the design of the Proposed Development.  

It is explained in the Project Description, Chapter 2 of the ES [APP-057], as well as 

the Construction Management Strategy [APP-125 and 126]. This is also consistent 

with NPS EN5 paragraph 2.8.10 setting out the need to consider mitigation options 

including network reinforcement or selection of suitable support structures such as 

wooden poles. 

5.6.6 The Applicant’s overall approach to mitigation is set out in 6.2.15 to 6.2.17 of the 

Environmental Statement (ES). 

5.6.7 In addition to ES Chapter 6 [APP-061], the Applicant has set out relevant 

embedded mitigation within each technical chapter of the ES. 
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5.6.8 For example, Exa’s reference to Table 17.18:  This is socio-economic embedded 

mitigation.  It includes mitigation embedded into the design, e.g. undergrounding 

across the Towy and avoidance of areas of built development. 

5.6.9 The assessment in each ES chapter assumes both embedded and standard 

measures are incorporated into the Proposed Development – essentially ‘good 

design’ (paragraph 6.2.19 of ES). 

5.6.10 The Applicant confirmed that the embedded mitigation measures are standard 

industry practice. 

5.6.11 The ExA will explore the approach to undergrounding as embedded 

mitigation as set out within ES Chapter 3 [APP-57] paragraph 3.7.1 to 3.7.6 

and embedded mitigation in a landscape and visual context as explained 

further within ES Chapter 9 [APP-064] paragraph 9.9.1 to 9.9.6. 

5.6.12 Embedded landscape and visual mitigation in the form of undergrounding has been 

incorporated where the preliminary landscape and visual impact assessment of 

August 2014 identified the likelihood of serious landscape and visual concerns 

under the terms of NPS EN5. 

5.6.13 Serious concerns were considered likely where the preliminary assessment 

identified the likelihood or possibility of highly significant (major) landscape and 

visual effects (pLCAs 7 and 8 at the Towy valley floor and Abergwili). 

5.6.14 Embedded landscape and visual mitigation also includes: 

i. The chosen connection to the EE route at Llandyfaelog and use of this 

existing infrastructure significantly shortened the overall length of required 

OHL which is supported by NPS EN-5 paragraph 2.8.10 and its reference to 

the use of existing infrastructure where this is feasible. 

ii. The adoption of wooden pole infrastructure typically of a height of 

approximately 15m and use of the minimum size of conductor which is 

200mm against that previously proposed of 300mm.  The conductor will also 
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be all aluminium which will change to a grey colour as it weathers.   

iii. Route alignment refinements made through the iterative change request 

process. 

iv. Trenching alongside or within existing tracks or highways rather than through 

agricultural land 

v. Locating the compound away from the River Towy and Gwili, close to the 

highway. 

vi. Lighting only the compound and HDD areas. 

5.6.15 The ExA will explore the approach to additional mitigation (e.g. Section 17.11 

of ES) and where such mitigation is considered necessary and appropriate to 

reduce the predicted level of effect (see response to ExA question DLV16).  

5.6.16 The hearing on 8 December 2015 reiterated agreement between the Applicant, 

CCC and NRW that screen planting to further mitigate residual landscape and 

visual effects (particularly those identified in ES Chapter 9 as significant (moderate)) 

would be unlikely to be practicable and effective and is not considered necessary.  

The Applicant considers that this is because it has been possible to minimise the 

scale of the infrastructure proposed to wood poles commonly no more than 15m in 

height above ground. 

5.6.17 A grant fund for landowners within 3km of the proposed development alignment will 

enable landscape enhancement through tree planting.  This is agreed to be 

enhancement rather than mitigation. 

5.6.18 Reprise of Applicant’s responses to ExA question EIA06 

5.6.19 ExA’s question EIA06 addresses the Applicant’s approach to mitigation as set out in 

Chapter 6 of the Environmental Statement [APP-061] and the need for further 

development of mitigation measures that were only proposed in outline. 

5.6.20 Chapter 6 of the ES provides a general overview of the principles of the 
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assessment and was not intended to contain specific details of mitigation measures.  

5.6.21 The Proposed Development assessed in the EIA included measures embedded in 

the design and the use of standard good practices. The need for additional 

measures was also considered in the assessment. 

5.6.22 Some of the proposed mitigation measures cannot be specified in detail until certain 

aspects of the detailed design are known, hence these measures are proposed in 

outline (an example being the outline frac-out plan) and in this case ‘further 

development’ refers to the need to refine (if needed) and agree the proposed 

mitigation.  

5.6.23 All proposed measures are included in relevant plans (e.g. the CEMP, the WSI, 

etc.) and will be implemented under relevant DCO Requirements (e.g. 

Requirements 20 and 12). 

5.6.24 In addition, we would like to confirm that off-site planting is not required to mitigate 

landscape and visual impacts.  The only off-site planting required as mitigation is 

that for ecological mitigation and would be delivered through the HMP. 

5.6.25 The CCC position, stated in paragraph 2.1.4 of the SOCG, is that the mitigation 

measures proposed are adequate, appropriate and deliverable. 

5.7 Economic effects on local businesses 

5.7.1 Discussion is invited on the economic effects of the project with regard to 

local businesses, existing or proposed, either through land take or 

discouragement of tourism or other customer use [APP-072] and [APP- 144]; 

5.7.2 What measures are intended to minimise harmful effects? 

5.7.3 The Applicant is extremely mindful of the importance of tourism and recreation in 

Carmarthenshire. It accounts for 9% of employment within the county. Tourism 

mainly takes the form of day trippers involved in informal recreation including 

angling, walking and cycling. 
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i. The Assessment undertaken was proportionate to the scale of the 

development, and is in line with the access, recreation and tourism 

assessments undertaken for similar scale projects within the UK. 

ii. The Chapter also accords with the scope of work, and level of environmental 

assessment agreed as part of the scoping phase of the assessment (agreed 

with CCC). 

iii. The assessment identified that the potential consequence of impact on socio-

economics, recreation and tourism will be of a negligible or minor adverse 

impact. The key issue identified was potential impact on access. 

iv. The baseline data, methodology and assessment was agreed under the 

Statement of Common Ground with CCC. (PINS Ref: REP-083). 

v. This is confirmed by CCC within the Local Impact Report (LIR) and 

represents the position of the Elected Members. 

vi. Where ‘Access’  referred to it is taken to include Public Rights of Way 

(PROW) but also Byways Open to All Traffic (BOAT) and Permissive Paths. 

17 would be crossed in all and only one would not be closed (Ref 2/8/1). A 6 

month closure would be sought for this and a diversion implemented.  

vii. The remaining 16 would just see temporary diversions during the stringing 

phase of the OHL works.  

viii. Routes with shared access to public and construction traffic would be subject 

to “active management” including warning signs for drivers and notices to the 

public regarding construction traffic.  

5.7.4 The Applicant’s position remains that there will be ‘no significant impacts (positive 

or adverse) upon Socio-Economics, Recreation and Tourism arising from the 

construction, operation or decommissioning of Brechfa Forest Connection.’ 

Agriculture 

5.7.5 In response to the Examiner’s question, the Applicant anticipates a nine month 
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construction programme (including reinstatement).  Works may take place during 

the winter months.  Access to pole locations, on wet or boggy ground may require 

the use of trackway or matting to prevent damage to ground.  Each access point 

and the route to be taken to each pole location has been visited on site and the 

resulting recommendations are provided within the appendix to the Construction 

Management Strategy (APP-125 and 126). 

5.7.6 H poles have sometimes replaced single poles as the design has evolved in 

response to a request from landowners to achieve a span sufficient to enable poles 

to be placed alongside field boundaries. 

5.7.7 All requests received from landowners have been considered via a change request 

process.  This balanced technical delivery with environmental matters.  Any loss of 

profit resulting from works being undertaken on land has informed the payment plus 

incentive plus contingency, injurious affection depends what can be proven in 

subsequent seasons. 

5.7.8 Silage is most valuable in late May/early June but can be taken through to 

September.  If any silage is lost or affected it will be the subject of industry-wide 

compensation payments. 

5.7.9 For the Applicant to provide an update on negotiations or agreements 

achieved. 

5.7.10 This was not discussed at the Issue Specific Hearing as it was covered in the 

Compulsory Acquisition Hearing. 

5.7.11 Discussion in relation to what, in practice, has been the effect of similar 

projects on tourism? 

5.7.12 No detailed economic assessment was deemed to be necessary given the nature 

and scale the proposed development. Indeed employment and economic activity 

was scoped out as agreed with CCC. 

5.7.13 Total construction period is expected to be 9 months, comprised of 1 month pre-
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construction and 8 months for the OHL section. A 4 month period is anticipated for 

underground works and this will run concurrently. 

5.7.14 The Applicant in preparing for the Issue Specific Hearing on Environmental Matters 

has conducted a high level desk based assessment into the possible effects of 

OHL’s and other tall projects such as wind farms on tourism. The studies are set out 

below, and submitted as Document 29 at Deadline 3.   

(i) Ayshire before and after the event study (2006) 

A before and after construction survey was conducted on the Ayrshire 
tourism economy to assess the potential impact on the Scotland to 
Northern Ireland Interconnector (a 275kv O/H line, a project involving 
small pylons).  

The pre-construction appraisal of the project concluded that business 
impact was unlikely to be greater than 10%.  

The post construction research demonstrated that the actual impact 
was negligible, with less than 2% of businesses expressing concern 
as to the resulting negative impact on tourism and visitor business 
during the planning, construction, and post-construction of the line.  

The remainder of the research comes from a review of Environmental 
Statements relating to similar scales projects:  

Reference: 

Beauly-Denny Report Volume 5: Chapter 4 Tourism, Recreation and 
Economic Impact  

APL 10/6/9 Scotland - Northern Ireland Interconnector, Precognition of 
David Keddie, Roger Tym & Partners, Economic Impact on Tourism, 
(November 1994 ) 

APL 10/6/10 Scotland – Northern Ireland Interconnector Ex Post 
Tourism Impact Assessment – Roger Tym & Partners for SSE 
(November 2006)  

http://www.gov.scot/Resource/Doc/917/0088569.pdf 

(ii) Mid Wales Connection (Powys) Five Wind Farms and OHL (2009) 

The Mid Wales Connection project involved 54km of 400kV OHL 
connecting proposed wind farms in Powys to the national electricity 
network in Shropshire. 

Up to 80% of the connection was to be built using wood pole lines 
approximately 14m in height. 

The ES refers to the following potential impact in relation to socio 
economics: 
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 Purchase of holiday homes stagnating. 

 Future business development plans being put on hold due to 
close proximity of  the proposed 400kV line 

 Property values declining  

 Sales of caravan parks declining. 

However when a tourism survey was undertaken by Jacobs in 2014 
for the same project, it found that 88% replied that “the presence of 
these (OHL) would not affect the spend they would undertake within 
the area”.  

Reference: 

Tourism Survey – Mid Wales Connection, August to September, 
Jacobs 2014 

https://shropshire.gov.uk/committee-
services/documents/s7084/MidWalesSurveypresentationOct%202014
.pdf 

(iii) North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project (2015)  

The main component of this Proposed Development is a new 17 
kilometre 132,000 volt (132kV) OHL. The OHL would comprise 
conductors supported by double wood poles. The wood poles will 
range between 11m and 16.6m in length.  

The vast majority (67%) considered that it would have no impact and 
a further 13% indicated they would expect it to have a low or minimal 
impact on business performance. Reasons cited include OHL won’t be 
seen from their business, too far away from their business to affect 
them directly and people may not like overhead lines but will not put 
them off coming to the area. 

Reference: 

The North Wales Wind Farms Connection Project (2015), 
Environmental Impact statement, Chapter 11 Socio Economic and 
Tourism Technical Appendices, Peter Brett Associates, March 2015.  

http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020014/2.%20Post-
Submission/Application%20Documents/Environmental%20Statement/
6.23%20ES%20Chapter%2011%20-%20Socio-
Economic%20and%20Tourism%20Technical%20Appendices%2011.1
.pdf 

5.7.15 The Applicant’s position remains that there will be ‘no significant impacts (positive 

or adverse) upon Socio-Economics, Recreation and Tourism arising from the 

construction, operation or decommissioning of Brechfa Forest Connection.’ 
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5.8 Biodiversity and Nature Conservation 

5.8.1 The project will result in the loss of habitat features such as trees, hedgerows 

and sections of woodland which could also have an impact upon species of 

biodiversity interest e.g. dormice, bats, otters [APP-065]. 

5.8.2 Reprise of the Applicant's response to ExA question EIA18 

5.8.3 NRWs response to the Examiner's first questions states that they agree to the 

approach for mitigation of impacts to bats & otters. 

5.8.4 They refer to EIA17 with regard to Dormice and have asked that vegetation 

monitoring and aftercare provisions are included for within Nant Morlais woodland 

(already proposed in HMP) however they acknowledge that this can be delivered as 

part of the consent. 

5.8.5 In CCC’s response to the Examiner's first set of questions they state that their 

comments with regard to the EcIA, HMP and CEMP are in section 9 of their LIR. 

5.8.6 To summarise CCC agree with the Applicant's assessment of impacts for HRA 

matters, the pingo, woodland, hedgerows, purple moor grass, mature trees, tree 

roosting bats, foraging and commuting bats, birds, dormouse, otter and reptiles.  

5.8.7 CCC also agree with the Applicant's assessment that there are no negative impacts 

on the bog however there is disagreement on whether the proposed enhancements 

will result in a positive impact. It is CCC’s view that the impact will be neutral and 

suggestions have been made that the adjacent drainage ditch should be blocked 

rather than carrying out additional tree/shrub removal. 

5.8.8 The Applicant has stated its current position in the ‘Applicants Response to CCC 

Local Impact Report (page 6)’ which is that the blocking of the drainage ditch is not 

commensurate with the predicted level of impact of the development. The response 

also clarifies that 11 trees require removal to provide access and clearance and that 

the removal of ‘scattered trees and shrubs in open areas of bog will also be cleared 

(including stump removal where possible) by hand from the OHL corridor, in order 
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to enhance the habitat condition and to prevent future conflict with the OHL 

‘(paragraph 1.6.4 of the HMP) is considered enhancement. 

5.8.9 Finally WPD have confirmed that they are willing to abstain from removing the 

additional trees and shrubs if CCC request. 

5.8.10 The ExA will explore the Applicant’s assessment on the extent of impacts and 

appropriateness of the mitigation and monitoring proposed in the Habitat 

Management Plan and Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) 

[APP-127]. 

5.8.11 The Applicant explained that the Habitat Management Plan (HMP) was currently 

part of the CEMP and has been developed in consultation with NRW and CCC. It 

can be confirmed that on the request of CCC/NRW the HMP will now form a 

standalone document rather than an annex to the CEMP. 

5.8.12 The aim of the HMP is to ensure impacts on biodiversity are minimised and where 

practical to provide net gains  As management of open habitat will resume as 

before, specific management and enhancements are only directed to areas where 

required. This was agreed by all parties during drafting of the plan (paragraph 1.2.1 

of the HMP). 

5.8.13 The areas covered by the plan include Brechfa forest, woodland strips, hedgerows 

and the bog at Rhydargaeau.  

5.8.14 In section 1.8 of the HMP (table 1) sets out the maintenance, enhancement and 

monitoring timetable. It is a detailed programme for monitoring and aftercare for five 

years post construction and it clearly sets out what the Applicant have agreed to. 

5.8.15 As set out in section 10.10 of the ecology chapter, after 5 years the management 

and maintenance of vegetation under the OHL (including hedgerows and woodland) 

will be carried out by the Applicant's specialist vegetation management team. This 

involves surveying vegetation under and adjacent to the OHL on a five year rotation 

to assess risk ratings and identify any pruning or management required.  
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5.8.16 Surveys are carried out by trained surveyors with arboricultural knowledge and best 

practice guidelines are followed. 

5.8.17 The Applicant informed the Examining Authority that CCC and the Applicant have 

had further discussions outside of the examination and CCC have requested some 

minor changes to the HMP with regard to the five year maintenance and monitoring 

requirements.  

5.8.18 The HMP will be updated to reflect these requests and submitted as part of 

deadline 3 submissions. 

5.9 Traffic and transport  

5.9.1 The ExA will explore the likely effects resulting from traffic and transport 

generated by the proposed development.  

5.9.2 CTMP to be secured via DCO 

5.9.3 The applicant consulted with CCC as highways authority and with Welsh 

Government (South Wales Trunk Roads Agency) throughout the preparation of the 

assessment which is reported within Chapter 16 of the ES.  

5.9.4 A summary of the consultation leading up to the submission is set out within ES 

Chapter 16, Table 16.1. 

5.9.5 The ES identifies 31 locations (defined as individual links on the network over which 

the maximum traffic flow is predicted to occur). 

5.9.6 The three locations with the predicted highest traffic flows are 17, (Glangwili Bridge) 

20 (Peniel) and 24 (Rhydargaeau) (ES Chp 16 paragraphs 16.9.13 to 16.9.31).  

5.9.7 At peak, between 2 and 4 two-way HGVs per hour are predicted at Locations 17 

and 20. Both locations are on the A485 

5.9.8 At each of the three locations identified it is concluded that the highway network is 

capable of accommodating the type, number and frequency of vehicles proposed. 
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5.9.9 The assessment does not identify any significant impacts. 

5.9.10 In response to the comments raised by Gwp Blaengwen and the issue of 

cumulative effects in combination with other proposed developments, particularly 

Brechfa Forest West, the Applicant can confirm that it has assessed cumulative 

impacts within Chapter 19 of the ES and within the Transport Assessment 

referenced above.  The scope of projects to be considered was agreed with the 

highway’s authority and the South Wales Trunk Road Agency.  The Applicant 

assessed a worst case of all cumulative developments constructing at the same 

time and concluded no significant impacts.  This has been agreed by the Council 

within its LIR which notes at paragraph 11.20 that: 

‘predicted adverse effects will be minor and of short duration and which subject to 

the CTMP can be considered neutral.  Positive effects are also predicted as a result 

of four new ’agricultural’ accesses and modifications to existing accesses.’ 

5.9.11 The Applicant has also considered the prospect of abnormal loads delivering to the 

Brechfa Forest Wind farm via the A485 at the same time as it is trenching alongside 

the carriageway.  Using a swept path analysis it can confirm that there is sufficient 

width. 

 

5.9.12 The securing of the Construction Traffic Management Plan [APP-128] and 

[APP-129]. 

5.9.13 Notwithstanding the ES conclusion the applicant has submitted a CTMP and 

Transport Assessment.  The former sets out additional mitigation measures to 

further reduce non-significant adverse effects.  The latter provides further detail on 

the method of assessment reported within the ES Chapter. 

5.9.14 A more granular approach to the requirement for the submission of a CTMP will be 

provided. It will also be identified as being certified under article 34 of the DCO.  
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5.10 Proximity to Properties 

5.10.1 Chapter 9 (Landscape and Visual) [APP-064] 

5.10.2 The proposed development comprises wooden pole structures of typically 15m in 

height. 

5.10.3 During the route selection process a general objective was adopted which sought to 

maintain a distance of at least 60m and preferably 100m from any residential 

building.  The final route alignment therefore passes within 100m of very few 

properties (see para 9.7.41 of ES Chapter 9 which schedules 13 properties and four 

groups). 

5.10.4 Where the overhead line may fall within 100m of a residential property this is due to 

the need to balance other environmental constraints and deployment of the Holford 

Rules. 

5.10.5 The closest residential properties are located approximately 80m from the overhead 

part of the proposed development. 

5.10.6 Appendix 9.5 to ES Chapter 9 provides detailed information regarding the visual 

effect on residents and, where helpful, includes approximate distances to the 

closest pole structures. 

5.10.7 Given the scale of the proposed development (typically 15m and predominantly 

single wooden poles) and at a distance of at least 80m, no property is identified as 

likely to be subject to a highly significant (major) visual effect. 

5.10.8 Para 9.7.35 of ES Chapter 9 schedules those properties likely to be subject to a 

significant (moderate) visual effect.  These are properties that would experience 

reasonably open views towards the proposed overhead line predominantly at 

distances of between 80m and 200m.  Effects on individual properties at distances 

in excess of 80m are not considered by the Applicant to constitute a ‘particularly’ 

significant effect that would justify undergrounding under the terms of NPS EN5, 

particularly given that views would be altered rather than obstructed and wooden 
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pole electricity infrastructure is a familiar part of the rural landscape of 

Carmarthenshire. 

5.10.9 Chapter 14 Noise and Vibration [APP-069] 

5.10.10 Operational noise is considered not significant. As confirmed during a visit to 

an existing overhead line in conjunction with Carmarthenshire County Council, 

noise from the operation of the project would be negligible and inaudible at the 

closest residential locations (refer to paragraph 14.3.16 of ES Chapter 14 [APP-

069] and paragraph 4.2.4 of the CCC SOCG [REP1-083]). 

5.10.11 Assessment of construction noise from trenching and HDD is presented in 

the Environmental Statement (ES). 

5.10.12 Predictions of noise from construction identified three residences where 

noise from trenching was predicted to exceed the example noise criterion within the 

British Standard BS5228. The noise criterion is based on decibel levels and also on 

the duration that this noise level pertains. In the case of the trenching works, the 

duration would be for a short enough length of time that any disturbance as a result 

of the noise from mobile construction plant would not be considered significant. This 

is agreed by CCC (paragraph 4.2.6 of the SOCG [REP1-083]). 

5.10.13 The example assessment within BS5228 suggests that residents are eligible 

for noise insulation if exceedances occur for more than 9 days in any 15 day rolling 

period. Based on an approximation of the speed of trenching works, it is anticipated 

that exceedances of daytime noise criteria would only occur for a period of 1-2 

days. 

5.10.14 Two roadside residences are sufficiently close to the works that vibration 

may be discernible in some cases and which may warrant further mitigation 

(Paragraph 14.3.12 of ES Chapter 14 [APP-069]). This mitigation will comprise 

selection of suitable equipment and this is set out in paragraph 5.8.8 of the CEMP 

[APP-127] 

5.10.15 CCC agree with the proposed mitigation measures (paragraph 4.2.11, SOCG 



 
 
 
 

Applicant's Response to Issue Specific Hearings on Environmental Matters 

48 
 

[REP1-083]). 

5.10.16 Chapter 15 Air Quality [APP-070] 

5.10.17 There would be no significant effects during operation and it was agreed that 

this could be scoped out (SOS Scoping Opinion [APP-116] and subsequent 

correspondence with CCC as documented in the ES [APP-070]). 

5.10.18 Each residential dwelling and public right of way has been considered as a 

receptor and suitable weighting has been given depending on the distance of the 

receptor from the boundary. The construction dust assessment included all 

residential receptors and public rights of way within 100m of the Order Limits of the 

proposed works as ‘high sensitive’ receptors. 

5.10.19 The assessment followed the ‘Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from 

Demolition and Construction’ published by the Institute of Air Quality Management 

(IAQM, 2014).  

5.10.20 The assessment identified the potential dust risks associated with the 

construction activities, including earthworks (e.g. trenching) and transfer of material 

from the worksite onto the public road network.  

5.10.21 Mitigation measures commensurate with the dust risk have been 

recommended, and included in the Dust Management Plan (DMP) to minimise dust 

impacts at sensitive receptors. The DMP will form a part of the Construction 

Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). 

5.10.22 This is confirmed within the SOCG at paragraph 4.1.8: “With the 

recommended mitigation in place, the construction impacts are considered to be 

‘not significant’ with ‘negligible’ residual effects.” 

5.10.23 Because of the limited scale and nature of the infrastructure, CCC’s LIR 

correctly concludes that dust impact is likely to occur during the construction phase 

resulting in a small negative impact however, this can be minimised by effective 

mitigation. The Applicant agrees with CCC and will be following the guidance on the 
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assessment of dust from demolition and construction and the conclusions they set 

out. 
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6 Agenda item 8 - HRA matters 

6.1 No Significant Effects Report (NSER) [APP-053] and River Towy 

Horizontal Directional Drilling 

6.1.1 Reprise of Natural Resources Wales’ (NRW) responses to ExA questions 

HA05 and HA10 

6.1.2 Inspector’s request concerning the Temporary bridge and other developments 

6.1.3 There is a possibility that a temporary bridge may be required to cross the 

watercourse adjacent to the Afon Gwili.  The existing bridge may be suitable to 

accommodate construction traffic however until the precise size, specification and 

number of construction vehicles can be confirmed by the appointed contractor the 

Applicant considers it prudent to include provision for a temporary bridge.  The 

potential for a temporary bridge will be included and assessed within a revised HRA 

No Significant Effects Report (NSER) which will be submitted at deadline 3.  

6.1.4 The Applicant confirms that the two applications referred to in CCC's response to 

the Examining Authority's first round of questions have been reviewed and that 

there is no change required to the in-combination assessment of no significant 

effect upon the Afon Tywi SAC. 

6.1.5 For reference the applications are: W/32185 redevelopment of United Counties 

Showground site (Part of) for a caravan/motor home sales yard, associated sales 

office and vehicle repairs/servicing facilities and ancillary works; and W/32424 

outline planning application with all matters reserved for the demolition of existing 

structure and redevelopment for up to 19 residential dwellings. 

6.1.6 The NSER will be updated to specifically reference these two new planning 

applications and submitted as part of the deadline 3. 

. 
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6.2 Conceptual Site Model 

6.2.1 Reprise of Applicant’s responses to ExA question EIA20; 

6.2.2 The conceptual site model (CSM) [REP1-062] informs the assessment of the 

potential for the break out of drilling fluid (bentonite slurry) associated with the HDD 

activity. The CSM also identifies potential migration pathways and potential 

receptors, which include the groundwater aquifer and the surface water within the 

River Towy. 

6.2.3 The site-specific borehole (BH2) in the vicinity of the River Towy identified at least 

11m thickness of Alluvium (superficial geology) at the River Towy with further 

coarse soils of gravel underneath. The HDD is unlikely to go deeper than these 

deposits beneath the River Towy and will not interact with the deeper bedrock 

geology at depth. 

6.2.4 This bedrock is likely to be fractured but the HDD will pass above it.   

6.2.5 The aquifer within both the superficial deposits, through which the HDD bore will 

pass, has been designated by NRW as a secondary A aquifer.  

6.2.6 A second, deeper aquifer lies within bedrock geology and has been designated by 

NRW as a secondary B aquifer.  

6.2.7 Neither are highly sensitive nor lie within a groundwater source protection zone 

(SPZ). There are no groundwater or surface water abstractions or potable water 

abstractions within 2km of the proposed HDD location. 

6.2.8 Based upon the known geology of the Towy Valley, and informed by WPD 

experience of HDD as well as the adoption of a Frac-out contingency plan, no 

significant impacts are predicted.  

6.2.9 The outline frac-out plan was submitted to NRW for informal comment on 26 

October 2015.  NRW commented on 3 November.  Comments were incorporated 

into the submitted Outline Plan (REP1-076). 
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6.2.10 In their LIR, CCC note that “...the soil and watercourses at HDD sections could be 

exposed to frac out drilling fluids. Mitigation measures are proposed in the 

applicant’s submission documents that would mitigate the impact of contamination 

and these would be secured through Requirements in the DCO.”  

6.2.11 A Marine licence was submitted to and accepted by NRW on 11 November 2015 

(CML1551). 
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7 Agenda item 9 - Other matters 

7.1 Strategic Optioneering Report [APP-122] 

7.1.1  Reprise of Applicant’s responses to ExA question DLV19 

7.1.2 The Applicant has provided a table with the first three options Blaengwen, 

Rhos/Lampeter and Carmarthen identified as unfeasible on engineering grounds or 

hugely expensive.  The fourth option was found to be both expensive and 

technically difficult with insufficient capacity to allow it to proceed.  Option 5 use the 

existing EE line (the preferred option), Option 6 which is direct to Swansea North 

which is 50km in length could breach the Holford Rules and could lead to additional 

landscape and visual effects amongst others. 

7.1.3 The Applicant stresses that at all times each option was back-checked to ensure 

that Option 5 remained the most appropriate option. 

7.1.4 Reprise of Applicant’s responses to ExA question DLV20 

7.1.5 National Policy EN-1 and EN-5 provides for no presumption in favour of 

underground.  Indeed, such a presumption was considered as an option within the 

SEA of EN-5 with Government concluding (paragraph 1.7.5) that (an 

undergrounding presumption) was likely to have negative effects on the security of 

supply and economic objectives.  

7.1.6 As such Government concluded it was preferable not to have such a national 

presumption. 

7.1.7 Furthermore at paragraph 2.8.2 NPS EN-5 states: that the development of 

overhead lines is generally not incompatible in principle with developers’ statutory 

duty under section 9 of the Electricity Act and that in most cases impacts can be 

mitigated. 

7.1.8 The Applicant therefore considered it inappropriate to underground the whole line 
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as it would not be consistent with national policy.   

7.2 Undergrounding 

7.2.1 Reprise of Applicant’s responses to ExA question DLV21 on costs 

7.2.2 The cost of undergrounding per kilometre was achieved as a median figure based 

upon a study undertaken by Balfour Beatty Utility Solutions which prepared 

bespoke costing for three underground cable route options in the Carmarthen area..  

7.2.3 Reprise of Applicant’s responses to ExA question DLV22 

7.2.4 The Applicant has covered the issue of ‘all’ above. 

7.2.5 In parts, the Applicant has discussed this in connection with the CCC and NRW 

request to underground poles 84 to 86.  The Applicant is not aware of any additional 

specific part s of the line put forward either by NRW or CC.  The Applicant’s 

analysis is that there are no other parts of the line where it has identified serious 

concerns such that undergrounding should be considered. 

7.2.6 Whilst elected members have expressed an aspiration for undergrounding, in terms 

of impact they have signed up to their officers Local Impact Report.  

7.3 Integral development 

7.3.1 Firstly the project should be defined and it is the transfer of electricity from Brechfa 

Forest West Wind Farm to Llandyfaelog.  All parties that have looked at the project 

have come to the same conclusion. 

7.3.2 Furthermore footnote 13 in NPS EN-5 (page 14) is extremely relevant.  This states 

that undergrounding cables do not form an NSIP but may form part of a scheme 

which does fall to be considered by the Act if they form mitigation of otherwise 

significant effects. 

7.3.3 This is clearly the case with regard to this project.  The project began originally as 

an all overhead line but the Applicant’s conclusion of serious concerns led to the 
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identification of undergrounding across the Towy Valley as mitigation. 

7.3.4 The undergrounding is integral to, part of and essential to the project.  There would 

not be a project without the undergrounding. 




