Mrs Katherine King
Examining Authority
The Planning Inspectorate
3/18 Eagle Wing
Temple Quay
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN
15th March 2016
Your Reference: ENO20016
Our Reference: BFC-AFP033
Dear Mrs King
Application by Western Power Distribution (South Wales) / The Brechfa Forest Connection
At Deadline 6, we would like to make the following submission to the Planning Inspectorate.
Meeting with WPD, 17th December 2014
I would like to correct my statement to the Planning Inspectorate at the February Hearings when I said Mr
Geraint Griffith of WPD was present at the meeting, and that it was Mr Griffith from WPD who handed me
the plan with the suggested route alignment. Mr Griffith has clarified that although he was scheduled to
attend, he did not attend. Mr Griffith confirmed that there was no suggestion that the plan had not been
handed to me and confirmed that whose present at the meeting were Mr A Hubbold of WPD, Mr J Pacey and
Ms Victoria Robinson. Mr Griffith confirmed that he had been in attendance at the September meeting along
with the three who also attended on 17th December.
Comments on the Land Owner Engagement Table, as requested by the Planning Inspectorate
We have previously submitted our corrections to the Land Owner Engagement Table as it was at Deadline 5,
there have been no further additions to our entry in the document submitted by WPD at 19th February, and
the corrections we had hi lighted to our entry have not been made.
For completeness, we attach at Appendix 1, our entry from the WPD Master Land Owner Communications
Table 9.40 with Track Changes to mark the numerous omissions and corrections to our entry.
These include letters, e-mail and telephone calls we have sent and made to WPD and dates and details of
surveys all of which are not captured in the WPD communications document. Under our entry there are also
entries which do not even relate to us. We include this to further illustrate the lack of attention to detail which
we feel has contributed to the misinformation and confusion we and other Land Owners have endured
throughout this project.
Up-date on Engagement with WPD since the February Hearings
After over five months of repeated requests by ourselves, finally on Friday 4th March WPD met with us and
our neighbours and agreed to discuss our concerns and for us to table our suggested alternative alignment.
We were grateful that we had the opportunity to meet face to face with WPD. WPD have followed up the
meeting by providing us with a summary of the discussions and a drawing to illustrate our alignment

suggestions. WPD have undertaken to consider our proposals.
At the end of the meeting and site tour WPD explained the engineering constraints of the wooden pole
infrastructure and also their desire to keep any adjustments within the 25 meter development corridor setout.
At the meeting we stressed that we considered the meeting as the opening of communications and
negotiation and requested that we are provided with the opportunity to discuss any potential alternatives
which WPD are considering following our suggestions, especially with regard to any engineering constraints
regarding our proposals. By way of compromise we confirmed that if it helped the situation in acheiving the
necessary spans across our neighbours land we would reluctantly accept an H pole at 155, especially if pole
155 was re-positioned back in the adjacent field were it had originally been sited as this would offer more
visual protection from a mature tree line and especially if it also saved our mature oak tree.
We are awaiting further communication from WPD following the meeting.
At Appendix 2 we enclose a copy of the letter of 9th March which we sent, with our neighbours Mr and Mrs
Davies, to Bruton Knowles following receipt of WPD's letter to us on 8th March, following the meeting. It
outlines our thoughts following the meeting and receipt of their follow-up letter.
Statement of Community Consultation
In the Hearing on 11th February, in response to DLV0204, the Applicant stated that there is a duty on the
Applicant to produce a Statement of Community Consultation. I questioned the lack of evidence that at
Statutory Consultation Stage 3 an invitation for a project briefing along with a invitation for a site visit to view
the final proposed route alignement (Page 21 SoCC 9.6.1) to the elected representatives named at
Apppendix 8.13 of the Consultation Report, had in fact been issued.
The response provided in the Applicant's Written Submissions following the Hearing on 11th February is
inadequate and does not provide any evidence that the invitations as outlined in the SoCC were sent.
The Applicant states that the letters to the Elected Representatives did not go out by Recorded Delivery as
they were not statutory consultees, this is inconsistant as other non statutory consultees letters were sent by
Recorded Delivery, it was only the list of Elected Representatives which were not recorded. As the
requirement to fulfil the undertakings of the SoCC, under the the Planning Act 2008, Section 47 (7) is
absolute, it would have been prudent to have recorded the posting of these invitations.
Additionally, in their response the Applicant outlined that in their Consultation Report 5.1 / 8.5.5 Page 65
that the letter templates issued to Elected Representatives at Statutory Consultation Satge 3 can be seen at
Appendix 8.12. The letter template at Appendix 8.12 makes no reference to an invitation for a site visit to
view the final proposed route alignment, as outlined in the Applicant's SoCC.
The only evidence provided by the Applicant is at 8.5.4 of the Consultation Report where it is stated that
WPD did not receive any requests for a briefing from any of the 24 elected representatives contacted. There
is no reference at all to the invitation to a site visit. When I first noted this entry I was disapointed that neither
our AM or PM had taken up the offer of a site visit by WPD. On contacting their office I have been advised
that no record could be found of an invitation to our AM or MP from WPD for a site visit.
We have not been provided with the evidence we requested from WPD that this element of the consultation,
in accordancce with the proposals set-out in WPD's SoCC, as defined in the Planning Act 2008, Section 47
(7), have been carried out.
Was the Final Design Presented to us at Stage 3 / Statutory Consultation Deliverable and Fit for
Consultation
We can only conclude from the answers provided by to the questions put to the Applicant in the Hearings in
February that Stage 3 Statutory Consultation design did not provide a fair opportunity for consultation for the

following reasons * The design we consulted on has undergone substantial design changes, e.g. increase of over 55% in the
number of H poles
* It was stated that no regard had been made in the design to the existing 11kV infrastructure prior to the
closure of the Stage 3 Statutory Consultation, this should have been taken into account at this stage as the
Applicant confirms that H poles were subsquently introduced where ever it was possible to gain the
necessary clearance.
* It was confirmed that changes to the design following the closure of Stage 3 Consultation were made due
to topographical and environmental reasons, these surveys should have been completed and incorporated
into the Stage 3 Design
* The design across our and our neighbours land at Stage 3 Consultation illustrated signal poles, with a twin
pole at the turn. This design with single poles is not possible unless the existing 11kV infrastructure in put
underground. As it is possible to raise the height of the new line above the exisitng 11kV with H poles in this
section, H poles have subsequently been introduced into the design. WPD claim that there was no
undertaking to place the 11kV line underground therefore the design presented to us at Stage 3 Consultation
was not deliverable and not a fair design for us to consult on.
* Where the new line is to cross an existing 11kV line the Applicant advised that Arial Bundled Conductors
are to be used. As this was not outlined in the design for the route across our land, as single poles were
illustrated, we and our neighbours were not afforded the opportunity to comment on the visual impact of this
solution.
Yours sincerely
Diana & Kevin Reader

