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Group/Individual Summary of representation Applicant’s comments 

Alan Dufty 
(REP3-017) 
 

Written Representation 

• Concerns with Heads of Terms (which were 
received 13/11/2015). 

• Requests total payment for easement as soon 
as exchange of agreement, including payment 
for injurious affection (to be dealt with before 
signing). 

• The lack of uptake of HOTs (despite incentive 
payments) is due to WPDs lack of 
engagement early in the process. 

• The word 'anticipated' is used, and so does 
not give clear indication of WPD's equipment – 
therefore cannot enter into agreement. Any 
changes to final locations following signing 
would require renegotiation. 

• Objects to WPD having any say on what can 
be done on the land (as this will affect his 
business).  

• Does not want to give up right to object to 
scheme, as WPD will be able to 'change 
anything' once agreement signed. 

• Concern that the right to alter electrical lines 
and ancillary equipment will allow WPD to 
move the poles anywhere within strip, and 
even replace poles with pylons. 

• WPD should not be allowed general rights of 
access – Mr Dufty will agree rights of way, 
which will be adhered to. 

A response to previous points raised is set out within 
the Applicant’s document ‘Responses to Examining 
Authority Questions asked at Hearings’ Appendix 1 and 
2.  
With regard to points raised within the written 
representation the Applicant makes the following 
comment: 
 
The Guide to Payments for Landowners sets out that 
50% of the easement and incentive payments will 
become payable on completion of the Agreement to 
grant an Easement with the balance payable on 
completion of the Easement.  The Easement is 
completed upon the erection of the conductor, 
commissioning and testing and thus the full payment 
would not be available upon completion of the 
Agreement to grant an Easement. 
   
The Agreement to grant an Easement allows for 
changes, if any, to the placing of equipment and as a 
result, changes would be made to the payments being 
offered.  The Easement will detail the as laid / erected 
equipment, as appropriate.  
 
The limits of deviation mean that the ability to move 
laterally is limited to up to 5m maximum only.  The 
Applicant will not be able to replace poles with metal 
pylons because the project is for the connection of the 
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• £1000 as offered by WPD is not enough to 
pay for Solicitor's fees. WPD should agree to 
pay in full. 

 

Brechfa Forest West Wind farm by virtue of a 
combination of wooden poles and underground cabling.  
A change in apparatus to the use of steel lattice towers 
(metal pylons) would require a separate application to 
the Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change.  
If the current application is granted it must be 
implemented in compliance with the terms on which it is 
granted, that is, a structure consisting of wooden poles.   
 
Finally, the sum of £1,000 plus VAT (if applicable) is 
considered a reasonable sum for legal fees.  However, 
if during negotiations legal fees are likely to exceed this 
amount, details outlining the same would be required by 
the Applicant to enable it to assess the matter on a case 
by case basis.  

P & EJ Morris 
and Sons  
(REP3-014) 
 
 

Written Representation 

• Early 2014 route indicated 1km would be 
passing straight through grazing and silage 
fields. 

• It was requested that the line be moved to the 
edge of the field but was told that this was not 
possible. 

• Later conversations with owners of Ty Llwyd 
(neighbours) revealed that the poles had been 
moved on their land – why difference of 
treatment? 

• When HOTs received, the plan (showing 2 H 
poles and 7 single poles (63-71)) showed the 
line had not moved – no one had talked over 

A change request was prepared in response to the 
request received from the landowner (Change Request 
no. 60).  The request was to consider the poles formerly 
numbered 65-71. Poles 64 and 65 were relocated 
alongside field boundaries (formerly poles 66 and 67).  
Pole 66 (formerly pole 68) could not move south due to 
the presence of a gas main. 
 
The historic significance of Beulah Fawr has not been 
considered within the ES because it lies outside of the 
study area identified for the consideration of non-
designated heritage assets.   No request was received 
from statutory consultees to include the building within 
the assessment. 
 



Applicant’s comments on submissions made by interested parties at deadline 3 

3 
 

why the change request had been ignored. 
• Later received a copy of change request 

information relating to their land – did not 
understand it. (No. 60 Morris) 

• Why have they only just received an unknown 
landowner plots DIS? 

• There has been no consideration of the 
historic significance of the farmhouse at 
Beulah Fawr. WPD's representatives should 
have spoken to landowners at open floor 
hearings – they could then have been given 
information about this property. 

• As working farm, there is a worry about the 
timing of the works. In the summer, grazing 
and silage harvesting is necessary, and in the 
winter the ground needs to be re-sown. Since 
the ground is wet, heavy machinery will cause 
damage to it. 

• More consideration shown to wildlife than 
farmers who feed the nation. 

• Feeling of being bullied – no amount of 
compensation will make up for the intrusion on 
their farming life. 

• Threat of reducing compensation should there 
be a failure to sign HOTs within a time scale is 
immoral. 

The timing of the works will be provided to the 
landowners if and when the scheme is consented and 
contractor appointed. 
 

Pauline Medland 
(REP3-013) 

Written Representation 

• Advised not to sign HOTs by IJ until his 
proposals (as contained in his written rep.) are 

No poles have moved since the submission of the 
application in May 2015.   
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 met 
• HOTs currently affect whole property rather 

than just a roadway through it for access. 
There is no obligation for WPD to make good 
any damage over the access way by heavy 
vehicles. 

• There are excessive restrictions under the 
current terms (e.g. not to submit planning 
applications, plant trees or create new 
interests over the property). No one would 
purchase the property with those restrictions 
attached. 

• Plan to encase poles in concrete to protect 
spring water is inadequate. Some of the poles 
have been moved, but no indication of where 
to. The concrete will only protect the bottom of 
the pole. Water will run off the pole from above 
the sleeve. 

• Will WPD pay for testing to see if 
contamination occurs, and, if it does, to find a 
new water supply? 

• If HOTs are accepted the property will be 
devalued. There is no mention of 'injurious 
affection'. 

• There has been an offer of £250.00 – this is 
inadequate. 

The Applicant has a statutory duty to make good any 
damage caused to land and an affected party may 
recover compensation for such damage and where 
disturbance is caused compensation may also be 
claimed.   
 
If there is no visible damage caused to existing access 
tracks a contribution is occasionally made to wear and 
tear based on the frequency of the traffic.  
 
The HOT only seeks to restrict future land uses to the 
extent that they may interfere with required clearances.  
 
A member of the project team has spoken to Mrs 
Medland on account of her concerns over private water 
supplies and a copy of the Hydrology Report for poles 
171 and 172 was supplied on 6 January 2016.  The 
Applicant is presently arranging to revisit the property.  
 
The easement offer of £250.00 is made where access is 
required over third party land which is the position with 
Mrs Medland.  The sum of £250.00 is considered 
reasonable for the rights sought.  In addition to the 
easement payment the Applicant also offers an incentive 
payment of £500.00 for access over third party land.  
 

Dr Michael and 
Nicola Woods 

Written Representation 

• Simple modifications are available which 
would avoid the need for the line to run over 

The Applicant has offered to restrict its ability to deviate 
the line south of the position shown on the Works Plan 
with the effect that it would not therefore be necessary to 
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(REP3-011) 
 

their land; CA is therefore not necessary. 
• No evidence to show that WPD has explored 

these alternatives 
• Impact of line not properly assessed as it runs 

so close to the property (100m) 
• Following Stage 3 consultation, the line did not 

run through the Wood's property, but from 
requests of others it now does. These 
requests were never discussed with the 
Woods, and now CA rights over their land are 
necessary. 

• The Applicant has not asked the Wood's 
preference, and therefore has not taken their 
views into account. 

• Moving the alignment 40m north would not 
result in the connection being materially closer 
to any other property, and would avoid the CA 
of the Woods' land. 

• No approach to discuss alternatives has been 
made (though they note that there was 
agreement to review and reduce the rights). 

• No progression has been made with the 
Woods regarding landowner discussions. 
There has been one visit, with no explanation 
as to change in pole locations – sole aim was 
to get HOTs signed. 

• Note email stating that further communications 
re alternatives will be sent – as yet not 
provided. 

compulsorily acquire the land owned by Woods.    
 
The impact of the line on the property has been properly 
assessed, see Deadline 2 response (REP2-031 page 
16).  
 
An e-mail was sent to Mrs Woods on 04 December 2015 
which stated that a communication would become 
available addressing the reduction of the class rights 
sought over the Woods’ land.  Confirmation of the 
Applicant’s intended action is to be found at paragraph 
2.1.21 of the Applicant’s submission at Deadline 3 
entitled BFC Vol 09.15 Responses to Examining 
Authority Questions asked at Hearings. 
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Diana Reader 
(REP3-007) 
 

Written representation 

• Noted that there has been full engagement on 
her part with the process throughout and 
would continue to in order to reach agreement 
with the Applicant. 

• Does not feel it appropriate to take away her 
right to retain a level of control over her land. 
The Applicant has demonstrated an inability to 
manage communication regarding access to 
her land. 

• The Applicant has highlighted the use of single 
poles over double poles as a key benefit of the 
scheme. There has now been an increase in 
the number of double poles. 

• The Applicant's post stage three consultation 
has been very limited. Where there have been 
changes post Stage 3, they have not been 
clearly highlighted. Even though changing to H 
poles might be environmentally and 
engineeringly necessary, there should have 
been consultation. Can the Applicant point to 
the methodology used to decide to switch from 
single to twin poles? 

• The Applicant met with the Welsh Government 
on the 03/03/2015. The Welsh Government 
had previously noted their approval of the 
single pole design. Did that meeting discuss 
the change from single to twin poles? 

• At a meeting at the Reader's house on 

The Applicant’s proposal initially consisted of all double 
(H) poles.  As two of the three wind farms were removed 
from the project the Applicant revisited the design 
specification and concluded that the OHL connection 
could consist of both single and double poles.  
  
As the design evolved the proportion of single versus 
double poles changed.  This was as a result of requests 
from landowners – to increase spans across fields, as a 
result of topographical survey or a change in the 
direction of alignment.  
 
When the Applicant met with Welsh Government on 
3 March 2015 discussion focussed upon the background 
to the scheme, the ability to include undergrounding as 
part of the forthcoming application and the need for a 
Construction Environmental Management Plan.  
 
A table was produced by the Applicant and submitted at 
Deadline 1 which detailed landowners where Heads of 
Terms are sought and the progress made with the same 
(BFC Vol 09.2.5 CA18 Appendix 1 Land Owner 
Engagements).  There is no document detailing parties 
the Applicant ‘felt would not sign up to HOTs’.   
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17/12/2014 the poles were marked out, and 
there was no mention of H poles. The final 
design has relocated poles, and changed 
numerous poles with H poles. 

• The Applicant mentioned a document which 
sets out which landowners they felt would not 
sign up to HOTs as they opposed the line. 
Can this document be made public? 

Mr and Mrs Reed 
and Dawn Reed 
(REP3-012) 
 

Written Representation 

• Change Requests - Confusion as to change 
request terminology; no communication about 
change requests which affect their land; 
confusion as to which pole is on the land (116 
or 117); and confusion as to whether any trees 
will need to be felled. 

Unknown Owners – Why leave it until December 
2015 to send out DIS sheets for Unknown 
Owners? The land referred to on DIS is the 
Reed's driveway and this is recorded at the 
land registry – this has caused distress and no 
consideration has been given to that; driveway 
and boundary hedges are maintained by 
owners.  

• HOTs Layout – Each page should be 
numbered; each page should have a signature 
from landowner and WPD and be dated; the 
map should be referred to in the document as 
'Appendix 1' and have a space for signature; 
execution clause should be worded differently; 

The Applicant proposes to place a section H pole (116) 
on the land.  Trees with the potential to be affected are 
identified on the relevant plan, (APP-038).  The extent to 
which any works will be required will be confirmed once 
the pole position is confirmed (all poles, unless 
otherwise stated are capable of being micro-sited).   
 
In response to the query regarding unknown owners, 
please see Applicant comments 2.1.7 to 2.1.12 within 
Responses to Examining Authority Questions asked at 
Hearings (REP3-045). 
 
The Applicants response to some of the other comments 
received are as follows: 

• Unknown owners - An unknown land plan was 
sent to Mrs and Messrs Reed under cover of a 
letter dated 10 December 2015.  The area marked 
as unknown is outside the registered title as 
evidenced by the Land Registry and hence the 
reason for its issuing.   

• Stay Positions – Where stays are required, their 
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no blank areas at the bottom of the page – 
one continuous document so nothing can be 
added after signature; should be in duplicate. 

• HOT Plan – Should only show the easement 
strip (not rest of property); both plan and 
operative document should state amount of 
land to be taken; calculation for the 
construction should be listed in meters and 
included on plan; should have precise location 
of poles; width between poles should be 
indicated; the width of the strip should be 
shown. 

• Stay Positions – show which poles have stays, 
and where they will be. Include the effect they 
will have on ability to strim / access with 
tractor in compensation. 

• Show which poles are double and which are 
single – explain why changed. 

• Access – passes a bee hive. This is unsafe, 
so Mr and Mrs Reed have changed this on the 
plan. 

• Need to see certificate of insurance before 
signing 

• Should be a covenant to reinstate fields to 
original position 

• Should be plenty of notice before any visits to 
property. 

• HOT should be revised to reflect that fields are 
used as arable. Also remove paragraph 6 and 
8. Paragraph 13 conflicts with landowner pack. 

• HOT only to be signed when full payment 

indicative positions are shown on Heads of Terms 
plans and are referenced accordingly in the key 
found at the foot of such plans.   

• Double/single poles - Heads of Terms plans show 
indicative H-poles (twin wooden poles) and single 
pole positions and are referenced accordingly in 
the key found at the foot of such plans.   

• Access - beehive now recorded. 
• Reinstatement - The Applicant has a statutory duty 

to make good any damage caused to land and an 
affected party may recover compensation for such 
damage and where disturbance is caused 
compensation may also be claimed.  The matter is 
addressed within the Deed of Grant and such 
document was forwarded to Mrs and Messrs 
Reed’s Land Agent by e-mail of 21 July 2015.  

• Paragraph 6 and 8 with paragraph 13 conflicting 
with landowner pack. - An e-mail to the project 
team on 08 December 2015 from Ms Dawn Reed 
confirmed the use made of the land at 
Glyncaredig.  Heads of Terms reflecting arable 
usage was duly forwarded to Messrs and Mrs 
Reed’s Land Agent by e-mail of 09 December 
2015. There is no conflict between the wording of 
paragraph 13 of the Key Terms Sheet and the 
Guide to Payments for Landowners (the latter 
forming part of the Landowner Pack).  The 
wording is different in the sense that the Guide to 
Payments for Landowners states when injurious 
affection payments is to be made whilst the Key 
Terms Sheet states that injurious affection will be 
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agreed in writing. Solicitor's cost should be 
agreed uncapped and paid in full. 

• Should include clause regarding survey 
payments – to date not paid in time. 

• Injurious Affection not included – should be. 
• Confirm no trees to be felled in the HOTs, and 

if there are, what compensation will be paid for 
each tree. 

• Ancillary equipment should be defined. 

considered at the appropriate time on an individual 
basis and in accordance with current legislation 
and comparable settlements.  

• HOT only to be signed when full payment agreed 
in writing. Solicitor's cost should be agreed 
uncapped and paid in full.  Heads of Terms state 
the total easement and incentive payments 
offered.  The sum of £1,000 plus VAT (if 
applicable) as stated within the Key Terms Sheet 
is considered a reasonable sum for legal fees.  
However, if during negotiations legal fees are 
likely to exceed this amount, details outlining the 
same would be required by the Applicant to enable 
it to assess the matter on a case by case basis.   

• Should include clause regarding survey payments 
– to date not paid in time.  The comment ‘to date 
not paid in time’ is not understood by the 
Applicant.  Subject to the type of surveys 
conducted, survey payments were made to 
Landowners pursuant to the terms of the 
Landowner Pack.  An ex-gratia payment was 
made to Landowners affected by the project’s 
survey work in Summer 2015 and Messrs and Mrs 
Reed were included in those parties paid.  

• Injurious Affection not included – should be.  
Injurious affection is referred to at paragraph 13 of 
the Key Terms Sheet.  

Grwp Blaengwen 
(REP3-006) 

Written representation 

• As individuals and as a group it has been 

The Applicant maintains its position that the location of 
the Brechfa Forest West Wind Farm substation is not an 
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 difficult to communicate with developers and 
statutory authorities. 

• The proposal of CCC to position the 
substation at the SW of Brechfa forest would 
save many trees from being felled. While it 
was noted that this was not WPD's decision, 
WPD are surely in a position to advise RWE 
that this would be a better option for the route. 
The Planning Inspector could also require that 
the grid connection is started at the SW corner 
of the forest. RWE could ask for an 
amendment to the wind farm DCO (they have 
already done so on other matters). 

• Has upgrading Alltwalis been properly 
considered as an alternative? Is it certain that 
a new line would cost less? An explanation 
would be appreciated. 

• Why has no alternative route to section D3 
been properly examined? 

• It cannot be the case that tree felling falls 
within the normal levels of tree management 
when you take into account that required for 
the wind farm as well as the connection. 

• Holford Rule 7 has not been complied with. 
This rule was intended to evaluate the 
differential costs of OHL and UGL on the 
public purse, rather than on the profit and loss 
assessment of the project.  

• Nowhere in doc 8.4 is the loss accrued from 
the felling of trees accounted for. 

• There is no accounting for the loss of rental, 

issue for the examination.  The location of the substation 
was consented by the Secretary of State when 
approving the wind farm.  The Applicant is required to 
connect to the point of connection requested by the 
party applying for the connection (RWE) and as such it 
is not in the power of the Applicant to relocate the 
substation. 
 
The Applicant would make the point that the loss of the 
commercial forestry to accommodate the connection 
would lead to environmental benefits in the form of a 
more varied and naturalised habitat.  This is recognised 
by CCC within its LIR (paragraph 9.17) [REP1-025].  
 
Upgrading the Alltwalis line has been considered, the 
conclusions can be found within the Strategic 
Optioneering Report.  
 
D3 represented an alternative means of heading north to 
access the proposed Bryn Llywelyn Wind Farm.  With 
this wind farm removed from the project, there was no 
requirement to head north and away from the point of 
connection at the Brechfa Forest West Wind Farm.  
 
Holford Rule 7 states: Rule 7: Approach urban area 
through industrial zones, where they exist; and when 
pleasant residential and recreational land intervenes 
between the approach line and the substation, go 
carefully into the comparative costs of the 
undergrounding, for lines other than those of the highest 
voltage. 
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surface damage etc. for landowners. Nor of 
payment to contractors to prune trees. 

• Where are the costs to businesses from the 
delays caused by traffic on A485 accounted 
for? 

• The design does not take account of its setting 
– the area is prone to gales, heavy snow and 
other severe weather, which have in the past 
caused serious outages from damage to lines. 

• Undergrounding was not properly consulted 
upon. WPD admitted that, since they are less 
prone to fault, UGL are potentially more cost 
effective in the long term. Also, for residents it 
is far less visually intrusive. 

• Members of the public, the CCC's councillors 
and the local AM and MP are all against an 
overhead line.  

• The line was undergrounded in the Dudgeon 
project – therefore it is possible. 

• The councillors have approved the LIR, 
subject to their written representations; and 
were told that this was possible without fear of 
contradiction.   

• There is a large difference in the cost of 
undergrounding p/km in Dudgeon against that 
quoted by WPD in Carmarthen. Why is there 
this difference? 

• The costs quoted by WPD were for the longer, 
more topographically challenging route 
including connection to Brechfa East and Bryn 
Llywelyn. Therefore the average cost will 

 
The rule is therefore focussed upon avoidance of 
potential effects in and adjoining urban areas 
recognising that there are cost implications of 
undergrounding.  
 
In response to the points made on costs, the figures 
supplied by the Applicant to the examination do include 
for works to trees and other activities associated with 
construction and future maintenance.  Trees would need 
to be taken out of the forest whether or not the line was 
OHL or UCG.  
 
The Lifetime Costs Report builds in the costs on on-
going maintenance for both UCG and OHL (APP-124).  
 
The difference between costs for Dudgeon and Brechfa 
Forest Connection were explained during the hearing 
into environmental matters and further explanation is 
provided in paragraph 2.16 to 2.18 of REP3-045. 
 
The explanation for the approach taken to assessing 
costs for undergrounding is set out within deadline 3 
submission para 5.5.23 (REP3-043). 
 
Rationale for the Costs of undergrounding Brechfa 
provided by Applicant at hearing, see 5.5.19 to 5.5.23 
Applicant's Response to Issue Specific Hearings on 
Environmental Matters (REP3-043). 
 
Applicant’s rationale for methodological approach to the 



Applicant’s comments on submissions made by interested parties at deadline 3 

12 
 

come down. Also, the costs are based on a 
worst case scenario.  

• The fact that WPD did not consult regarding 
tourism because of the 'size' of the project is 
patronising to other businesses. The line will 
reduce the demand for people coming on 
holiday to Carmarthenshire, and therefore 
affect tourism. 

• The three studies used to conclude that the 
impact on tourism would be minimal were in 
fact for very different projects. 

• Because the ES was only in draft form at final 
consultation, and because there is poor 
broadband meaning many people cannot 
access the final ES, and so the community 
cannot give a proper opinion on issue 
regarding biodiversity. 

• As CCC does not have the resources to 
monitor the traffic management plan/road 
improvements, money should be ring-fenced 
by WPD/RWE so that CCC can employ and 
independent agency to do this. 

consideration of tourism is set out within section 5.7 of 
Applicant's Response to Issue Specific Hearings on 
Environmental Matters (REP3-043). 
 
Hard copies of the ES were provided at venues along 
the line of the proposed connection.  The locations and 
dates available are set out within the Consultation 
Report.  
 
CCC has not stated that it has insufficient resources to 
monitor construction traffic. 

Howard and 
Karen Miles 
(REP3-002, 
REP3-016,   
REP3-019) 
 

Written representation 
• HOT do not provide exact location of poles. 
• Because Bryn Llywelyn is no longer taking 

place, the route is entirely wrong and zig zags 
far too much. 

• The clause stating that no further objections 
may be made from the day of signing is pre-

The Heads of Terms plans do show indicative 
positioning of equipment.  
 
The Applicant’s response to what Mr and Mrs Miles term 
the ‘zig zag’ nature of the route is set out within section 
3.8 of Applicant's Response to Open Floor Hearings 
(REP3-041). 
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emptive, as there is still an examination on-
going, and landowners should have the 
chance to have their views heard. 

• No mention of injurious affection. 
• By signing, does this leave and option for 

worse intrusion open in the future (e.g. 
building metal pylons)? 

• The house and farm have been developed to 
fit seamlessly in with the environment, enjoy 
views of the valley and be a haven for wildlife. 

• The poles will cut through every field – it is 
particularly concerning that they will run 
through a field with 5 oaks, which is 
particularly beautiful. 

• Request that the route is completely reviewed 
– OHL is removed, no CA powers granted in 
order to protect the landscape. UGL would be 
fully supported. 

Summary of Oral Reps Made at Hearing 

• How did the route alignment change following 
the decision not to proceed with the Bryn 
Llewelyn wind farm? 

• What apparatus changed between stages 2 
and 3? There are inconsistencies between 
what was said was on the Miles' land at the 
hearings and at the site inspection. A full 
reconciliation of all changes across the route 
should be provided. 

• The ECHR provides that a 'fair balance' must 
be struck between the public interest and 

 
The Applicant will address the matter of injurious 
affection as is stated within the ‘Guide to payments for 
landowners’ and paragraph 13 of the Key Terms Sheet.   
 
The Applicant does not intend to replace the wood poles 
with metal pylons.  If this was to be proposed then it 
would require a separate DCO application to be 
submitted and consented.  
 
Trees with the potential to be affected are identified on 
the land in question.  The Applicant will seek to micro-
site the alignment such that substantial works to trees 
are avoided if possible.  The landowner will be able to 
access the proposed Landscape and Ecology fund to 
pay for the planting of additional trees and hedgerows 
should they wish. 
 
The Applicant considers that it has responded to the 
points raised orally at the hearing either within its 
response to open floor hearings or within the response 
to Examining Authority Questions, REP3-041 and 
REP3-045 respectively.  
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individual's right to enjoyment of their land and 
property. The only way the balance can be fair 
would be by undergrounding the line – this 
would benefit the public (provision of 
renewable energy) and be less intrusive to 
people's property. 

• Beautiful landscapes contribute to people's 
health, wealth, culture, lifestyle and mental 
wellbeing. The effect that the proposed line is 
having is already detrimental to the mental 
wellbeing of the community. The cost of poor 
mental health and well-being are very 
significant. 

• The Well-being and Future Generations 
(Wales) Act imposes a duty upon CCC and 
NRW to consider the long term effects on the 
community.  

• No mention of injurious affection. 
• By signing, does this leave and option for 

worse intrusion open in the future (e.g. 
building metal pylons)? 

Colin Jones 
(REP3-001) 
 
 

Written Representation 

• Request that single and double poles and 
stays to be erected in hedge, or close to 
hedge. 

• Poles are currently in the field – a small 
adjustment would make farming much easier. 

• Compensation is too low. There has been no 

The Applicant’s Works Plan APP-007 indicates that 
poles 10 and 11 will be located close to existing field 
boundaries.  The existing hedges are well managed and 
low in height such that there should be no requirement 
to undertake works to the hedges and a close proximity 
should be capable of being achieved. 
 
The Applicant refers Mr Jones to its response to his 
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offer to negotiate the sum.  Land Agent on this matter provided as part of its 
submission at Deadline 1 entitled BFC Vol 09.4 
Applicant’s Responses to Relevant Representations. 
The land payments set out in the Applicant's 'Guide to 
Payments for Landowners' document also take into 
account indexation up to 31 December 2017. 
 
The Applicant has a standardised payment schedule for 
compensation.  This will be paid out whether the HOT 
are signed or whether Compulsory Acquisition is 
necessary.  In addition to the compensation payment, 
the Applicant has offered an incentive payment if HOTs 
are signed. The compensation payment will not be 
affected. 

Jennifer Harrison 
(REP3-003) 
 

Summary of oral case made at open floor hearing 

• Large companies bully people. The 
developers at Alltwalis Wind Farm caused Mrs 
Harrison to have a mental breakdown. 

• While she appreciates that WPD need to 
provide a line from Brechfa Windfarm, this 
does not mean that they should ignore 
landowners, councillors, the AM and MP who 
have asked for the line to be undergrounded. 

• RWE say they will give hundreds of thousands 
of pounds in community benefit. Mrs Harrison 
suggested that some of that money should be 
spent on undergrounding, which would be of 
much more benefit to landowners who have 
spent their lives working in the area. 

Where appropriate, the Applicant considers that it has 
responded to the points raised orally at the hearing 
either within its response to open floor hearings or within 
the response to Examining Authority Questions, REP3-
041 and REP3-045 respectively.  
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• Mrs Harrison read her grand-daughter's 
comments sent to WPD.  

Leslie and Pearl 
Birch  
(REP3- 004, 
REP3-031,   
REP3-032) 
 

Summary of oral cases made at open floor hearings 

• CA of a person's land should not be permitted. 
It is a disincentive to ordinary persons to 
acquire land. If necessary, it should be a last 
resort. 

• CA should not be allowed if there is a viable 
alternative.  

• There is a responsibility to mitigate the effects 
of the project on landowners.  

• WPD have not helped landowners to engage 
with the project, especially the technical 
aspects. WPD told Mr and Mrs Birch that their 
Solicitor should have searched more 
thoroughly for planning permissions for the 
wind farm, as they did not know this project 
was contemplated when they bought their 
house in 2012. 

• Mr Birch engaged in consultation. 
• The information provided by WPD is very 

difficult to follow for landowners. At the 
Alltwalis consultation, Mr Birch suggested that 
the documents be made easier to follow by 
including, for instance, the property name and 
document reference numbers in a table. WPD 
representatives agreed this was a good idea, 
but this has not been produced. 

• The plans produced by WPD are not 

The Applicant is seeking voluntary agreements with 
landowners wherever possible.  The Applicant has 
offered an alternative to CA through the use of voluntary 
agreements and has included an incentive payment to 
this end.   
 
The Applicant will mitigate the effects upon landowners 
as a result of construction.  Mitigation measures are set 
out within the Construction Environmental Management 
Plan (APP-127).  Furthermore should any damage to 
land result from construction activities, the Applicant will 
compensate.  
 
With regard to the stated inaccuracy of plans, The 
Applicant refers Mr Birch to its submission at Deadline 3 
entitled BFC Vol 09.15 Responses to Examining 
Authority Questions asked at Hearings where further 
detail is provided on account of the mapping position 
with Mr and Mrs Birch. Heads of Terms plans for Mr and 
Mrs Birch are drawn at 1:1250 and 1:2500.  The extent 
of the land shown on the Heads of Terms plans is 
sourced from Land Registry records. 
 
In response to points raised within the written 
representation, the Applicant responds with the 
following: 

• Impacts on human health were scoped out of the 
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consistent.  
• The boundaries on the plans of Mr and Mrs 

Birch's property are not correct, even on the 
HOTs. The plans are not to scale.  

• The area of land needed will have a significant 
impact on his farming business as it 
incorporates the area used by his alpacas to 
shield themselves from the prevailing wind. 
There is no other area on the land for this. Mr 
Birch believes this is about 3.4 times larger 
than the area for a single pole with stays 
requires. 

• WPD have not told Mr and Mrs Birch the 
purpose of acquiring rights over their land. 

• The nomenclature on plans is inconsistent. 
The plans were split into sections A-E, it is 
now sections A-C which makes it difficult to 
follow. 

• This has also made it more difficult to identify 
owners of unknown land. WPD's attempts to 
identify owners have been token. 

Written representation 

• There is no reference to the impact on 
humans, for instance health impacts through 
lack of sleep or stress. 

• The cost passed on to each WPD customer of 
undergrounding the whole line would only be 
5.2p per week, or £2.70 per year.  

• Just because wooden poles are not out of 
place in the countryside, this is not a reason to 

ES other than with regard to EMF the effects from 
which are set out within the ES chapter 18 (APP-
073). 

• The Applicant does not recognise the cost to 
customer calculation. 

• The approach to the consideration of tourism 
effects is set out in the ES chapter 17 (AP-072) 
and was discussed and is reported within the 
Applicant's Response to Issue Specific Hearings 
on Environmental Matters section 5.7 (REP3-043). 

• OHL represents an efficient means of distributing 
electricity. 

• Landowners have been consulted throughout the 
three stage consultation process as set out within 
the submitted Consultation Report.  

• The Applicant is aware of the CCC committee 
resolution on the issue of OHL.  

• Footnote 13 sets out the consenting status of 
underground cable such that, as a project in its 
own right it does not fall to be considered under 
the Planning Act.  Where UCG is mitigation of 
otherwise significant effects arising from OHL then 
as part of that wider scheme it may fall to be 
considered.  

• The HOT are standardised to ensure that each 
landowner is treated in a consistent manner.  
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add to them.  
• While WPD maintain that there would only be 

a limited effect on tourism, there is no detailed 
before and after study provided on which they 
based this conclusion. 

• There has been no consultation with local 
business owners on the effects on their 
businesses from loss of tourism.  

• WPD assert that private losses are minor 
compared to the benefit to the country. If WPD 
were to suffer the same percentage loss to 
their profits as some of the small businesses 
will, would they consider this minor? 

• How are OHL efficient? They sag between 
poles. This increases cable length and 
therefore increases losses. The increased 
cable length will also increase magnetic 
effects, further harming public health. 

• Landowners who are affected have not been 
consulted, for instance, about soil 
characteristics or other property features. 

• Elected members represent the views of 
200,000 inhabitants of Carmarthenshire, and 
they do not agree with the line, despite WPD's 
assertion that they are conflicted. 

• Footnote 13 of EN-5 does not imply that an 
OHL scheme is the only type that can be 
employed, especially where there is a desire 
to mitigate all of a project's adverse effects. 

• In their current state, HOTs cannot be 
accepted. They are a statement of WPD's 
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wants, underpinned by the threat of CA. They 
should be unique to each landowner. They 
should detail payments for the entire 25 year 
life of the project. 

Avril and Bryan 
Davies  
(REP3-010, 
REP3-021,   
REP3-033) 
 

Summary of oral representations made at hearings 

• Feel views have been overlooked. 
• WPD has treated landowners disingenuously. 
• HOTs just a tick box exercise. 
• Why are landowners who are not directly 

impacted (i.e. with poles on their land) but are 
indirectly impacted (visual effects) not allowed 
to have their say? 

• Holford Rule 3 has been overlooked. The 
proposed route is not direct. 

• WPD and Freedom do not schedule meetings 
in the evening when employed individuals like 
Mr Davies cannot attend. 

Written representation 

• H pole 154 is now to be relocated to their 
property, and at no point were Mr and Mrs 
Davies informed of this. 

• The bat survey on their land was insufficient 
(no one climbed a tree, or installed bat 
boxes). No surveys were carried our 
regarding slow worms, great crested newts, 
other reptiles or door mice. 

• The line runs through the Llanpumpsaint to 
Alltwalis glazer valley. This contains ancient 

The Applicant’s responses to the oral representations 
are set out within its response to open floor hearings at 
3.8 (Holford Rule 3) (REP3-041). However, the 
Applicant refers Mr Davies to its submission at Deadline 
3 entitled BFC Vol 09.15 Responses to Examining 
Authority Questions asked at Hearings where further 
detail is provided on account of meeting times. 
 
The number of poles proposed on the land has not 
changed between statutory consultation and 
submission.  
 
Trees on the land in question would not be affected by 
the presence of the proposed development. As such it 
was considered that there was no need for detailed bat 
surveys to take place; no suitable reptile or great crested 
newt habitat is anticipated to be impacted and these 
species are considered to be absent in the area; surveys 
completed in the wider area also found no dormice to be 
present hence it was concluded that there would be no 
need for further surveys on the land. 
 
The Applicant has taken account of the potential 
geological and ecological effects arising from the project 
and these are set out within ES Chapters 10 and 12 
(APP-065 and APP-067 respectively).  The scope of 
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peat, blue clay and natural water pockets. 
None of this should be disturbed, but no 
survey has been carried out. 

• HOTs – WPD impose conditions on 
Landowners, but Landowners cannot impose 
conditions on WPD – this is very one sided. 

both chapters was agreed by the Secretary of State 
informed by CCC.  

Rhodri Glynn 
Thomas AM 
(REP3-015) 

Written representation 

• Why are the poles not in the locations on Mrs 
Reader's land which had previously been 
agreed, and why is there now an H pole? 

• WPD stated that twin poles would not be 
needed directly to Mr Thomas – now 12 
landowners have H poles. 

• 3-D modelling is not available for the new 
proposal making its effects difficult to assess. 

• The public have engaged in good faith with 
WPD – they have arrived at an agreement, 
only for that agreement to be changed. The 
consultation process is meaningless if WPD 
can simply change the agreement at a later 
date. 

• 20-30 HOTs have now been changed by WPD 
without prior agreement. 

• There is a large level of mistrust regarding the 
whole project. 

The points raised have, in generality, been addressed 
within the Applicant’s response to open floor hearings 
and Appendix 1 in response to ExA Questions asked at 
hearings (REP3-043 and REP3-045 respectively).  
 
The change in pole type from single to twin (H) is as a 
result of a change in alignment and due to the removal 
of one pole from this section of the route. 
 
The 3D modelling prepared by the Applicant was 
submitted as part of the application.  However the 
Planning Inspectorate has chosen not to make it 
available to landowners, consultees and members of the 
public.  
 
The Applicant is uncertain as to what is meant by this 
statement concerning changes to HOTs.  Heads of 
Terms are standardised documents unless modifications 
are sought and acceded.  No modifications have been 
made to the issued Heads of Terms other than the 
adding / revising of inputted information i.e. name / 
addresses / easement payments figures subject to the 
classification of the land.  
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Brechfa Forest 
and Llanllwni 
Mountain 
Tourism Cluster 
Group (BALM) 
(REP3-025) 

Written representation 

• Communities around the Brechfa Forest have 
developed a plan to build a strong, sustainable 
economy based on the attractiveness of the 
local environment.  

• The community is the pilot project to link the 
historic environment with sustainable 
development. Sufficient consideration is not 
given to the effect on the historic environment, 
especially with regard to smaller monuments 
such as stone circles and burial mounds. 

• Brechfa Forest is a principle site for recreation 
using its rights of way – therefore the line 
should be undergrounded within the forest. 

• The Holford Rules advocate avoiding the 
areas of highest amenity value. Npower have 
submitted an application to re-route some of 
the power lines, allowing the substation to be 
moved (a suggestion currently being assessed 
by the Inspectorate). BALM members 
advocate the new location. 

• Paragraph 2.4.1 of EN-5 states that the effect 
of storms should be assessed when looking at 
OHL.  

• The potential to reinforce existing network 
assets should be considered under EN-5 
2.8.10. More information is requested on the 
additional harm that would be caused by using 
the existing substations (and line between 
them) to the north and south of Carmarthen. 

The extent to which the proposed development may 
affect recreation in and around Brechfa Forest is 
considered and reported within the ES Chapter 17 
(APP-072). Recreation covered within ES.  The Council, 
in its LIR does not take issue with the findings to the 
extent that it considers that the tourism potential of 
Carmarthenshire will be undermined by the 
development.  
 
The Holford Rules identify ‘highest amenity’ as:  Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty, National Parks, Heritage 
Coasts and World Heritage Sites.  Brechfa Forest is not 
designated as an area of ‘highest amenity’.   
The effects of storms, including future storms, is 
assessed and reported within the Climate Change 
resilience Report (APP-085). 
 
Network reinforcement forms part of the wider project to 
the extent that the connection uses existing OHL from a 
point near Llandyfaelog to Swansea North GSP.  This 
has reduced the potential length of connection from 
approximately 50km to approximately 28km.    
Tourism, covered in ES and in response to issue 
specific hearing 
 
The reference to the Barnwell Manor ruling with regard 
to 'community views' is not understood in the context of 
the historic environment. 
 
The historic environment, especially smaller monuments 
such as stone circles and burial mounds has been 
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• While there have been rulings of the High 
Court on the visual effect of power lines in 
rural communities, the High Court's opinion is 
not what matters when the social effect is 
considered – here, it is the views of residents 
and tourists. The Brechfa Forest communities 
are part of a community led project to re-
generate the area, create a 'sense of place', 
and share the local economy with tourists. If 
one demonstration of community led 
development in Wales fails, other communities 
will not undertake to develop their own 
communities. 

• Brechfa Forest related tourism is worth £18m 
per year to the local economy. A report 
suggests that the Wind Farm would cause 
£10.4m damage to the local economy in its 
first year. The forest would not be affected by 
the wind farm, but now will be by the power 
line, so the mitigation of the effects on tourism 
of the forest is now irrelevant. 

• The negative views in the community will 
affect tourism who will complain about the 
overhead line on websites. Research 
published on the Scottish Government 
Website confirms overhead power lines affect 
tourism. 

• The High Court Ruling on 'Barnwell Manor' in 
2013 indicated the importance of community 
views. 

• It was a shock to discover that the Welsh 

considered to the extent that the Applicant followed the 
agreed methodology in the scoping report. There are no 
affected stone circles or burial mounds.  Cadw, DAT and 
CCC have signed statements of common ground on the 
matter of the historic environment with the Applicant.   
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Government Policies that support the 
development of business based on the 
recreational use of the forest are not worth the 
paper they are written on in the planning 
system. 

• The application does not give sufficient weight 
to the effect on the historic environment. There 
is no mention of the effect on (for example) 
standing stones and burial mounds. 

Bryan and Yoka 
Kilkelly 
(REP3-026) 

Written representation 

• There is a lack of communication about the 
number and location of poles on their land. At 
a site visit in September 2014, engineers from 
WPD assured the Kilkellys that there would 
only be single poles. Since then there has 
been no correspondence regarding changes. 

• Only at a HOTs meeting on the 14/11/2015 
were the changes to pole numbers/type made 
apparent to the Kilkellys. 

• The change request schedule was not made 
available to them before publication on the 
web site at deadline 1. 

• WPD should provide a 'Method of Statement 
of Work' regarding the access roads they will 
use and a guarantee to make good any 
damage to these roads.  

• At the moment the right of access is to the 
easement strip and over the rest of the 
property. This should be amended.  

The use of twin (H) poles has been public since the 
submission of the application in May 2015.  However the 
landowner was aware of H poles beforehand as 
referenced in their statutory consultation response of 3 
January 2015 which includes reference to H poles and 
to discussions with the Applicant’s engineering 
consultants in November 2014.  The response states 
that the alternative alignments suggested at the site 
meeting should be taken forward before H poles could 
be accepted. 
 
The Change Request was generated as a result of 
consultation comments received from the landowners 
and from visits to site and discussions with them. 
 
The alternatives discussed with the landowners were 
considered by the wider project team and based upon 
technical and environmental consideration a final route 
was chosen which the Applicant believes reflects the 
principle of the request (the placement of poles at field 
edges due to silage making).    
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• A record of 'Land Conditions' should be made 
available before works are carried out. 

• How will the construction take place? What 
methods will be used? 

• The surveys carried out so far have been 
ineffective – the bat survey was carried out in 
the middle of the day. 

• The Kilkelly's have been reasonable and 
engaged. They were in agreement with the 
original route, but not the current one. 

• The plans provided with HOTs are not to 
scale.  

• There have been late changes to the HOTs 
which are confusing. The HOTs should be 
converted in an early access statement. The 
Applicant is unaware as to what is being 
referred to here.   

• WPD have ignored landowners concerns. 

 
Construction methods, including the requirements for 
any works to facilitate access to pole are set out within 
the submitted Construction Management Strategy Part 2 
(APP-126). 
 
Initial inspections and tree climbing bat surveys are 
carried out during the day.  These surveys assess the 
potential for a tree’s suitability and determine 
presence/absence of roosting bats through detailed 
inspection of suitable roosting features.  Where trees are 
judged to have low/negligible potential or were inspected 
and no evidence was found of roosting bats then 
nocturnal surveys are not required. 
 
The Heads of Terms plans were sent to them on 
12 November 2015 and are correctly drawn at 1:2500 
and 1:7500.   

DA and WG 
Jones 
(REP3-023) 

Written representation 

• HOTs were sent to Mr and Mrs Jones, with 
amendments to the order limits. The Jones' 
did not understand the document and their 
Land Agent, Mr Iwan Jones, had to come over 
to explain them. 

• They have fully engaged with the process. 
They have objected to the scheme in order to 
safe-guard their interests and ensure WPD 
listened to their concerns on the advice of their 
land agent. 

The Applicant met with DA and WG Jones to discuss the 
intended alignment on 9 January 2015.  Alternative 
alignments to accommodate landowner comments were 
considered and a preferred alternative implemented.  
Pole 79 is placed in the south western corner of a field 
close to, although not against the existing hedge.  The 
limits of deviation allow for poles to be moved up to 5m 
and there is therefore the potential for the pole to be 
closer to the hedge when the final location is discussed 
with the landowner prior to its installation. 
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• They have no issue with the line being 
overhead or underground – it is an important 
electricity line for the community. 

• The only request was that pole 79 (an H pole, 
to which there is no objection) is placed closer 
to the hedge, and that pole 85 was placed so 
that the poles ran in a straight line into the last 
field. 

• Freedom has never spoken to Mr and Mrs 
Jones about these objections. Neighbours 
have objected because the line was moved 
closer to their houses. If 79 and 85 had been 
moved as asked, then it would not have been 
any closer to anyone's house. 

• The HOTs cannot be signed because it covers 
most of the farm, and this is not necessary. 

The alignment to pole 85 seeks to balance the 
landowner’s request to keep poles close to hedge lines 
with the optimum use of topography.   

Local Access 
Forum 
(REP3-029) 

Written representation 

• The Local Access Forum act as an advisory 
body to CCC regarding rights of way under the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, Part 
V ("the Act). 

• During the survey for the grid connection, 
surveyors came across locked and overgrown 
public rights of way, and presumed the rights 
of way will remain locked or overgrown. In 
fact, under the Act, an offender can be 
ordered to remove an obstruction to a public 
right of way. The surveyors should have 
notified CCC of these obstructions rather than 

The Applicant can confirm that it did not notify CCC of 
any public rights of way which it found obstructed.  It is 
not obligated to do so.  
 
The Applicant is unaware of a proposed substation west 
of the forest.  There is the existing Alltwalis substation 
but the Strategic Optioneering Report demonstrates that 
this is unsuitable for use by the project.  
 
The potential impact upon rights of way covered in ES 
and in the PRoW Management Strategy (APP-072 and 
AP-130 respectively).  
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using the temporary obstructions as a reason 
for not properly assessing the visual impact on 
users of those rights of way. 

• The proposed substation to the west of the 
forest should be used, so that no tree loss is 
required within the forest. 

• The Local Authority must maintain a Rights of 
Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP), which 
assesses how well the plan meets the public's 
needs. A number of problems have been 
identified in Carmarthenshire, for which 
solutions have been proposed in the ROWIP, 
which include promoting the ROW in the 
Brechfa Forest. This application has not taken 
sufficient account of the harm of closing the 
ROW in Brechfa Forest during the 
construction period, or the effect of a wide 
gash through the forest on public enjoyment of 
the forest. 

• Other parts of the Brechfa Wind Farm DCO 
have been amended, so why can the location 
of the substation not be as well? 

Carol Evans 
(REP3-028) 
 

Written representation 

• Lack of communication or visit from a WPD 
representative to discuss concerns and clarify 
confusion. 

• Two single poles now H poles without 
notification. 

• Parties to HOTs should be 'Messrs C O and C 

As a result of increasing the span between what are the 
submitted pole numbers 38 and 39 to place the poles 
close to field boundaries it was necessary to introduce 
an Inter H-pole.  Similarly Pole 40 has become an Angle 
H-pole as a result of further technical consideration.   
 
The Heads of Terms issued in the sole name of 
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M Evans' 
• Certificate of Insurance not produced 
• All fields to be returned to same condition as 

before erection of poles. 
• Provision of compensation should, for 

examples, Animals stray onto adjacent A road 
• Plenty of notice before each visit, and 

consideration to the time of year works can be 
carried out to avoid, e.g. sheep aborting. 

• Compensation to include the fact that tractor 
will not be able to access areas under stays. 

Christopher Ogwyn Evans was based on information 
held by the Applicant as ascertained by the Data 
Information Sheet exercise of November 2014 where the 
returned and completed form for Mr Evans did not have 
a CM Evans added to the same.  Revised Heads of 
Terms will in due course be supplied.  
 
The Applicant’s easement payment is calculated to 
include for the rental of land and occupiers 
compensation for interference with farming activities. 
The Applicant has a statutory duty to make good any 
damage caused to land and an affected party may 
recover compensation for such damage and where 
disturbance is caused compensation may also be 
claimed.   

Mr and Mrs G 
Evans 
(REP3-020) 

Written representation 

• No objection to UGL 
• Only ever 2 face-to-face encounters with 

WPD. First in 2013 to check who owned the 
land, and second in when a representative 
turned up on the farm in 2014 (without prior 
notice) to ask permission to conduct a survey. 

• HOTs put restrictions on the property, e.g. if 
Mr and Mrs Evans wished to build 
outbuildings, extend farmhouse etc. 

• WPD are not considering claims for injurious 
affection. 

The document is incorrect – it states there are to 
be four poles on the land, but in fact there will 

The Heads of Terms plans issued to Mr and Mrs Evans 
correctly show five single poles with four stays and a H-
Pole with four stays, culminating in a total of six 
structures.   
 
The Applicant accepts that the payment figures inputted 
into the Heads of Terms are incorrect and thus revised 
Heads of Terms will be issued in due course.   
 
The Applicant will consider claims for injurious affection 
once the line has been constructed.  
 
The line turns in a NW/SE direction between poles 149 
and 153 following an approximate centre line of the 
wider grid corridor.  This enables the line to better follow 
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be 6. There has been no discussion as to 
where the current line would go (presumably 
11kV line?).  

• There is a turn in the line which takes poles 
151 and 152 into the best silage field. Why 
can it not go straight? It will ruin the ability to 
use the field. 

the topography of the surrounding area.  

Messrs James 
(REP3-024) 

Summary of oral representation made at hearings 

• Mr James accepted the pole locations when 
they first came out.  

• At a meeting with Freedom, Mr Clough asked 
Mr James to sign and Mr James received no 
advice from his then land agent.  

• He realised the plan had been altered during 
the meeting, and Mr Clough did not mention 
this. They did not sign, and asked Mr Clough 
about the new H pole. He stated that there 
was nothing Mr James could do, and WPD 
would push on with CA if he did not sign.  

• Mr James did not sign the HOTs, and 
requested why his land agent had not 
informed him of the change, who denied all 
knowledge of it. 

• Mr Jones was not sent HOTs prior to the 
meeting, and so the HOTs were not signed 
and the meeting ended. 

• BJP is now instructed by Mr James, and Mr 
Jones of BJP has stated that he is appalled by 
the behaviour and no one should be bullied 

The Applicant’s responses to points raised at the Oral 
hearing are set out within Vol 9.15 Appendix 1 (REP3-
045) were considered relevant. 
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into signing documents. Mr Jones noted that 
the WPD's process was bad practice.  

Mr and Mrs  
Hewer  
(REP3-034) 

• Concern over unanswered questions to local 
and national politicians on issues such as the 
designation of the TAN8 Strategic Search 
Area for onshore wind which is centred on 
Brechfa Forest.  Reference to the health 
issues associated with onshore wind farms 
and related sleep deprivation.  

The points raised by Mr and Mrs Hewer are focused 
upon the consented wind farm rather than the grid 
connection.   
 
On the matter of health, the Applicant has scoped from 
the assessment, and with the agreement of the 
Secretary of State, the potential for significant health 
effects with the exception of electric and magnetic fields 
(EMF).  The potential for significant effects arising from 
EMF has been assessed and reported within the 
Environmental Statement, Chapter 18 (APP-073). 

Susanna 
Rentmore 
(REP3-030) 

Post hearing written representation covering 
the following: 

• Presence of bats in woodland and lack of 
available survey information. 

• Presence of otters and lack of available survey 
information. 

• Entering land, attempting to undertake surveys 
without authority. 

• Awaiting copy of the hydrologist report.  
• Visual impact of poles and potential to affect 

property values. 

The results of all bat surveys conducted in relation to the 
project are available on the Inspectorate’s project 
website as APP-095, ES Appendix 10.1 Bat Technical 
Report.  Figure 2 identified the bat survey area with 
Figure 3, Map 10 identifying trees with bat potential and 
Figure 4 Map 10, areas surveyed.  The area relevant to 
Mrs Rentmore is Area 7.  The results of the surveys 
undertake at Area 7 are provided within the body of the 
Technical Report, section 1.4.   
The results of all otter surveys are available on the 
Inspectorate’s project website as APP-100, ES 
Appendix 10.6 Otter and Water Vole Technical Report. 
Figure 3 map 10 identified the area relevant to Mrs 
Rentmore as Site 11. Table 1 states that no signs of 
otter were present.  
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The Applicant, through its land agents, has sought 
always to agree convenient times and dates for access 
onto land.  Comment on correspondence between the 
Applicant and Mrs Rentmore is set out in Appendix 1 of 
REP3-045. 
Reference to the hydrologist report is contained within 
the Applicant’s Deadline 3 response, REP3-045, 
paragraph 2.1.6 and a copy of the report was included 
as Appendix 3. 
The Applicant has assessed the potential for visual 
impacts at the property.  This is set out in ES Appendix 
9.5, Table 1, Property R177.  Significant (moderate) 
visual effects are predicted arising from the operation of 
the connection.  

Carmarthenshire 
County Council 
(REP3-018, 
REP3-027) 

• Summary of evidence and submissions at 
issue specific hearing on landscape and visual 
matters and undergrounding. 

• Points raised as clarification to those made at 
the hearing or which the Applicant wishes to 
respond to: 

• Paragraph 2.8: JC was unsure at the time, but 
wishes to clarify the position, having now had 
the opportunity to check the relevant 
documentation.1 The following poles also lie 
within the boundary of both designations: 79-
83 inclusive. CCC (and NRW) have been 
prepared, as a matter of judgment, to accept a 
degree of compromise in not seeking 
undergrounding for the totality of the 
designated area, but Poles 84-86 are critical 

The Applicant’s response is set out within its document 
‘Applicant’s Response to Issue Specific Hearings on 
Environmental Matters’ Vol 9.15 (REP3-043). 
 
In addition, the following points are made: 
Paragraph 2.8: The fact that the Council has not 
pursued an argument that the whole of the OHL within 
the SLA should not be undergrounded should not be 
seen as a compromise.  Clearly this indicates that the 
fact that an OHL passes through an SLA should not, in 
principle, lead to it being undergrounded.  Instead it is a 
case of considering the relative sensitivity of the 
landscape to the type of development proposed as well 
as the scale of that development.   
 
Paragraph 2.9: The Tywi Valley Registered Historic 
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on account of their visibility. 
• Paragraph 2.9: Commenting on Mr Kenyon’s 

confirmation that the ASIDOHL methodology 
had been used to assess effects on Historic 
Landscape, JC explained that he had sought 
the advice of Mr Richard Kelly, one of the 
leaders of the LOHIW Register work. Mr Kelly 
had explained that the relevant essential 
characteristics of the Tywi Valley were its 
renowned scenic qualities as a whole and its 
integrity: “this is why they say it’s special”. The 
low ASIDOHL rating merely reflects an 
archaeological, rather than a landscape 
approach to assessment. 

• Paragraph 2.12: The importance nationally of 
this particular landscape and the essential 
characteristic of its integrity, both matters 
going to Value in LVIA methodological terms, 
are the reasons why CCC submit that the 
impacts of Poles 84-86 amount to “serious 
concerns” for the purposes of EN-5 paragraph 
2.8.8. 

Landscape was designated with regard to all aspects of 
the historic environment, not simply to its landscape 
value. The “Register of Landscapes of Outstanding 
Historic Interest in Wales” (CCW/Cadw/ICOMOS, 1998) 
provides a description of the Towy Valley Registered 
Historic Landscape. The Register summarises the 
'Contents and Significance' of the designation (p. 29 ), 
the full text of which is as follows: "A long, narrow river 
valley of renowned scenic quality from its source in the 
south of the Cambrian Mountains to its estuary in 
Carmarthen bay [sic], containing ancient route corridors 
and the setting for an unrivalled group of planned 
landscapes. The area includes: Iron Age forts; Roman 
forts; medieval castles and mottes; post-medieval gentry 
houses, designed parks and gardens; highly cherished 
and celebrated artistic Picturesque landscapes". The 
Register's summary therefore demonstrates that the 
Towy Valley was worthy of designation on the basis of 
its historic landscape character, archaeological remains, 
historic buildings, and intangible historic associations. 
Elsewhere, the text of the Register makes reference to 
the palaeo-environmental significance of the valley. This 
list includes the “renowned scenic qualities” referred to 
by Mr Kelly, but the Register makes no reference to 
“integrity”. 
 
ASIDOHL2 (Assessment of the Significance of the 
Impact of Development on the Historic Environment, 
version 2) was carried out according to the “Guide to 
Good Practice on Using the Register of Landscapes of 
Historic Interest in Wales in the Planning and 
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Development Process” (CCW/Cadw/WAG, 2007, 2nd 
edition), as directed in the Scoping Report agreed with 
statutory consultees, including CCC.  
 
The guide's Technical Annex regarding the correct use 
of ASIDOHL2, "sets out a staged process for assessing 
the significance of the impact of development on historic 
landscape areas on the Register". 
 
The affected elements of the historic landscape 
character include archaeological remains, but also 
include landscape elements such as boundaries, 
landscape views, and the settings of individual sites. It 
would therefore be incorrect to state that the ASIDOHL2 
score reflects an archaeological, rather than a 
landscape approach to assessment. The ASIDOHL2 
score reflects a comprehensive and quantified 
assessment of the significance of all affected historic 
landscape elements that combine to make up the 
registered historic landscape, as a proportion of the 
whole, and the various impacts on them. 

Natural 
Resources Wales 
(REP3-008, 
REP3-009) 

• NRW has confirmed that it is satisfied that the 
amendments made to the HRA NSER which 
do not alter the conclusions of no significant 
effect. 

• NRW is satisfied with the Applicant’s proposed 
amendments to requirements 11, 20, 23 and 
25. 

NRW comments acknowledged.  
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BJP Land Agents 
(REP3-022) 

Written representation 

• WPD suggested that because the 
development was predominantly single wood 
poles, its impact would be minimal. Now a 
'significant amount' of single poles are H 
poles. 

• The current development will cause a worse 
effect on a number of landowners than the 
original alignment. 

• Was stage 2 simply a convenient staging post, 
with stage 3 being kept under wraps until there 
was no further consultation on route 
alignment? 

• At stage 2 consultation, Reader, Davies and 
Miles all requested mitigation to their 
properties but none of this was discussed by 
WPD with landowners. 

• Mrs Davies was promised that the 11kV line 
near her property would be buried. Now an H 
pole has been put on her land so that the 
11kV line does not need to be buried. 

• WPD have not engaged with landowners 
regarding their concerns about H poles. The 
consultation process has not delivered any 
benefit to the majority of landowners.  

• WPD/Freedom will not engage in an open and 
transparent manner. 

• Most landowners expected stage 3 
consultation to bring about only small scale 
changes to the route, having given their input 

The route was originally proposed as all H pole.  With 
the removal of two of the three wind farms from the 
project, the design was re-visited and a predominantly 
single pole connection was considered achievable.  
 
H-poles are required to where there is an angle or a 
greater span width. Following the Stage 3 consultation, 
when comments requested fewer poles, or the poles to 
be placed closer to a field boundary, further technical 
work advised that to accommodate certain requests, 
some structures would need to become H poles.  The 
route remains however, predominantly single pole. 
 
The submitted alignment balances the requirements of 
the scheme, the environmental considerations and the 
comments received at stage 3 consultation.  Changes 
made post stage 3 are not radical, the connection 
remains a combination of OHL and UCG.  The 
alignment remains within the preferred corridor and the 
infrastructure remains predominantly single pole.  
 
No promise was made to underground all existing 
apparatus. A review was conducted following the stage 
3 consultation based on topographical survey 
information to evaluate where it was necessary to alter 
existing apparatus. The Applicant has chosen to 
underground existing 11kv apparatus where 
unsatisfactory clearance has been identified.  
 
Many attempts have been made to engage BJP in 
voluntary negotiations. BJP has often stated that clients 
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at stage 2. Instead there was a radical line 
change, and many landowners did not give 
input at stage 3. 

• Plans shown to landowners at stage 2 were 
not disclosed or copied to landowners who 
should have been given a copy of the route at 
that stage (sic.). 

• The inspector should request what changes in 
the line and route have taken place post stage 
3, with reasons. 

• Engagement just a tick box exercise. 
• Following stage 3 there has been a 

proliferation of H poles – why? 
• WPD stated that the line would be 

predominantly single pole. 
• The rights of landowners should be properly 

considered when aligning the route – there 
should have been consultation regarding H 
poles. 

• PINS has a parallel process of discussion and 
negotiation with landowners – this has not 
happened and BJP clients feel they are 
disenfranchised with their human rights being 
ignored. 

• In a recent meeting with BK, BK were 
'superficial and thin'. They noted that injurious 
affection claims were to be 'parked' until after 
the development had begun. This does not 
accord to the terms contained in the 
landowner pack, which was conveniently 
ignored. 

have concerns that are not being addressed and the 
Applicant has requested a schedule of these concerns. 
To date no schedule has been provided and BJP was 
unable to inform the Applicant’s agents at a pre-
arranged face to face meeting. 
 
The Applicant is surprised by the comments made. The 
meeting referred to with BK was convened specifically to 
understand the issues preventing voluntary agreement. 
Correspondence followed directly after that meeting and 
can be provided if the Examining Authority wishes.  
 
The Applicant has always invited claims for injurious 
affection, but it is normal practice to wait until post-
construction when the effects of the scheme can be fully 
appreciated before seeking to agree a quantum. BJP 
have been invited to submit claims in correspondence 
dated 8th Dec, 16th Dec and 18th Jan. To date no 
claims have been received. 
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• BK have stated that WPD have handled the 
process poorly, and that criticised those 
involved prior to their recent engagement. 

• While BK have expressed an understanding 
that the HOTs may be modified, they do not 
appreciate the level of anger at the change 
from single to H pole, or the extra degree of 
injurious affection this will cause. 

• BJP have asked 200 questions, and received 
only 20 responses prior to BK's involvement. 
 

Further comments received from clients of BJP as set out within the letters submitted at deadline 3. 

Mrs Medland • At the hearing, IJ raised the issue of water 
supply for Mrs Medland. Neither she nor Mrs 
Rentmore has received the hydrologist’s 
report. 

The Applicant submitted to the report to Mrs Medland on 
6 January 2016.  
 
 
 
 

Mr JE Evans • Mr Evans is a vulnerable man. Two Freedom 
employees visited his property uninvited and 
Mr Evans signed the HOTs. He is old and 
confused and is not sure how he signed the 
agreement. Freedom informed him that he had 
to sign the HOTs or his land would be 
Compulsory Purchased. 

• There should not be veiled threats in 

The Applicant’s responses are contained within its 
submission for Deadline 3 entitled BFC Vol 09.15 
Responses to Examining Authority Questions asked at 
Hearings (REP3-045) where further detail is provided on 
account of this matter. 
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negotiations, and a family member should 
have been present. 

• There should have been a letter from WPD 
requesting further information, and rescinding 
the HOTs. There should be a further meeting 
with Mr Evans with his Land Agent present, 
and then the HOTs should be submitted to his 
solicitor. 

• Mr Evans Human Rights have been abused.  

Mr Davies and 
Mrs Morris 

• Mr and Mrs Davies have received a letter 
requesting information about an area of land 
with unknown ownership. 

• Their verge has never been sold to the public 
authority. 

• It was confirmed that any correspondence 
sent to landowners would also be sent to BJP. 
BJP have not received a copy of this DIS.  

The Applicant e-mailed a copy of the unknown 
documentation (posted to Mr Davies and Mrs Morris) on 
17 December 2015. 
 
 

Messrs DA and 
WG Jones 

• Landowners received proposed changes to 
the order limits.  

• In respect of the unknown owners, there are a 
number of areas near Tyllwyd Mawr (Messrs 
Jones' farm) which would have been easily 
identified as belonging to Messrs Jones had 
WPD simply talked to them earlier in the 
process. 

The Applicant did meet on site with the landowners.  It 
was not until all information had been received back 
from the land registry and following discussions with 
CCC highways that the final parcels of potentially 
unknown land could be identified. 

RH and BL • The proposed location of the poles are The landowner previously requested that poles be 
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Howells different to that which had been discussed and 
illustrated on previous documentation we were 
provided with by WPD. The poles were all 
single poles which we did not object to but we 
would confirm that the poles are now different 
and comprise twin H poles. These will have 
more significant impact on the value of our 
property in accordance to the before and after 
value, which we understand from our Land 
Agent is known as injurious affection. 
Furthermore, we are concerned that the 
modified location of the H poles, will be 
situated directly over our existing underground 
electric cables. We requested a site visit 
where the exact position where the poles 
would be located and agreed with us and 
marked out so we were able to take a full 
visual record of the location for future 
reference. 

• When we first met WPD, there was no 
indication within the project team or the site 
engineers that there would be any problem re-
locating poles close to the hedges without 
recourse to H poles. We now have the worst 
of both worlds. The location is not as we 
requested and there is now a predominant use 
to H poles which will cause visual intrusion to 
our property. We would like to be provided 
with calculations of the final height of the 
proposed twin poles in relation to the original 
use of single poles in context with the original 

placed closer to field boundaries.  This change request 
was accommodated with the final alignment following 
closely that provided by the landowner as part of the 
change request process.  The realignment requested 
and the increase in span length resulted in the 
substitution of single poles with H poles in two locations. 
  
The heights of the poles at statutory consultation and as 
submitted are: 
 
 
 
 
 

Pole height at 
submission* 

Pole height at 
consultation 

117, 12m 118, 11m 

118, 13m 119, 13m 

119, 12m 120, 12m 

120, 15m 121, 14m 

121, 13m 122, 13m 

122, 14m 123, 14m 

*Poles were renumbered between consultation and 
submission. 
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location as opposed to the new proposed 
locations. 

Mr and Mrs Eagle • Originally two single poles, not two H poles. 
Location of one pole may cause the loss of 
some trees. 

• The access route includes the use of a field 
which has sensitive wet lands with peat areas 
and we still do not know how they will 
preserve this land. 

• There is a drainage ditch between the pasture 
field and the peat field.  

• There is disillusionment over the process of 
engagement. 

The Applicant is fully aware of the sensitivity of the land 
in question and as such is proposing to limit its ability to 
deviate from the pole locations as submitted.  
 
It is recognised however that trees will need to be cut 
back and potentially removed.  The change to h poles 
reflects the further work undertaken to understand the 
sensitivity of the location and to ensure that the 
structures proposed are sufficiently robust for the site 
conditions. 
 
Access to each pole has been plotted on site and further 
information on the approach to be taken is set out within 
the Construction Management Strategy (APP-126).  
 
Essentially to access pole 127 it will involve vegetation 
clearance and tree trimming. A new access of geotextile 
fabric and imported stone along its length 
(approximately 40m) will be provided temporarily.  To 
pole 128 a new access of geotextile fabric and imported 
stone along its length within wetland area 
(approximately 45m) will be provided. An existing stream 
crossing also requires a temporary structure to be 
installed from crop field to wetland area. A new gate will 
be required at the access off the existing highway. 
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	 Mr James did not sign the HOTs, and requested why his land agent had not informed him of the change, who denied all knowledge of it.
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