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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 Open Floor Hearings in connection with the Brechfa Forest 

Connection Project held on Monday 30 November 2015 and Tuesday 1 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 2 - oral representations from interested 

parties 

2.1.1 The Examining Authority invited any persons present to make representations 

regarding the application. The following parties made representations at the 

hearings. 

 Mr Robert Jones on behalf of Grŵp Blaengwen 

 Mr Brian Kilkelly  

 Mr Hewer  

 Mr Iwan Jones - BJP 

 Mr Alan Rentmore 

 DA and WB Davies 

 Jillina Gardiner on behalf of Brechfa Forest Tourism Mountain Cluster and 

Local Impact Forum 

 Mrs KI Miles on behalf of a group of local land owners  

 Mrs KI Miles as a private land owner 

 Mr Leslie Birch 

 Mr Elphin James  

 Mrs Diana Reader 

 Mrs Lynn Morris on behalf of Grŵp Blaengwen 

 Mrs Jennifer Harrison 

 Mrs Jo Hoddinott 
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3 Agenda item 3 – Applicant's response to 

representations made at Open Floor Hearings  

3.1 Impact on tourism 

3.1.1 The issue of the impact on tourism was considered fully with the input of the local 

authority and its expert officers. 

3.1.2 The infrastructure proposed is of limited scale and is of a type which is seen and 

understood in rural landscapes. It is already seen in the County in terms of 

electricity infrastructure and communication infrastructure. 

3.1.3 The impact of the infrastructure has been considered fully and thoroughly in the 

Environmental Statement and not found to be unacceptable, a judgement which by 

and large is accepted by those advising the Council.  

3.1.4 There are very few relevant properties within 1km of the line (see Table 17/15, 

Chapter 15 Environmental Statement), so the mechanism by which significant 

impacts on the tourism economy is not readily apparent. 

3.1.5 This is reflected in the CCC consideration of the application where it is concluded 

that any impact is unlikely to be significant with 'no tangible impact on the income 

generation associated with tourism' - a quote from their Local Impact Report.  

3.1.6 The SOCG also records that there will be no significant adverse (direct or indirect) 

impacts during the construction or operational phase. 

3.2 Why not use the existing Alltwalis line? 

3.2.1 This question was considered and rejected early on. As the nature of the 

connection offer was altered, it was revisited, back-checked and still found to be 

unacceptable. 

3.2.2 First, it would be right to note that even if there were wider capacity to take this 
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option (which there is not) it would not be straightforward. The existing line is strung 

with 175mm conductors which would need to be removed and upgraded. The 

existing pole configurations were set to take the 175mm conductors. Such 

conductors are no longer used in the industry and would be insufficient to take the 

additional loads. 

3.2.3 There would then be a need to construct an additional connection from Brechfa to 

Alltwalis, at least 5km given topography.  

3.2.4 More fundamentally, the local network north of Carmarthen is simply not robust 

enough to take further capacity. 

3.2.5 The detail of this is set out, among other things, in the Strategic Optioneering 

Report (section 8). 

3.2.6 The key points are: 

i. The additional capacity would result in an overload of the Swansea-

Carmarthen-Rhos circuit. This is a measure of current flow in the network, or 

thermal capacity. 

ii. The additional capacity would also place the network into overcapacity in 

voltage terms. The network is already operating at the limit of 132kv plus 

10% which is at the extreme limit of ESQC regulations. 

3.2.7 It is simply not possible in engineering terms to use the Alltwalis line to feed into the 

existing network as it is: the Rhos to Swansea North connection would be placed at 

unacceptable risk of not complying with the key performance requirement P2/6 (a 

minimum engineering requirement to ensure continuity of supply). 

3.2.8 In order to avoid these issues the entire relevant 132Kv network (approximately 120 

towers) would need to be rebuilt with larger L7 pylons. These would need to be built 

offline (see 8.1.5). 

3.2.9 This would be wholly disproportionate in terms of cost (see p.32 Optioneering 
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Report). 

3.3 Trunking adjacent to A485 

3.3.1 This was dealt with in the Applicant's responses to written representations. 

3.3.2 There is a trunking area adjacent to the road. The Applicant has looked at it; 

however the trunking in the A485 is not large enough to support underground 

electricity cables.  

3.3.3 For undergrounding to occur at this voltage, there must be bespoke ducting to 

ensure safety, continuity of supply and security (see page 10 of the applicant's 

responses to written representations). It cannot be placed in a road where other 

services may be affected, even if the ducting were big enough and capable of 

dealing with the heat (which it is not). 

3.4 Undergrounding documentation 

3.4.1 There are very many documents dealing with undergrounding, not just the 

passages in the Statements of Common Ground, all of which are available on the 

PINS website. 

3.4.2 Many are relevant and up to date, for instance the response to the Examiner's 

questions at DLV20 Appendix 1. 

3.4.3 This will be included in the applicant's written response so that they are not only 

available but also signposted. 

3.5 Full undergrounding of the line 

3.5.1 The Interested Parties accept the need for a connection. The need for a connection 

derives from National Policy on the diversification of Energy Sources, on the 

National and Welsh policy in support of on-shore wind generation in the TAN 8 

areas and the absence of suitable existing infrastructure to carry the power locally 

and into the Grid. 
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3.5.2 The applicant is under a statutory duty to provide a connection when requested and 

to do so in a way which is economic, efficient and co-ordinated.  

3.5.3 NPS EN-1 and EN-5 make it clear that when considering this duty, the provision of 

overhead lines is likely to be compatible with an appropriate discharge of the duty, 

and it is not the role of this process to question that statement. 

3.5.4 This is consistent with the findings of the High Court, the Inspectorate and DECC in 

other cases that seeing overhead lines in the countryside is not necessarily 

incongruous or inconsistent with countryside landscape or visual amenity. 

Overhead lines are a settled part of countryside infrastructure. This is especially the 

case in relation to overhead lines on relatively short wooden poles, such as are 

proposed here. 

3.5.5 The Applicant has had regard to the guidance, which is clear that undergrounding is 

likely to be preferable or justified in policy terms only where, against the background 

set out above, the impacts on landscape would give rise to serious concerns to 

landscapes of particular sensitivity. 

3.5.6 In this case, the Applicant has undertaken a thorough and painstaking assessment 

of the impact of a proposed overhead line from the Brechfa Forest to the Existing 

EE line at Llandyfaelog. That has resulted in a project which it is assessed needs to 

be mitigated by 3.3km of undergrounding in the Towy Valley. Consultation has to 

this extent shaped the project in a significant way. 

3.5.7 The Applicant's assessment has been considered and agreed as adequate by 

independent consultants acting for CCC and NRW. The sole issue between these 

consultants and the Applicant relates the position of two spans of overhead line on 

the southern slopes of the Towy Valley. 

3.5.8 In these circumstances, a wholly underground line would be contrary to the national 

advice in the NPS, would be disproportionate, engineeringly inefficient and 

uneconomic. It would set an inappropriate and wrong precedent where consistency 

and fairness of decision making in accordance with the nationally applicable 
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guidance is hugely important. 

3.5.9 The Applicant clarified that the view that wooden poles are acceptable in the 

countryside was not his view, but that of the High Court and the Inspectorate in 

several wooden pole cases as well.  

3.6 Mitigation 

3.6.1 Mrs Gardiner stated that she had been told that no mitigation would be offered 

simply because the generator would not pay. 

3.6.2 The Applicant feels this is simply not correct as a characterisation. The Applicant 

has set out the mitigation to be undertaken in its Mitigation Table (Rep1-060). 

However, the evidence proves that it is incorrect. The undergrounding in the Towy 

Valley (mentioned above) has come about as a specific request from CCC and 

NRW – it is much more expensive but is a form of mitigation and shows that it is 

simply untrue that the generator won't pay. 

3.7 Engagement 

3.7.1 Engagement has taken place, and will be set out in the Applicant's written 

representations. 

3.7.2 As Mr Davies accepted, Heads of Terms have been received.  

3.7.3 The incentive payment contained in these is a usual, lawful, respectable and 

appropriate way of seeking to do a voluntary agreement. The Planning 

Inspectorate's and Government's guidance sets out that it is appropriate in 

circumstances such as this to include incentive payments, because they properly 

reflect the savings in time and cost that the voluntary agreements afford. 

3.7.4 Before PINS even accept an application they have to be satisfied that a significant 

degree of consultation has taken place. They were satisfied. The Examiner is not 

bound by this, of course.  
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3.7.5 CCC must also assess the level and adequacy of consultation, and the SOCG sets 

out that there is no issue between the applicant and CCC on this point. Parliament 

has given a very clear role for CCC to play in assessing consultation. 

3.7.6 The Applicant feels that the guidance on consultation by PINS was followed very 

closely. 

3.8 Holford Rule 3 

3.8.1 Mr Davies mentioned that Holford Rule 3 had not been followed, which was echoed 

by others. 

3.8.2 Holford Rule 3 states that the direct line is "most often" the best route, but it must be 

read in context as it also says it won't always be the best route. 

3.8.3 This is what the purpose of careful line management is about. In consultation with 

Officers of CCC and NRW, we haven't always chosen the most direct route as this 

could have harmed areas of importance, and the Applicant has chosen to avoid 

these. 

3.8.4 The Applicant has also received lots of requests from farmers and others to 

micromanage the route. This has meant the most direct route has not always been 

taken, but this was important to limit impact.  

3.8.5 The Holford rules, which are taken up by EN-1 and EN-5, make it clear that a direct 

line is not always the most appropriate. 

3.9 Mr and Mrs Rentmore's spring 

3.9.1 The risks associated with the spring have been looked at, and it has been agreed to 

protect the water with protective sheaths around the poles. 

3.9.2 The Applicant was surprised to hear Mr Rentmore was not aware of this, as he has 

been written to in order to explain this, and his own written representation refers to 

this letter. This is also dealt with in the Environment Statement (in the Hydrology 
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chapter). 

3.9.3 There is also a site specific reference to protection in the Draft DCO (Schedule 3, 

Requirement 6).  

3.9.4 It is a well tried and used mitigation method, and the Environmental Statement 

includes the potential for on-going monitoring and checking (where necessary).  

3.9.5 The Applicant thinks this is well covered, however will ensure Mr Rentmore has the 

benefit of that. 

3.10 Substitution of single to H poles 

3.10.1 This is intended to deal with the representations raised by Mrs Reader and Mr 

Elphin James. 

3.10.2 Through the process of the evolution of this scheme, certainly pole 93 went from 

single to H, and other poles as well. 

3.10.3 There is a balance necessary when considering the responses of NRW, CCC and 

others. Often, these led to increased span lengths, which led to fewer poles and 

less interference with areas which were considered of acknowledged importance.  

3.10.4 When you have fewer poles and larger spans, you need more H poles. The line is, 

as a whole, predominantly single pole. Where it has gone to H pole, the reasons 

have been set out convincingly and fully in the various engineering reports.  

3.10.5 The H poles, however, are still limited in scale, much smaller than any pylon, 

wooden in construction and of a type and nature which is commonly seen in areas 

of countryside such as this (and indeed in parts of North Carmarthenshire as well). 

3.10.6 It is true that some single poles were replaced by H poles. All result from proper 

engineering reasons or from the requirement to have fewer poles. 
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3.11 Impact of tree felling 

3.11.1 The impact on trees proposed, as confirmed with NRW, will be the same as 

ordinary felling in a managed forest. There is no loss of ancient woodland, veteran 

trees or trees with a special status. 

3.11.2 There is a requirement for a habitat management plan in relation to the felling, 

which all parties agree will result in an increase in biodiversity, especially rodents, 

birds and beetles, thereby encouraging those higher up the food change. 

3.11.3 Wind throw and maintenance has all been set out in the Environmental Statement 

(Chapters 8.6.13 and subsequent). 

3.12 Lifetime costs of undergrounding 

3.12.1 This will form further evidence at environmental hearings.  

3.12.2 However the Applicant feels the evidence provided is consistent with other 

evidence, and with the research and reasoning which sits behind EN-1 and EN-5 

(which the applicant, and indeed no one, can question at these proceedings). 

3.13 Position of the substation for Brechfa West DCO 

3.13.1 This is fixed by the Brechfa West DCO – the applicant has no control over this. 

Parliament gave the SOS the power to take that decision. They are granted in the 

terms set out, and both the developer and Carmarthenshire have to live with this. 

3.14 Position of elected members and the local authority's policy 

3.14.1 Weight should of course be given to the opinion of elected members. However, the 

opinion was given: 

i. Contrary to the advice of CCC's own landscape officers; 

ii. Contrary to the advice of CCC's independent landscape consultants; 

iii. Contrary therefore to those that are as aware of the local policies and their 
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weight as anyone else. 

3.14.2 The written representations that the Councillor spoke of do not refer to the national 

policy statements at all, which is a requirement that the Examining Authority will 

have to bear in mind. 

3.14.3 Carmarthenshire's planning officer confirmed that this was an accurate assessment.  

3.15 Impact on farming practice 

3.15.1 WPD are well aware of the constraints that the farming community work under. 

 

3.15.2 The Applicant has fully considered all matters raised at the open floor hearings. As 

agreed at the hearings, the Applicant has provided further details (where requested) 

to assist the Examination as part of its Deadline 3 submissions. 
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