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Executive Summary 

 
In March 2016, Scottish & Southern Electricity Networks (SSEN) appointed Social 
Market Research (SMR) to develop and facilitate stakeholder engagement events 
on a New Suite of Transmission Structures or NeSTS.  This report presents an overview 
of the findings from the second stakeholder engagement event held in Glasgow on 
1 February 2017.    
 
Overall Message: Strong Support for SSEN’s Transparent and Detailed  

 Assessment Approach 
 

The research findings clearly indicate a strong level of support for the continuing 
development of the 510 Series Overhead Transmission Line Design Concept.  
 
Stakeholder views are summarised under each heading, below, and in greater de-
tail in the Key Findings section of the report.  The top three takeaways from the 
event are: 
 
▪ Strong support for the chosen design and its continued development i.e. the 

design is developing well, is now at the stage of refinement and continues to 
have the full support of stakeholders as an improvement over more tradition-
al tower designs;  
 

▪ Agreement that there has been a major step forward since the last stake-
holder engagement event i.e. that the possible alternatives to the steel lattice 
design have successfully been narrowed down to the chosen 510 series and 
that the changes and refinements made to the 510 design have been in line 
with earlier stakeholder comments and views; and, 

 
▪ Stakeholders are support of the process of stakeholder engagement i.e. it is 

clear that SSEN is listening to stakeholder views, is responsive to what stake-
holders say, that the process of engagement is considered valuable and 
stakeholders want to continue to be engaged for as long as their views can 
have an influence on the design and its implementation. 
 

Context and Purpose  
 
Tim Sammon (SSEN’s R&D Project Manager) opened the day with an overview and 
update of the NeSTS.  Stakeholders welcomed the opportunity to be present and to 
air both their own views and those of their organisations.  Questions at this point 
were largely about clarification on issues that were to be the subject of the rest of 
the event and stakeholders were content for these issues to be considered during 
the course of the day.  One, more central, issue was raised concerning how the 
success of the eventual design was to be measured.  In answer to this question, 
SSEN replied: 
 

“That’s a very good question.  We have done the business case.  We will take account 
of the costs of the new design and we will assess if we are delivering a reduced envi-
ronmental impact.  We will use both these things to decide success.  It will still be a suc-
cess if we find that the monopole is no better than the steel lattice, because we would 
have tested the possible alternatives to a lattice tower.” 
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SSEN also confirmed that the eventual design would be put out to public consulta-
tion. 
 
Span, Power rating, Insulator Configuration and Access Provision 
 
Following presentations on Span, Power Rating, Insulator Configuration and Access 
Provision, stakeholders were interested in discussing the relationship between 
height, span and other factors such as weight.  The discussion topics raised by 
stakeholders centered on how those relationships varied in specific circumstances.  
There was strong support for higher, but fewer, towers and maximising span as 
much as possible. 
 

“That’s good to know (that taller, but fewer towers are possible) because it is the towers 
that are the most visible”. 

 
Stakeholders welcomed the proposal to use a single earth wire and were keen to 
keep the number of conductors to two or less. 
 
There were questions from stakeholders regarding the proposed prototype tower 
and the climbing and safety features that the prototype would test.  It was con-
firmed by SSEN that the prototype will exist in several variants and will test 4 different 
types of access systems.   
                                                            
Exhibition and Evidence 

 
  During coffee, all stakeholders were invited to review the exhibition of the different 

design concepts on display in the event venue.  The exhibition was made up of 
photo montages of the eight potential designs in differing natural landscapes with 
1:25 scale model structures of the monopole and lattice tower on physical display. 

 
Stakeholders found both the models and the photomontages to be of great bene-
fit in assessing how the old and new designs compared and how they sat respec-
tively in different landscapes. 
 

“The montages are very helpful instead of just looking at the models and having to im-
agine them in a landscape.” 

 
Discussion followed on the degree to which the photomontages were realistic.  
SSEN explained that the montages were produced according to Scottish Natural 
Heritage guidelines.  However, it emerged that stakeholders would like to see addi-
tional variations in the landscapes used, for example wild land, and to have close 
up comparisons as well as distant views.  There was also some discussion about how 
visible the towers were as they receded into the distance: 
 

“The towers in the photomontages are almost transparent as they recede into the dis-
tance, which is quite optimistic.  I think some of these are quite optimistic.  Sometimes 
distant towers show up more clearly than they do in the photos.  Maybe there could be 
variations where the distant towers could be enhanced to show up more clearly and 
then a comparison could be done.” 
 
“You need to change the visibility of the structures for the photos taken on dull days.” 

 
SSEN undertook to consider these views and to try out different variations of the 
photomontages. 
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Environmental Performance 

 
Stakeholders were particularly interested in the design aspects of tension towers.  It 
was clear that a monopole tension tower was favoured over a twin pole design: 
 

“The double pole doesn’t have the nice symmetry of the monopole.  The double pole is 
less pleasant, it’s asymmetric and less well balanced.” 

 
There was a discussion on the relative impacts of temporary roads and whether the 
shorter build time of the monopole design would, in reality, yield an environmental 
benefit to the underlying terrain.  
 
Q “Looking at the impacts, the temporary roads and so on, there is impact on the 

ground in laying the road access.  Whether the road is used for 6 days for a lattice 
tower or 1 day for a monopole is not the important thing, surely it’s the laying of the 
road that causes the greatest environmental impact?” 

 
A “It is much easier to reinstate the ground if you use the road for fewer days, it’s easier 

and quicker.” 
 
Q “Can you use a floating road for these installations? 
 
A Yes, you can, sometimes.  It depends on the site and the conditions.  The underlying 

vegetation suffers more and may die off if the floating track is left down for long pe-
riods, so the shorter the time that it is in place the less damage is done to the vege-
tation and the quicker and easier is the reinstatement.” 

 
Q “But the reinstatement probably wouldn’t be done straightaway anyway so, for ex-

ample, the floating track for a monopole tower may not actually be in place for a 
significantly shorter time, so the saving is quite hypothetical.” 

  
A “There will be some time saving for sure.  And there will be less plant and machinery 

movement and a lower manpower impact.  Also, if you are on site for a shorter time, 
there is less risk of an incident such as a fuel spill.  There is also a positive impact on 
site safety if the site is in operation for a shorter time.” 
 

Score Cards 
 
Stakeholders were asked to view a series of photomontages showing the traditional 
lattice tower and monopole design in different landscape settings and to consider 
visual, landscape and aesthetic considerations.   
 
In terms of visual perception, the monopole scored better against the lattice tower 
on foreground (two stakeholders rated the monopole ‘good’ compared with one 
stakeholder rating the lattice structure ‘good’).  Analysis of mean scores found that 
stakeholders scored the monopole higher on backclothed (3.6 vs. 3.4) and fore-
ground (3.2 vs. 3.4), with no difference in mean scores for distance (3.2) or skylined 
(3.2). 
 
In terms of the ‘fit’ of the structure within the Scottish landscape, a greater number 
of stakeholders rated the monopole ‘good’ in relation to three of the four land-
scape settings (agricultural lowland; upland moorland; forest / woodland edge), 
with the same number of stakeholders (n=1) rating strath as good.  Note that stake-
holders recorded higher mean scores for the monopole in all landscape settings.  
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Also in terms of aesthetics relating to the form / shape of the structures, all five 
stakeholders rated the monopole as either ‘very good’ or ‘good’ compared with 
only one stakeholder rating the lattice tower as ‘good’. 
 
In terms of a composite indicator of all nine factors combined (i.e. considering the 
perceptibility of the structure, ‘fit’ in the landscape and aesthetics relating to shape 
and form), stakeholders recorded a higher (more positive perception) overall mean 
score for the monopole (31.8) compared with the lattice tower structure (26.2). 
 
Next Steps 
 
Tim Sammon (SSEN’s R&D Project Manager) gave a short presentation on the next 
stages of the project.  Stakeholders welcomed the progression of the project to the 
prototyping of the chosen model.  There was a discussion on wind testing of the 
prototype.  One aspect of this was whether the monopole design would result in 
greater or lesser wind noise than steel lattice towers.  SSEN responded by saying 
that such testing was limited primarily to design theory and to checking the theoret-
ical dynamic resonance of the monopole.   
 
The second area of discussion was on whether the models used for wind testing 
took into account changing climatic conditions and the potential for higher wind 
speeds in the future. 
 
Q When you test the new design for wind and climatic conditions will you take ac-

count of recent and potential adverse climate changes? 
 
A Good question.  The testing is defined by a standard but I’m not sure how much fu-

ture climate change is in the model.  The standard being used was last updated in 
2015.  In practice, it is difficult to predict and design for what might potentially be 
adverse changes in climate control, but we take account of most of that with safety 
factors.   

 
Round table stakeholder group discussion 
 
Opinions on the scorecards  
 
General opinions on the new, simplified, scorecards for visual impact were very 
positive.  One stakeholder had previously completed the more complex scorecard 
presented at the last stakeholder event.  He found the new scorecards much easier 
to complete.  Another stakeholder commented on her preference for responding 
with a narrative answer rather than with a score: 
 

“I find it easier if I am able to write in my answers as comments rather than scoring 
numbers.  A number doesn’t always express what you want to say.” 

 
Opinions on the event in general 
 
All the stakeholders thought that the event was well deigned, pitched at the right 
level and avoided unnecessary jargon and technicality.  Some felt that it would be 
useful to have labels on the physical models so that stakeholders from a non-
engineering background could quickly see which parts go where. 
 

“I thought it was pitched perfectly at the level I need to be able to understand it in 
terms of our work.” 
 

www.socialmarketresearch.co.uk    Page 5 



SSEN – Stakeholders’ Views on a New Suite of Transmission Structures (NeSTS)   

“I found it really good the way that the information was presented and the fact that we 
were able to ask questions as we went along, very little jargon, which was well ex-
plained.” 
 
“Yes, I agree, there wasn’t too much jargon, but it would help if you were able to name 
things on the towers and say, this bit goes here and that bit goes there, this is called this 
and that is called that.” 

 
Pre-consultation material   
 
Most stakeholders found the pre-consultation information useful in orientating them 
to the day.  Stakeholders agreed that it would be useful if future pre-consultation 
material included a timeline or response schedule that showed how the consulta-
tion so far had influenced the project and the tower design. 

 
“I would have found it useful, because there has been previous consultation and previ-
ous input, I would have found it helpful if maybe there was a list to say, well we heard 
that in a previous consultation and this is what we did about it, where you have suc-
ceeded and where you haven’t.  Like a list of previous consultation comments and the 
responses and priorities that you attach to them.” 

 
Things that were missing.  
 
In general, stakeholders agreed that the event was thorough and presented them 
with the kind of information that they needed and expected.   One stakeholder 
commented that the consultation would become much more meaningful once 
the potential sites and locations for building the new design become known.  An-
other commented that she would have liked some emphasis on areas other than 
visual impact. 
 

“It was a bit heavy on visual impact and it would have been useful to have more on 
wildlife impact, but I am hopeful that we will be able to have subsequent discussions on 
those issues with a bit more focus on our areas of interest.” 

 
Transparency  
 
All the stakeholders had a high level of trust in the information that had been pre-
sented.  One stakeholder remarked that it would be self-defeating to hold consul-
tations and not be fully open about what is proposed.  Another commented that 
there is a clear pathway between the previous stakeholder event that he had at-
tended, the point at which the project had now arrived and the trajectory into the 
future.  He felt that this journey had clearly taken account of stakeholder opinion 
thus far and that the questions being posed today were what he would expect of 
an open and transparent process.  
 
The issue about the visual accuracy of some photomontages was raised again in 
this discussion.  There was no suggestion at all that SSEN were trying to misrepresent 
the visual impact on the landscape, rather that the photomontages needed to be 
as close to reality as possible. 
 

“Yes, I think it is fully transparent…after all you are trying to know what we think, so you 
need to be transparent about it.  Still, some of the visuals…. I’m not sure that they repre-
sent the way things will really look like, that’s not suggesting any dishonesty, no not at 
all, it’s just natural skepticism on my part.” 
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Balance between information giving and discussions/question time  
 
The balance between information giving and the time set aside for questions and 
discussion was thought by all to be just right. 
 

“It was interesting to know the background of it, why you have come up with the de-
signs and so on, so you needed to give a lot of information to understand what was in-
volved.” 

 
Format of the next workshop  
 
All the stakeholders thought that the workshop process worked very well and is their 
own preferred way of engaging. 
 

“For me this (workshop format) is very useful and interesting to hear the views of other 
stakeholders in the group.”  
 
“Yes, definitely, this format works very well for us, if there is another group event, then I 
would definitely want to be part of that.” 
 
“What’s useful about this is when you hear other people’s views it helps you to think 
about it a bit more and you get more out of it than you would just one-to-one.” 

 
However, it was agreed that other methods of engaging with stakeholders would 
be useful alongside stakeholder events.  This was primarily to meet the needs of 
those who are unable to give up a full day to attend an event.  Shorter, more con-
densed events were suggested, perhaps as a roadshow taken by SSEN to different 
venues.  Bespoke events were also proposed for larger organisations where there 
are a range of interests across departments or individuals. 
 

“The group session works well for me but at the same time I would really like one-to-ones 
with other people in [name of organization] to hear their views on their own specialties.  
There are 4 or 5 people that I would like to get in a room to discuss these issues, but it 
would be difficult to get them to give up a whole day. Coming into them with a tight 
agenda and a set of questions you might get more out of it than a workshop.” 
 
“It would be useful to know in advance the next time about the issues that you have 
identified so far that need to be addressed, then we could make sure that either we 
talk to our relevant colleagues in SNH so that we can represent their views or that may-
be that they can come along.” 
 
“Yes, our bio diversity officer in the Council or environment officers, some of those might 
be interested in coming along.” 
 
“Yes, in [name of organization] there are lots of other areas of expertise that would be 
interested in being involved.” 
 
“Yes.  My own role is fairly process driven in assessing planning but there are people in 
planning policy and environment who might be interested in being engaged.” 

 
Buy-in to the project proceeding  
 
All the stakeholders thought that the project should definitely go ahead to the next 
stage, given that there were obvious benefits in the new monopole design.  Stake-
holders could see the progression thus far and were interested to find out how the 
next stages progress. 
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“Yes, it feels somehow more real now and less of a concept since I was at the last 
stakeholder event.  There is a definite progression in the engineering and the various in-
puts.” 
 

Stakeholders were unsure exactly when would be the best stage to engage with 
them again, but there was a clear preference for engagement to continue fre-
quently enough for it to make a difference. 
 

“I think it has got to be at a stage where we can still make a difference.” 
 
“I think it would be best, if it is possible, to have as much engagement as we can as you 
move from one stage to the next.” 

 
Digital voting during the event 
 
The principal motivations for stakeholders to attend the event were to contribute to 
the design of overhead transmission lines and to ensure that environmental impact 
concerns are considered. 
 
The key findings from the digital voting included: 
 
 4 out of 5 stakeholders were clear on the purpose and content of the day and one 

asked for further clarification; 
 

 4 out of the 5 stakeholders thought that the presentation on span improved their un-
derstanding of the context in which the project is operating; 

 
 All stakeholders agreed that the presentation improved their understanding of the 

prototype design.   
 

 All stakeholders agreed that SSEN is sensitive to the issue of power rating within the 
context of the overall prototype design; 

 
 All stakeholders agreed that the presentation on insulator configuration and access 

improved their understanding of the prototype design;   
 

 All stakeholders agreed that the presentations on environmental considerations have 
improved their understanding of the prototype design; and  
 

 All stakeholders agreed that SSEN is sensitive to environmental considerations within 
the context of the overall prototype design. 

 
Evaluation 

 
 All stakeholders found the presentations during the event helpful in informing their 

views; 
 
 All stakeholders found the group discussions at the event helpful; and, 
 
 All stakeholders found the event an effective approach for putting their comments 

and ideas forward to SHE Transmission. 
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1. Introduction  
 

1.1 Context 
  
 A key strategic objective of Scottish & Southern Electricity Networks (SSEN) is to de-

velop and apply solutions to ensure that the electricity transmission infrastructure 
continues to develop in a way that minimises or reduces its impact on the environ-
ment while providing future capacity to meet customer needs in the North of Scot-
land. 

 
 As part of its strategic commitment to embrace innovation, SSEN secured £7.5 mil-

lion from Ofgem’s Network Innovation Competition1 (NIC) to develop new transmis-
sion and overhead line structures. With this funding the challenge for SSEN is to de-
velop a New Suit of Transmission Structures or NeSTS which produce a lower envi-
ronmental impact than traditional designs. The project is targeting advances in the 
following aspects to achieve this; 

 
• the structures are less perceptible; 
• less material used; 
• less construction; and 
• less maintenance. 

 
Funding for NeSTS was secured in 2015 with the project subject to the following 
timeline: 
 
• 2016 - 2018 Design new structures & overhead line; 
• Stage Gate – deployment decision (with Ofgem); 
• 2019 - 2021 Construct overhead line; and, 
• 2022 Publish e-tools and report. 

 
1.2 Stakeholder Engagement 

 
 A requirement of all NIC funded projects is that funded organisations must commit 

to, and evidence, effective stakeholder engagement for the life of the funded pro-
ject.  SSEN, as part of its application, submitted a stakeholder engagement pro-
gramme to run alongside the roll out of the project.  The first element, addressed in 
the first stakeholder event held on 19 May 2016, focused on stakeholder views on a 
number of designs for different transmission structures which SHE Transmission is cur-
rently considering for construction. 

 
1.3 Deliberative Event 
 

This report presents the outcomes from a second stakeholder event, held on 1 Feb-
ruary 2017 in Glasgow.  SSEN invited a range of stakeholders pertinent to the Scot-
tish marketplace.  This event was designed to show stakeholders the progress 
achieved since the first stakeholder event, and to consider further the environmen-
tal impacts of the selected monopole design.   
 
The event represents the second step in an extensive stakeholder engagement 
programme that is planned until 2022.  
  

1 https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/network-regulation-riio-model/network-innovation/electricity-network-innovation-competition 
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2 Deliberative Event on NeSTS 
 
2.1 What we did 

 
Scottish & Southern Electricity Networks (SSEN) and SMR worked collaboratively to 
design the format of the deliberative event, the presentation materials, and the 
points for deliberation / topics etc.  Because of the extensiveness of the topic area 
within the proposed pilot, it was decided that a ‘pre-read pack’ would be pre-
pared for background reading by participants.  
 
Note that the full Agenda is included as Appendix A.  The event agenda consisted: 

 
▪ The context and purpose of NeSTS; 

 
▪ An overview of the prototype design: 

o Span 
o Power rating 
o Insulator configuration and Access Provision 

 
▪ Environmental performance; 

o Tension Support Form 
o Visual Impact Assessment 
o Reduction in Construction Activity 

 
▪ Using a scorecard to evidence stakeholder perception of visual impact; and, 

 
▪ Stakeholder discussion groups on the performance and value of the event and 

recommendations for future stakeholder engagement. 
 

Following each presentation there was a short question and answer session. 
 
To support the discussions and deliberations within the event itself, photo montages 
of the different design concepts were used as well as 1:25 scale models of different 
design options.   
 
At appropriate points, SMR’s electronic, interactive voting software was also inte-
grated into the event.  Primarily, this was done to generate quantitative metrics re-
garding stakeholder opinions about the effectiveness and/or knowledge exchange 
gained (or not) as a result of SHE Transmission’s presentations.   
 
The voting software was also used to generate stakeholder feedback on the event 
format to understand how improvements could be made during the future roll-out 
of the NeSTs stakeholder engagement programme. 
 
Recruitment of participants to the event was undertaken directly by SSEN. 
 
With the permission of stakeholders, the event was audio recorded, with stakehold-
ers reassured that comments would be reported on a non-attributable basis.  
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2.2 Profile of Participants at the Deliberative Event  
 
Five stakeholders representing four organisations attended the event. These exter-
nal organisations were: 
 
▪ The Scottish Government, Planning Consents Department; 
▪ Scottish Natural Heritage; 
▪ Royal Society for the Protection of Birds; and, 
▪ Argyll and Bute Council. 

 
2.3 Motivation for Attending the Event 

 
Using SMR’s digital voting facility, stakeholders were invited to choose the top two 
things that motivated them to attend the NeSTS stakeholder event.   
 
Figure 1 shows three stakeholders attended the event to contribute to the design of 
overhead transmission lines, with three attending to ensure environmental concerns 
were considered.  Two stakeholders attended to represent issues important to their 
organization with one stakeholder attending to ensure social impact concerns are 
considered.   

 

 
 

25 

25 

40 

60 

60 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Something else

Ensure social impact concerns are
considered

Represent issues important to my
organisation

Ensure environmental concerns are
considered

Contribute to design of overhead
transmission lines / pylons

Figure 1:  Please list the top 2 things which best represent what 
motivated you to attend today?  (n=5) 
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3 Key Findings 
 
3.1 Context and Purpose  

 
Tim Sammon (SSEN’s R&D Project Manager) provided an overview and update of 
the NeSTS project to stakeholders covering: 
 
 Purpose and constraints; 

 
 Design selection and refinement; 

 
 Concept comparison and assessment recap; 

 
 Design selection and refinement; 

 
 Buy-in from customer, supply chain, contractor operations and engineering 

team; 
 

 Benchmarking; 
 

 Design evolution; and, 
 

 Prototype. 
 
Following this presentation and, using SMR’s digital voting technology, stakeholders 
were invited to say if they were clear on the purpose and context of the day.   
 
Figure 2 shows that 4 out of 5 stakeholders were clear on the purpose and content 
of the day with one asking for further clarification. 
 

 
 

1 

0 

4 

0 1 2 3 4 5

Would like a recap / clarification

No

Yes

Figure 2:  Following the presentation are you clear on the purpose and 
context of today? (n=5) 
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A number of clarification questions followed from stakeholders: 
 
Q “Are the two models (the models physically present in the room) to the same 

scale?” 
 
A “Yes, they are to the same scale, but the lattice tower is a 400kV tower.” 
 
Q “What about other environmental impacts of the designs, I mean other than the vis-

ual impacts.  What about the impact on birds for example?” 
 
A “This is quite complicated and we will get to it more fully in discussion.  The mono-

pole design provides fewer opportunities for nesting and some reduction in collision 
risk with the tower itself, though the overall collision risk may stay roughly the same 
when you take account of collision with the conductors.  There is the same electro-
cution risk, though the monopole does provide a less attractive top to nest in.” 

 
Q “If you make the towers higher does that not increase collision risk?” 
 
A “No, a higher tower doesn’t really increase collision risk.  The lines will remain similar 

to those used with a lattice tower, so collision risk with the wires, the main risk, does 
not change.” 

 
Q “You mentioned that you would define the success of the new design at the end.  

How will you measure success?” 
 
A “That’s a very good question.  We have done the business case.  We will take ac-

count of the costs of the new design and we will assess if we are delivering a re-
duced environmental impact.  We will use both these things to decide success.  It 
will still be a success if we find that the monopole is no better than steel lattice, be-
cause we would have tested the possible alternatives to a lattice tower.” 

 
Q “Will the new design go out for public consultation?” 
 
A “Yes, we will go out to consultation if we decide to build it.  We will use the photo-

montages and 3-D to show the design.” 
 

3.2 Span  
 
Malcolm Lowe (Principal Structural and Civil Design Engineer, Energyline) presented 
an overview of the relationship between span and height in the context of OHLs.  
The presentation covered: 
 
 Standard-span; 

 
 Standard-span versus Maximum span; 

 
 Relationship between standard-span and support height; 

 
 Relationship between standard-span and weight; and, 

  
 Comparison of standard-span NeSTS & other specifications 
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Figure 3 shows that 4 out of the 5 stakeholders thought that the presentation on 
span improved their understanding of the context in which the project is operating.  
One stakeholder neither agreed nor disagreed. 
 

 
 
Following this presentation, stakeholders made a number of comments and asked 
a number of questions: 
 
Q “Is it feasible to have different options for different conditions, say a shorter tower 

and a wider span in different settings?” 
 
A “Yes, that is certainly possible as long as loading does not exceed strength.”   
 
Malcolm Lowe provided the following clarification: 
 

“You might have to increase span if you are crossing a river, for example.  It is a trade-
off between height and the number of structures”. 

 
Comments from stakeholders included: 
 

“That’s good to know (that taller, but fewer towers are possible) because it is the towers 
that are most visible”. 
 
“There does not seem to be much visual gain in having shorter towers so higher towers 
and fewer of them seems to be the best solution”. 

 
3.3 Power Rating  

 
Jonathan Sherwood (Project Engineer, Energyline) presented an overview of the 
design issues surrounding power rating.  This included: 
 
 Rating requirements; 

 
 Rating and weight; 

 
 Conductor systems and load capacities; and, 

 
 Earth wires. 
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Figure 3:  Please say if you agree or disagree that the presentation on span 
has improved your understanding of the context in which the project is 

operating in? (N=5)  
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Figure 4 shows that all stakeholders either strongly agreed or agreed that the 
presentation improved their understanding of the prototype design.   
 
All stakeholders also agreed that SSEN is sensitive to the issue of power rating within 
the context of the overall prototype design (Figure 5). 
 

 
 

 
 
The following questions were asked following the presentation on power rating. 
 
Q “What is MVA?” 
 
A “Megavolt Amps.” 
 
Q “Having a single or twin earth wire, is this to allow you to switch off one circuit while 

you work on another?” 
 
A “Yes. There is more space in the new design to lower a single earth wire.  So, SSE op-

erations are happy to have a single earth wire instead of a twin.” 
 
Q “I thought in moving from lattice to the monopole design we would always only 

have one conductor?” 
 
A “In a lattice design you can have between 1 and 4 conductors.  For this installation, 

you need two conductors whether you were using lattice or monopole tower.” 
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Figure 4: Please say if you agree or disagree that the presentation you 
just heard on power rating has improved your understanding of the 

prototype design (N=5)  
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Figure 5: Given the presentation on power rating, please say if you agree 
or disagree that SSEN is sensitive to the issue of power rating within the 

context of the overall prototype design? (N=5)  

www.socialmarketresearch.co.uk    Page 16 



SSEN – Stakeholders’ Views on a New Suite of Transmission Structures (NeSTS)   

3.4 Insulator Configuration and Access Provision. 
 

Steve Turner (Senior Construction Engineer, Energyline) gave a presentation on Insu-
lator Configuration and Access Provision.  This covered: 
 
 Key design change in the insulator configuration; 

 
 Pole body and access; 

 
 Rescue considerations; an, 

 
 Crossarm design. 

 
Figure 6 shows that all stakeholders either strongly agree or agreed that the presen-
tation improved their understanding of the prototype design.  All stakeholders also 
strongly agreed or agreed that SSEN is sensitive to these issues within the context of 
the overall prototype design (Figure 7). 
 

 
 

 
 
he following question was posed on insulator configuration and access. 
 
Q “You talked about developing the prototype.  Are you considering different designs 

or configurations on the prototype?” 
 

A  “Yes. On the prototype, we will put 4 different types of access systems.  We are go-
ing to provide several variants.”                                         
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Figure 6: Please say if you agree or disagree that the presentation 
you just heard on insulator configuration has improved your 

understanding of the prototype design (N=5)  
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Figure 7: Given the presentation on insulator configuration and 
access provision, please say if you agree or disagree that SSEN is 
sensitive to these issues within the context of the overall prototype 

design (N=5)  
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3.5 Exhibition and Evidence 
 
  During coffee, all stakeholders were invited to review the exhibition of the different 

design concepts on display in the event venue.  The exhibition was made up of 
photo montages of the eight potential designs in differing natural landscapes with 
a 1:25 scale model structure of the monopole and lattice tower also on physical 
display. 

 
After coffee, stakeholders were invited to make comments on the exhibition and 
models.  Stakeholders welcomed the photomontages and the models. 
 

“The montages are very helpful instead of just looking at the models and having to im-
agine them in a landscape.” 
 
“Yes, they (the montages) are good, they give us a good starting point for discussion.” 
 
“It is good to have the models (the physical scale models) as well as the photomon-
tages.” 

 
There was some discussion on the selection of landscapes for the montages and 
the level of realism that the photomontages represented.  
 

“In Scotland, we have some very open, elevated, landscapes without artifacts or set-
tlements which are not represented in the montages.  These are not necessarily desig-
nated areas, but are wild land.” 
 
“Some close-up comparisons would also be good as well as some where the towers 
and lines are at a distance.  These are all with a pylon in the foreground and the line 
going away into the distance.” 
 
“Yes, I agree (about the benefits of showing a line in the distance).  It would also be 
good to see what they look like with intersecting lines.  When more than one line runs 
across a landscape that is where the biggest visual impact comes.” 
 
“The towers in the photomontages are almost transparent as they recede into the dis-
tance, which is quite optimistic.  I think some of these are quite optimistic.  Sometimes 
distant towers show up more clearly than they do in the photos.  Maybe there could be 
variations where the distant towers could be enhanced to show up more clearly and 
then a comparison could be done.” 
 
“Having the car alongside the model helps to give a sense of scale, but a person would 
be a better device to help with scale” (A later comment suggested that a model of a 
person placed on the tower itself would be the best way of providing scale). 

 
SSEN responded with the following comments to the views expressed by the stake-
holders on the photomontages: 
 
A “Let us think about that and get back to you.  We can try some different things. We try 

to show the landscape and lighting accurately , but let us try some different things and 
come back to you.” 

 
A “We have tried to show in all the landscapes, a tower on the skyline.” 
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3.6 Environmental Performance 
 

Dr. Shona Mackie (Environmental Adviser, SSEN) gave a presentation on environ-
mental performance.  This covered: 
 
 Environmental considerations; 
 Tension support continuity; 
 Designs in the landscape; and, 
 Visual effects. 

 
The following questions were posed after this presentation: 
 
Q “How often along the line do you have to have a tension tower?” 
 
A “70% of a line is suspension towers.” 
 
Q “Have you considered the option of the double pole tensions tower – though the dou-

ble poles don’t look any thinner?” 
 
A “Yes, we thought that maybe two slimmer poles might have a lower visual impact, but 

when it comes to it you don’t get much of a visual saving or much thinner construction 
on the double pole design.” 

 
Further stakeholder comments. 
 

“There is a much stronger visual impact with the twin pole tower.” 
 
“The double pole doesn’t have the nice symmetry of the monopole.  The double pole is 
less pleasant, it’s asymmetric and less well balanced.” 

 
This was followed by a presentation by Jennifer Skrynka (Chartered Member of the 
Landscape Institute, ASH design+assessment Ltd).  This included 
 
 Pictorial representation of structures within landscapes; 
 
 Introduction to scorecards comparing lattice tower and monopole designs; 

 
 Scorecard on Visual consideration; 

 
 Scorecard on Landscape orientation; and, 

 
 Scorecard on Aesthetic consideration. 

 
Further stakeholder comments: 
 

“You need to change the visibility of the structures for the photos taken on dull days.” 
 
This was followed by Steve Turner (Energyline) talking about the reduction in con-
struction activity and the consequent benefits for the environment. 
 
Steve Turner’s presentation prompted the following questions. 
 
Q “Looking at the impacts, the temporary roads and so on, there is impact on the ground 

in laying the road access.  Whether the road is used for 6 days for a lattice tower or 1 
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day for a monopole is not the important thing, surely it’s the laying of the road that 
causes the greatest environmental impact?” 

 
A “It is much easier to reinstate the ground if you use the road for fewer days.  It’s easier 

and quicker.” 
 
Q “Can you use a floating road for these installations?” 
 
A “Yes, you can, sometimes.  It depends on the site and the conditions.  The underlying 

vegetation suffers more and may die off if the floating track is left down for long peri-
ods, so the shorter the time that it is in place the less damage is done to the vegetation 
and the quicker and easier is the reinstatement.” 

 
Q “But the reinstatement probably wouldn’t be done straightaway anyway so, for exam-

ple, the floating track for a monopole tower may not actually be in place for a signifi-
cantly shorter time, so the saving is quite hypothetical.” 

 
A “There will be some time saving for sure.  And there will be less plant and machinery 

movement and a lower manpower impact.  Also, if you are on site for a shorter time, 
there is less risk of an incident such as a fuel spill.  There is also a positive impact on site 
safety if the site is in operation for a shorter time.” 
 

Following these three presentations, all stakeholders agreed that the presentations 
on environmental considerations had improved their understanding of the proto-
type design and agreed that SSEN is sensitive to environmental considerations with-
in the context of the overall prototype design (Figures 8 and 9). 
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Figure 8: Please say if you agree or disagree that the presentations you 
just heard on environmental considerations have improved your 

understanding of the prototype design? (N=5)  

5 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Strongly disagree

Disagree

Neither agree nor disagree

Agree

Strongly agree

Figure 9: Given the presentations on environmental considerations, 
please say if you agree or disagree that SSEN is sensitive to 

environmental considerations within the context of the overall prototype 
design (N=5)  
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3.7 Score Cards 
 
As noted at the event, the monopole structure was identified as the preferred de-
sign during the first round of stakeholder engagements conducted in 2016.  This 
feedback allowed SSEN to progress the design of the new monopole structure as 
well as consider other factors such as technical buildability, maintenance, cost and 
environmental considerations.   
 
To further support the design development process, stakeholders attending the 
event were invited to view a series of photomontages and to consider the visual, 
landscape and aesthetic considerations within an overall environmental context.  
The photomontages were prepared for both the new monopole design and the ex-
isting steel lattice towers (suspension structures only) for a range of Scottish land-
scape types where the structures might typically be seen. 
 
Having viewed the different photomontages, stakeholders were in turn invited to 
answer three questions associated with the appearance of the structures and how 
well they address visual landscape and aesthetic considerations.  Stakeholders 
were provided with explanatory notes to assist with scoring. 
 
Question 1:  Visual Consideration – the perceptibility of the structure  
[note that stakeholders were advised that ‘perceptibility of the structure’ reflects on how 
prominent the structure is considered to be in terms of its visual bulk and visual transparency 
and that there is likely to be a preference for a structure that is less prominent]. 
 
Given this information, stakeholders were then invited to rate the success of the 
steel lattice tower and the monopole in terms of four scenarios:  foreground; dis-
tance; backclothed; and, skylined.   
 
Stakeholders were asked to score the steel lattice tower and the monopole on 
each of the four scenarios.  Scoring was on a continuum from 1 to 5 where ‘very 
good’ (5) is scored where a structure is considered to be least prominent in the 
landscape and very poor (1) is scored for a structure that is considered very promi-
nent.   
 
Figure 10 shows that: 
 
 Foreground:  the lattice tower was rated ‘good’ by one stakeholder com-

pared with two rating the monopole as ‘good’; 
 

 Distance: both designs were rated the same (one stakeholder rated each de-
sign ‘good’ and four rated each design ‘neutral’) 

 
 Backclothed:  the lattice tower was rated ‘good’ by three stakeholders with 

the same number rating the monopole as ‘good’; 
 
 Skylined: the lattice tower was rated either ‘very good’ or ‘good’ by two 

stakeholders compared with two rating the monopole as ‘good’; 
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In terms of mean scores (higher mean score is perceived to be better) the mono-
pole scored better on foreground (3.2 vs. 2.4) and backclothed (3.6 vs. 3.4) where-
as both designs scored the same on distance (3.2) and skylined (3.2). 
 

 
 
Stakeholder Comments on Question 1: 
 
 ‘Bulk and transparency could be separated? E.g. lattice more bulky but more transpar-

ent, [mono]pole more bulky but less transparent…pole less bulky (more simple) but less 
transparent’; 
 

 ‘I would expect design of a line would strive to make the best of whichever tower type is 
selected – each has different strengths at different distances from the viewpoint.  If tow-
er type is not selected before final route is selected the impacts of the route may be 
sub-optimal’. 
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Question 2:  Landscape consideration – the ‘fit’ of the structure in the Scottish land-
scape [note that stakeholders were advised that considerations should include: the flexibil-
ity of the structure height and spans in the four different landscape types; and, the relative 
scale of the structure in the four different landscape types]. 
 
Scoring was on a continuum from 1 to 5 where ‘very good’ (5) is scored where a 
structure is considered to have a good ‘fit’ in the landscape and where the scale 
of the structure is not at odds with the surrounding landscape, and ‘very poor’ (1) is 
scored for a structure that does not ‘fit’ well in the landscape and the scale of the 
structure is at odds with the surrounding landscape.    
 
Figure 12 shows that: 
 
 Agricultural lowland:  the lattice tower was rated ‘good’ by two stakeholders 

compared with four rating the monopole as ‘good’; 
 

 Upland moorland: the lattice tower was rated ‘good’ by one stakeholder 
compared with two rating the monopole as ‘good’; 

 
 Strath:  the lattice tower was rated ‘good’ by one stakeholder with one rating 

the monopole as ‘good’; 
 
 Forest / woodland edge: the lattice tower was rated ‘good’ by one stake-

holder compared with four rating the monopole as either ‘very good’ or 
‘good’; 
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 In terms of mean scores (higher mean score is perceived to be better) the mono-
pole scored better on each setting (Figure 13).  
 

 
 
Stakeholder Comments on Question 2: 
 
 ‘The forestry visual is not a very sensitive example of landscape line through woodland 

on Southern slope of Loch Tunnel NSA seen from a distance would maybe be a better 
example to demonstrate a sensitive landscape context…in this clear-cut corridor it al-
most does not matter which pole!’ 
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Question 3:  Aesthetic consideration of the form / shape of the structure 
[note that stakeholders were advised that considerations should be given to: whether the 
shape of the structure is visually pleasing; and, the structure appears well proportioned]. 
 
Scoring was on a continuum from 1 to 5 where ‘very good’ (5) is scored for a struc-
ture that is considered to be visually pleasing in the landscape and ‘very poor’ (1) is 
scored for a structure that is not considered to be visually pleasing in the land-
scape.   
 
Figure 14 shows that one stakeholder rated the lattice tower as ‘good’ for aesthetic 
consideration of the form / shape of the structure compared with all five stake-
holders who rated the monopole as either ‘very good’ or ‘good’. 
 

 
 
Figure 15 shows that the monopole deign recorded a higher mean score among 
stakeholders for aesthetic consideration of the form and shape of the structure (4.4 
vs. 3.0).  
 

 
 
Stakeholder Comments on Question 3: 
 
 ‘Lattice has industrial appearance that can be intrusive in rural and especially remote 

landscapes.  The simplicity of the monopole is positive and unintrusive but it is surprisingly 
visible / prominent on visuals compared with lattice’; 
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 ‘The steel lattice is particularly poor when close up – the further away it is then it begins 
to look less dominant than monopole except when skylined or where separate lines 
converge.  But on balance I would say monopole is better’. 

 
Finally, considering all nine factors for each design, the mean score for the mono-
pole was 31.8 compared with a mean score of 26.2 for the lattice tower. 
 

 
 

3.8 Next Steps 
 
Following the lunch break, Tim Sammon (SSEN’s R&D Project Manager) gave a short 
presentation on the next stages of the project.  This included: 
 
 A description of the steps and stages still to come; 

 
 Prototyping; 

 
 Testing; 

 
 OHL design; and, 

 
 Stage Gate. 

 
Following the presentation, there were some general questions about the how cli-
mate change might affect the new design and how it would be tested for wind 
noise. 
 
Q “When you test the new design for wind and climatic conditions will you take ac-

count of recent and potential adverse climate changes?” 
 
A “Good question.  The testing is defined by a standard but I’m not sure how much fu-

ture climate change is in the model.  The standard being used was last updated in 
2015.  In practice, it is difficult to predict and design for what might potentially be 
adverse changes in climate control, but we take account of most of that with safety 
factors.” 

 
Q “Will you be checking to see if the new design makes any noise or anything in high 

winds?” 
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Figure 16:  Mean score based on all 9 factors (base=5) 
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A “It is difficult to answer that.  I don’t know how meaningfully we can conduct such a 
test.  We can check the dynamic responses of the design and from that information 
we may be able to determine if there is a certain resonance that would create 
noise.  I think the expectation is that you would have less noise with a monopole de-
sign than you would with a steel lattice tower.  We can check the design theory, but 
I’m not sure how you would actually test for it. I will try to get you an answer on that, 
to find out what factors are taken into account it would be good to know.” 

 
3.9 Discussion session 

 
There then followed a discussion session where the stakeholders, facilitated by a 
member of the SMR team, discussed the following issues: 
 
 Opinions on the scorecards; 
 
 Hits and misses; 
 
 Format for the next workshop; 
 
 Unaddressed issues; and, 
 
 Future buy-in. 

 
Opinions on the scorecards  
 
General opinions on the scorecards were very positive.  One stakeholder had pre-
viously completed the more complex SAM scorecard presented at the last stake-
holder event.  He found the new scorecards much easier to complete.  One stake-
holder found the tick-box approach limiting: 
 

“I find it easier if I am able to write in my answers as comments rather than scoring 
numbers.  A number doesn’t always express what you want to say.  For example, there 
are many different types of woodland and if I am able to comment on the impact on 
different types of woodland that is better than only being able to comment on wood-
land in general where a single score does not fully represent my view” 

 
Hits and misses with the event: general comments.   
 

 “I thought it was pitched really well, I thought it was pitched at my level of understand-
ing.” 
 
“I thought it was pitched perfectly at the level I need to be able to understand it in 
terms of our work.” 
 
“I had a look at the material before today and there was enough there to let me know 
that I would be able to participate fully in the day.” 
 
“I found it really good the way that the information was presented and the fact that we 
were able to ask questions as we went along, very little jargon, which was well ex-
plained.” 

 
Pre-consultation materials  
 

“I wasn’t really sure coming into today just what the issues would be that we would be 
discussing and perhaps if I had more information in advance I could have talked to 
some colleagues and got their views.” 

www.socialmarketresearch.co.uk    Page 28 



SSEN – Stakeholders’ Views on a New Suite of Transmission Structures (NeSTS)   

“Unfortunately, I didn’t get the material in advance.  I’m standing in for somebody who 
was at the last one, so I came along with limited knowledge, but even so, I am happy 
that I have got a feel for what it is all about and it was a valuable experience.” 
 

Would it be useful to have a clearer picture of the responses to consultation thus 
far? 
 

“I would have found it useful, because there has been previous consultation and previ-
ous input, I would have found it helpful if maybe there was a list to say, well we heard 
that in a previous consultation and this is what we did about it, where you have suc-
ceeded and where you haven’t.  Like a list of previous consultation comments and the 
responses and priorities that you attach to them.” 
 
“Yes, that might be useful to have a breakdown of what has been done in response to 
consultation so far, both in the information pack and also in the presentation on the 
day.” 

 
Was anything missing from the day?  
 

“It would be helpful, but I don’t think anybody knows yet, to find out where these new 
lines are going to be built.  That would make it all a bit more real.” 
 
“It was a bit heavy on visual impact and it would have been useful to have more on 
wildlife impact, but I am hopeful that we will be able to have subsequent discussions on 
those issues with a bit more focus on our areas of interest.” 

 
Was everything transparent and open?  
 

“Yes, I think it fully transparent, after all you are trying to know what we think, so you 
need to be transparent about it.  Still, some of the visuals.  I’m not sure that they repre-
sent the way things will really look like, that’s not suggesting any dishonesty, no not at 
all, it’s just natural skepticism on my part.” 
 
“Yes, I think this is very open.  At the last stage, we were talking about the difference 
between different designs and now you have narrowed it down to the preferred 
choice and we are talking about prototypes and details.  And when you get further 
down the line to something actually being built it becomes more of a legal undertak-
ing, so, yeah, everything seems to be transparent and honest.” 

 
What did you think of the balance between information giving and discus-
sion/question time?  
 

“All fine by me.” 
 
“It was interesting to know the background of it, why you have come up with the de-
signs and so on, so you needed to give a lot of information to understand what was in-
volved.” 
 
“It’s all a new area for me so it was very interesting and also very well pitched.” 

 
Was there too much technical jargon? 
 

“No, when you are talking about the different elements, for example the cross-arms or 
the conductors, it is all new, so it would be useful if you could have something that tells 
you what all the different bits are.” 
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“Yes, I agree, there wasn’t too much jargon, bit it would help if you were able to name 
things on the towers and say, this bit goes here and that bit goes there, this is called this 
and that is called that.” 
 
“Yes, it would be useful to know about the different towers a compression tower, ten-
sions tower, a turning tower.” 

 
Should we continue with the same format for the next workshop? 
 

“For me this (workshop format) is very useful and interesting to hear the views of other 
stakeholders in the group.”  
 
“Yes, definitely, this format works very well for us, if there is another group event, then I 
would definitely want to be part of that.” 
 
“What’s useful about this is when you hear other people’s views it helps you to think 
about it a bit more and you get more out of it than you would just one-to-one.” 
 
“These kinds of events are very useful bringing different agencies together.” 
 
“I have been to other events where the agencies and the public were both present, 
but that does not work well.  You need to get the agency or professional view sepa-
rately like you did here today and engage with the public and communities separate-
ly.” 

 
Are there other methods of engagement that we should be using?  
 

“It’s difficult, because we all lack resources and it is difficult to find an appropriate per-
son who can afford to spend a whole day at something like this, so that’s a reason why 
maybe some people can’t or won’t attend an event like this.  Maybe it would be 
worthwhile coming to the Council to meet with others as well.” 
 
“The group session works well for me but at the same time I would really like one-to-ones 
with other people in [name of organization] to hear their views on their own specialties.  
There are 4 or 5 people that I would like to get in a room to discuss these issues, but it 
would be difficult to get them to give up a whole day. Coming into them with a tight 
agenda and a set of questions you might get more out of it than a workshop.” 
 
“You could maybe have an online questionnaire as well for people who can’t travel 
who could give you some information and some views.” 

 
Should we engage with other representatives from your organisation? 
 

“It would be useful to know in advance the next time about the issues that you have 
identified so far that need to be addressed, then we could make sure that either we 
talk to our relevant colleagues in [name of organization] so that we can represent their 
views or that maybe that they can come along.” 
 
“Yes, our bio diversity officer in the Council or environment officers some of those might 
be interested in coming along.” 
 
“Yes, in [name of organization] there are lots of other areas of expertise that would be 
interested in being involved.” 
 
“Yes.  My own role is fairly process driven in assessing planning but there are people in 
planning policy and environment who might be interested in being engaged.” 
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Were there any issues left unaddressed today?  
 

“Not really any, I came here to get an update on what was happening and we got 
that presented to us very well.” 
 

Do you buy-in to the project going ahead?  
 

“Yes, for sure.” 
 
“Yes, of course there definitely seem to be benefits, perhaps greater in some areas than 
in others, but definitely the project should go ahead to the next stage.” 
 
“There was an interesting comment at the beginning that these towers hadn’t been re-
designed since a long time, so yes, the project should definitely go ahead to see if they 
can be designed in a better way.” 
 
“Yes, it feels somehow more real now and less of a concept since I was at the last 
stakeholder event.  There is a definite progression in the engineering and the various in-
puts.” 

 
At what stage, would it be useful to engage with you again?  
 

“I think it has got to be at a stage where we can still make a difference.” 
 
“I think it would be best, if it is possible, to have as much engagement as we can as you 
move from one stage to the next.” 

 
3.10 Closing Remarks 

 
Tim Sammon (SSEN’s R&D Project Manager) closed the event and outlined future 
things and next steps that would be undertaken to include those stakeholders in at-
tendance.   
 
Stakeholders were once again invited to ask any final questions and/or make any 
further comments.  No questions were asked by attendees at this time.  
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3.11 Evaluation of the Event 
 

Voting software was used to gauge overall stakeholder views regarding the event, 
its format and approach.  The voters anonymised responses and were used by par-
ticipants to rate the approach and implementation of the NeSTs deliberative event 
across several different assessment areas.  Respondent evaluation findings are de-
scribed below. 

 
Presentations 
 
Stakeholders were invited to rate how helpful they found the NeSTs Event Presenta-
tions overall.   
 
Figure 17 shows that all stakeholders found the presentations throughout the day ei-
ther ‘very helpful’ or ‘helpful’ towards informing their views. 
 

  
 

Group Discussions 
 
Stakeholders were also invited to rate how helpful they found the NeSTs Event dis-
cussion.   
 
Figure 18 shows that all stakeholders found the group discussion either ‘very helpful’ 
or ‘helpful’.   
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Figure 17:  How helpful were today’s presentations towards 
informing your views? (n=5) 
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Figure 18:  How helpful was the group discussion for giving your 
views? (n=5) 
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Effectiveness of the approach for inputting comment and ideas 
 
Stakeholders were also invited to rate how helpful they found the NeSTs Event 
Presentations overall.   
 
Figure 19 shows that all stakeholders found the approach used for the event an ef-
fective means of putting their comments and ideas forward.   
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Figure 19:  Overall, how effective did you find today’s approach in 
putting your comments and ideas forward to SHE Transmission? 

(n=5) 
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1. Supplementary Interviews with Key Stakeholders 
 
 Following the Glasgow event in February 2017, it was agreed that a number of sup-

plementary information sessions would be conducted with several key stakeholders 
who were unable to attend the core event.  A total of four information sessions 
were conducted which provided SSEN with an opportunity to bring these key 
stakeholders up to date on progress with NeSTS as well as providing these stake-
holders with an opportunity to raise any concerns or seek points of clarification with 
the process to date.  The four organisations taking part in these sessions were: 

 
• Historic Environment Scotland (HES) [20 February 2017]; 
• Forestry Commission Scotland [20 March 2017]; 
• Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) [27 February 2017]; 
• John Muir Trust [24 March 2017]. 

 
1.1 Historic Environment Scotland  

 
 Historic Environment Scotland (HES) overall were very supportive of the NeSTS pro-

ject and expressed a keen interest in design solutions aimed at minimizing or reduc-
ing impact on the natural environment in Scotland.  However, the HES representa-
tive did stress the following: 

 
‘With any OHL proposal it is always a question of individual sites and whatever 
design is used the key considerations will be the route of the OHL and siting, 
given that there will be a greater impact if the site is near a listed building, 
monument or other heritage asset’. 

 
‘In terms of design solutions, or individual pylons, it is great you are looking at 
this and if you can find a solution that has a lower environmental impact in 
terms of what works on the ground but is also less visually prominent, this would 
be the essence of our advice’. 

 
 There was discussion on the design moving towards greater span with fewer struc-

tures with this being supported by HES: 
 

‘We would support less interventions as you are going along…yes preferable’. 
 
‘We would agree with that … better to have less structures in the landscape 
but in terms of specific sitings of monopole pylons we would still want to keep 
an overview on the micro-siting of these…project specific…depends on how 
the line is being routed and the specific heritage context…specific positioning 
may be an issue if, for example, there is a key view, sky lining etc., but broadly 
supportive of less structures in the landscape’. 

 
 The HES representative enquired if the monopole design had been an outcome of 

the scoring (SAM) with the SSEN representatives confirming that this was the case.  
The HES representative further enquired if any sites had been selected for the de-
sign, with SSEN representatives confirming that location had yet to be decided. 
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Designation 
 
 There had been some discussion about the current Lattice design and designation 

as a protected structure, with the HES representative commenting as follows: 
 

‘Designation usually involves a 30-year timescale when you go back and look 
at things…with electricity infrastructure you never know…’. 

 
 Support for the Monopole Design 
 
 The SSEN representatives provided an overview of progress from the initial seminar 

in 2016 and indicated there had been a convergence of opinion favoring the 
monopole design.  In response, the representative from HES commented on the 
importance of qualitative analysis in addition to the more numerate analysis relat-
ing to the SAM: 

 
‘I guess all of this is quite subjective which is maybe why the monopole design is 
being favored…beauty is in the eye of the beholder and it would be interesting 
to build on the scoring (SAM) with qualitative analysis’.  
 
‘In terms of the design evolution the thing for us is really the height and position 
in the landscape…the solution seems fine’. 

 
 The SSEN representatives confirmed there had been a lot of feedback (including 

qualitative) on the assessment methodology.   
 
 Reduced Land Use 
 
 The SSEN representatives outlined the potential benefit of 75% less land use associ-

ated with the monopole design as well as the potential for less construction activity.  
This was welcomed by HES: 

  
‘I think that [less construction activity] is a key point for us in terms of archaeol-
ogy and things on the ground and so if you can reduce physical impact and 
the amount of work on the ground…we don’t want to increase the risk to these 
areas caused by disturbance with a lot of construction work going on in and 
around it…that is a good aim for us…we are pleased…important for us’. 

 
‘The benefits of these structures being taller in the landscape is that these inter-
ventions [physical construction] are happening less often…that’s the trade-off’. 

 
  HES also commented on an increase in larger structures on the landscape most no-

tably larger windfarms: 
 

‘We have noticed more recently bigger and more powerful windfarms in the 
landscape… a lot of applications where they are scaling up in height…more 
generational capacity’. 

 
 Maintenance and Safety 
 
 HES enquired if components could be removed from the structure, with SSEN con-

firming that stays and holes and components above 2.5 meters would be perma-
nent features whereas below 2.5 meters there would be hardware to stop people 
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climbing the structures.  SSEN confirmed that it is their intention to avoid putting 
components on the structure, where possible. 

 
 Visualizations 
 
 HES agreed that the visualizations which had been forwarded had been useful alt-

hough the size of the files made if problematic for the HES representative to circu-
late to colleagues: 

 
‘We have the visualizations… quite big…would like to get them scaled down to 
circulate to colleagues…issue is opening them… could you send them in a 
lower resolution?’.   

 
 SSEN confirmed that they would forward revised visualizations in a lower resolution 

but that it may be difficult to see aspects of detail which can be seen in the higher 
resolution version. 

 
 Feedback from HES on the visualizations was positive: 
 

‘I think it was brilliant we got the visualizations in different landscape types.  Very 
helpful for us when having different discussions around them…great to under-
stand what the impact will be in visual terms depending on the type of land-
scape…we mainly think about the archaeological landscape and how things 
will look in relation to cairns and things like that’. 

 
‘I think the visualizations captured the different landscapes and there were no 
glaring omissions’. 

 
 In relation to forestry, the HES representative appreciated that visualizations can be 

cyclical: 
 

‘With forestry, we are always aware that it is a cyclical thing…they cut away 
trees and things become more visible…then patterns of regrowth…useful to see 
them [monopole] in that context but at the same time we like looking at the 
bare-earth landscape…understanding what permanent features will be there 
and changes in forestry etc.’ 

 
 SSEN asked if it would be helpful to have the visualizations at different times of the 

year with HES commenting: 
 

‘…it would be difficult…we are presented with a lot of visualizations and with 
windfarms we have flagged that there may be greater visual impact during the 
winter months…I wouldn’t be so unreasonable to ask for a visualization for every 
season but a broad idea of whether they would be more apparent in the win-
ter months rather than summer etc.’. 
 

 In response, an SSEN representative confirmed that the NeSTS project was working 
on 3D visualizations which include the ability to change seasons. 

 
 HES raised a further point on visualizations based on experience from other projects 

(non SSEN) and suggested that visualizations can sometimes be used to distort 
views: 
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‘You can see where particular visualizations have been used to camouflage 
things…recognize grey skies in winter months and on bright days there can be 
glare…atmospheric conditions change and it can be very difficult…an area 
we are considering doing some retrospective work involving comparing visuali-
zations at the design stage with the actual landscape now and see what the 
impacts are’. 

 
‘Difficult to know how people respond to new things…other landscapes after a 
generation…we are used to lattice towers…it is not an easy science…in terms 
of visualizations just try to be as representative as possible…difficult to do but 
the most important thing’. 

 
Comments on the Project Overview Presented 

 
 HES were invited to reflect on the project overview provided by the SSEN repre-

sentatives and feedback was positive around the rationale for the changes in de-
sign. However, this was caveated with the need to have detailed discussions on sit-
ing of the new structure: 

 
‘The overview has been good…it is great to have the rationale behind some of 
the design changes explained and what the drivers are in terms of the tech-
nical constraints’. 
 
‘With the environmental impacts, we would look for reduced works on the 
ground…reduced visual impacts…and it seems from the information you’ve 
shown me that the monopole design is best for doing that in terms of reduced 
visual impact…taller span and reduced interventions…then we would support 
that…with any project with us it will be down to the detailed design stage and 
where you put it [i.e. monopole] basically…there will be all sorts of constraints 
re: heritage assets, landscape and then we will have some of the more meatier 
discussions about detailed sitings’.   

 
Support for the Design 

 
 Based on the response to the project overview, HES were broadly supportive: 
 

‘Broadly supportive and happy with the aims of this and the environmental 
drivers which I think are brilliant and great to see you are taking that into ac-
count… but will come down to where it is being sited…but great to see you are 
considering environmental, visual impact, paint finishes etc... great to see that 
level of analysis going in there…evidence that you have done the work…all 
you can ask for’. 

 
Engagement 

 
 HES valued the opportunity to be engaged on the design: 
 

‘It’s great to be engaged on this…we don’t really get engaged on design…it’s 
wonderful to see what is happening and also to be able to feedback to my 
colleagues on the constraints and where the thinking is going…in reviewing en-
ergy policy it is good to have examples of projects…national strategy’. 
 
‘What people think about something aesthetically can vary enormously…we 
would look for a low impact solution and continuity in the landscape…some 
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may view the lattice as a classic…these groups exist and we do get listing re-
quests from niche areas’. 

HES Summary and Final Comments 
 
Overall HES are very supportive of the monopole design but would need to consid-
er specific sitings on a case by case basis.  HES also valued working in descriptive 
terms but very much appreciated the need for numeracy in developing a major 
electricity infrastructure project: 
 

‘My preference is for a monopole then it is a question of continuity and then 
impact on the ground…monopole is a bit of no brainer and less invasive on the 
ground’. 
 
‘We work in very descriptive terms and I understand that a big energy infra-
structure project demands numerate analysis but we look at things descriptive-
ly…getting a sense of something and having scope to go back to those terms 
would be helpful’. 
 
‘Happy to share the visualizations with other colleagues and stakeholders…we 
are good at giving quite descriptive feedback and happy to do this…and 
happy to feed into the stakeholder engagement process’ 
 
‘Supportive of the process…good effort and good to see what comes of it and 
improvement’. 
 
‘Stakeholder event was very useful…with the engineers etc.…great to be 
talked through the design changes today and not often engaged on thigs like 
this…happy to help…by in large really great and interesting’. 
 
‘Workshops and events are useful to hear what others think…a morning event 
would be preferable so that we can resource it…great to get different stake-
holders together’.  

 
1.2 Forestry Commission Scotland  

 
 Forestry Commission Scotland were positive and supportive of the design but 

sought some clarifications during the session.  One of the queries related to the 
term ‘delivering a lower land use’, with the SSEN representatives explaining that 
they meant by a lower construction footprint as well as spending less time in the 
construction phase of the works.  Queries also related to the height of the mono-
pole as well as how deep the foundations would be.  The Forestry Commission was 
satisfied with the explanations provided by SSEN.  In responding, the representative 
of the Forestry Commission commented as follows: 

 
‘Grand…we don’t have any concerns regards where the project is going and 
our concern is more to do with the application of the technology and impact 
assessment on the case by case basis…you haven’t done anything 
wrong…engaging with stakeholders and considering the options…considering 
many aspects and you have put safety first…very well HES saying there 
shouldn’t be any impact on the landscape but you still need to have a  
maintenance team…trade-off…but interesting…same height and same 
lines…double conductors’. 
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Public Perception 
 
 The Forestry Commission challenged anyone to be able to tell the difference in 

structures (twin pole versus monopole): 
 

‘There has been a load of research done on the customer perception or public 
perception…you wouldn’t even notice it [the monopole] …so guys you are 
spending a lot of time and effort coming up with the best solution but probably 
95% of the public would not notice it…great that you are doing it but when it is 
at 30 meters plus…one line or two…I challenge anyone to spot the differ-
ence…you have considered a lot of things’.   

 
Focus on Over Head Lines 

 
 During the session, the Forestry Commission did ask why the focus was solely on 

OHLs and not undergrounding, as well as what proportion of lines in Scotland are 
over ground and underground.  The Commission also enquired about how Scotland 
compares with other countries.   

 
SSEN responded to all queries and said that there will always be cases where SSEN 
will have to over ground and that cost will also be a factor.  SSEN also pointed out 
the environmental impacts associated with maintenance, as well as the technical 
challenges associated with undergrounding higher voltage lines.  The Forestry 
Commission were satisfied with all of the explanations provided.   

 
Overview of Process 

 
 SSEN representatives provided an overview of the design journey to date and 

made the point that the design at present is generic and that the next stage will be 
applying the design within specific communities.  SSEN also advised that they had 
produced a number of visualizations including asking the Forestry Commission for 
thoughts on the two options of a twin pole versus a single pole.  In response, the 
Forestry Commission commented that there is no difference from a forestry per-
spective: 

 
‘From a Forestry Commission point of view there isn’t much difference regarding 
the impact on forest but I like the double line…element of difference which is a 
bit of a contrast…everyone goes for single…double is something new’. 

 
‘It goes back to the function of the structure…it is a man-made structure in a 
man-made environment…Scotland was never open views and bare 
land…people get hung up on openness and everything has to be neat and 
clear and fit in.  At the end of the day you are delivering a service and this is a 
man-made tower and the structure has to be functional…if it is the best option 
and the safest option then good…there has to be trade-offs’. 

 
Visualizations 

 
 The representative of the Forestry Commission was shown the different visualizations 

with the Commission representative commenting as follows: 
 

‘Visualizations absolutely brilliant…like the switch between the two [single line to 
double line] …I was expecting major differences but actually less clutter…with 
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double line it is simple and neat…I am a fan of traditional elements…man 
made structure and you can’t cover it in leaves and flowers’. 
 
‘The new design is sleek and simple and you can’t argue with that…tourists 
come to Scotland to enjoy the open views and in some areas, we don’t have 
the variety of structures we enjoy in other countries’. 
 
‘Can’t argue with a leaner structure…working within the parameters you guys 
have…but in a moorland situation you have to deal with a range of stakehold-
ers…they have a voice and interests…good luck with that…game keeper, 
conversationalist, recreational… all have different interests…they all want no 
lines and to keep it the way it is and we argue that it’s never been like that’. 

 
‘The only thing we would get hung up on is ancient woodlands where there is a 
very strong presumption against anything that could affect it…if it is a planta-
tion then this is man-made against man-made as long as there is no net loss of 
woodland…a resource…moorland is not contentious’. 

 
 Impacts of Forestry Not Considered by SSEN 
 
 The Forestry Commission were generally satisfied that SSEN had considered all the 

possible impacts on forestry.  In response to a direct question from SSEN on whether 
or not there had been any impacts not considered by SSEN, the Forestry Commis-
sion representative commented as follows: 

 
‘No, I don’t think so.  You have shown everything else is similar to before and 
from a Forestry Commission perspective I wouldn’t see anything to object to’. 
 
‘Your plans would include an element of replanting in some areas and the 
sooner you do that the better…if construction time is reduced by even 6 
months that could be a planting season for us…gaining a growing season 
would be beneficial for us’. 

 
The Forestry Commission representative also highlighted the point that SSEN has 
flexibility in Scotland which may not be the case in other European countries: 

 
‘If you think about the forest in Europe, you have flexibility in Scotland to do a 
range of things…what to fell and when to fell.  In Scotland, you have forest 
planted in the 80’s which hasn’t been touched…we can move things around 
and maybe we did not want to fell until 2025 but we can fell now if re-
quired…flexibility and easy for you to work with landowners and the Commis-
sion who have a big land ownership…if you fell earlier and construct quicker 
then gain a growing season…all positive’. 

 
Forestry Management Plans and Meeting Basic Parameters 

 
The Forestry Commission highlighted the value of the forestry management plans 
and working within these plans as well as adhering to the broad principle of no net 
loss of woodland 

 
‘We encourage you to work with the management plans and if there is no 
management plan in place then it is a good opportunity to put one in 
place…as well as no net loss of woodland… if you meet these two parameters 
then good.  We get hung up on things like in order to minimize the visual impact 
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of the line then hide it in the forest…some still say that and it is a big no…not 
there to hide things…it is a valuable resource…man-made lines working in a 
man-made forest…some environmental architects say you hide the lines in the 
forest’. 

 
Time Saving with Maintenance 

 
The Forestry Commission representative enquired as to whether or not SSEN had 
considered or quantified the savings on maintenance, with SSEN confirming that 
exact costs had not been calculated but that they did envisage savings with the 
use of drones for inspections etc.  The Forestry Commission representative was satis-
fied with this explanation.   

 
Using the New Design for All New Pylons 

 
In response to a question on whether SSEN planned to use the new design for all 
new pylons, SSEN confirmed that they will still be considering the traditional pylons 
but that a library of designs currently exist which could be used.   

 
Feedback from the Scottish Government 

 
During the session, the Forestry Commission representative enquired if there had 
been any feedback on the design from the Scottish Government and whether or 
not the area for siting the works had been disclosed.  In response, and without re-
vealing any detail, SSEN confirmed that the Scottish Government were broadly 
supportive of the new design.  SSEN also advised that the location for the works has 
not been disclosed and that the community affected would be the first to advised.   

 
Stakeholder Engagement 

 
The Forestry Commission advised that SSEN may find a pool of stakeholder’s re-
sistant to change but that the overall policy environment is constantly changing 
(e.g. agricultural supplements changing, revisions to energy strategy and 
 

‘…an element of perpetuity with low yield windfarms decommissioned but if 
yielding then possibly repowered…Orkney where they are repowering with 
higher turbines to increase yield’. 

 
‘All good news and your engagement process has been great…the fact that 
you take the time and go out and speak with stakeholders’. 
 
‘Better when you have everyone around the table …events where there is merit 
in having everyone around the table rather than having to deal with every-
one’s concerns which can be painful…a bit like having to go back to the den-
tist every week!’. 

 
Forestry Commission Summary and Concluding Comments 

 
SSEN asked the Forestry Commission representative if there was anything else that 
they would like to know about the design or the project itself.  Again, the response 
from the Forestry Commission was positive in their overall assessment of the project: 

 
‘No, that was incredibly detailed and thank you so much for sparing the 
time…it’s great…a lot of work behind this’. 
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‘Even if you have a relatively smaller footprint on the land that is important…as 
well as some savings on time…relieved to hear that it is not any smaller be-
cause you could have a greater impact on the corridor and relieved to hear 
this not happening’. 
 
‘You spoke about communities most affected and you need a live case to go 
and test that…communities can be vociferous and loud’. 

 
1.3 Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA)  
 
 The representative of the Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) was pre-

sented with an overview of the project journey to date including the factors influ-
encing the design changes and rationale for selecting the chosen monopole de-
sign.  

 
 Preference for Fewer Structures 
 

In response, the overview presented by SSEN, the SEPA representative confirmed a 
preference for less structures but also highlighted the fact that the ancillary struc-
tures and works will have the greatest environmental impact: 

 
‘The less structures the better. Even though the footprint of these pylons isn’t 
huge, simply reducing the number of them over an 80-kilometer line will have a 
substantial cumulative impact in terms of risk attached to excavations.   How-
ever, this is not the biggest of environmental risks when it comes to these types 
of projects, it’s the ancillary structure (access roads) which have the most im-
pact. It’s a bit frustrating as a planner that I cannot really comment on the de-
sign because I have my pure environmental hat on and it doesn’t really matter 
as long as the number of structures is reduced and footprint for each pylon isn’t 
ridiculous’. 

 
 The SEPA representative went on to set out the rationale for favoring fewer struc-

tures which essentially centered around lower land use: 
 

‘It basically comes down to the fact if small towers only require 15 square cubic 
meters of land being excavated but the taller tower requires 25 then it balanc-
es itself out in terms of SEPA’s remit. The design above ground doesn’t really 
concern us.  It’s more of concern for HES and Historic Environment Scotland 
who are focused on landscape and visual impact.  We are more focused on 
what is happening under the ground in terms of that excavation.  It’s all relative 
but I have one point to raise in terms of the size of the foundations but I am sure 
we will come onto that anyway’.  

 
The SSEN confirmed to SEPA that increases to span and loads would require bigger 
foundations but that there would be savings.  In response, the SEPA representative 
commented: 

 
‘I see what you mean it mitigates itself out probably causes a neutral impact in 
terms of the difference. If you are reducing the number of towers from 4 per kil-
ometer to 3 per kilometer it will probably the same amount of footprint that will 
be disturbed in terms of foundations...I think you are talking about very small 
quantities [savings] which is not a showstopper for us’.  
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Access Roads, Ancillary Works and Maintenance 
 
 There was some discussion around access roads with SSEN confirming that these 

roads don’t get smaller as the plant used is basically the same.  The SEPA repre-
sentative accepted this but did enquire about how the new design compares with 
the traditional lattice structure: 

 
‘I guess you have to have the same size lorries, so it doesn’t really make a dif-
ference in terms of the size of the access roads. The maintenance regimes may 
make a difference, how does it compare to a standard lattice structure?’. 

 
 In response to this question, SSEN said the new design has the potential to deliver 
lower maintenance and will almost certainly deliver easier inspection.  However, 
SSEN confirmed that neither of these factors had been quantified yet. SSEN also 
confirmed that vehicular access would not be required, and that the access roads 
would be removed which is not currently the case with the traditional structures.   
 
Following a detailed overview of changes to the cross arms in term of both safety 
and visual appeal, as well as an overview of the potential for less land use, the SEPA 
representative was asked to confirm that they were comfortable with the summary: 
 

‘Yes, I am happy it will deliver lower maintenance, reduced construction activi-
ty, improved security and lower land use. That all seems to make to sense’.  

 
 Span and Height 
 
 Based on stakeholder feedback to date, as well as detailed engineering analysis, 

SSEN confirmed that the direction of the travel for the design is for the structures to 
be higher with increased span, with the proviso that when there is a ridge line, or a 
particular artifact, then smaller pylons would be more appropriate, with SEPA 
commenting: 

 
‘So basically, in scenic areas, that makes sense’. 

 
 Twin Pole versus the Monopole 
 
 SSEN presented a range of visualizations to show both the monopole and twin pole 

structures in different landscape settings.  In response, the representative from SEPA 
favored the monopole: 

 
[Upland Moorland] ‘I didn’t realise you had to do that, but it makes sense. You 
must be able to slightly deviate on the straight line to 2 degrees. I think from our 
perspective simply on the basis of using one less pole the top one because of 
less land impact. As a basic rule, I think we would prefer the top one’ [i.e. the 
monopole]. 
 
[Strath] ‘Again we would prefer the top one, when you get into agricultural 
land the main thing is to avoid water courses/ground water supply etc. It 
doesn’t really matter from our point of view as you don’t really encounter peat 
in this landscape’.  
 
[Forest Edge] ‘As a given I would select the one with the less footprint which 
would be the top one’.  
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Reduction in Construction Activity and Land Use 
 
 SSEN provided an overview of the likely impact of the new design on the timescales 

for construction activity and highlighted the potential for the new design to reduce 
construction times (i.e. saving 60 man days and 12 plant days per kilometer of line).  
In response, the SEPA representative cited the link between less man and plant 
days and reduced environmental risk: 

   
‘I suppose the main thing is the less man days and plant days reduces the risk of 
environmental risk and if its quicker, you can schedule easier around breeding 
seasons and the weather etc. ‘  

 
SSEN presented the foundation drawings and made the point that on a lattice 
tower there are four excavations with this reduced to one for a monopole tower.  
SSEN also made the point that with the monopole design it is possible to bring the 
concrete right up to the pole which makes the land up to the pole still usable and 
that the finished concrete lump is smaller.  The SEPA representative accepted this 
explanation but indicated that they would like to see the figures on depth as well 
as consider the type of ground: 
 

‘I suppose if there is just one of them rather than 4 lattice ones then yes but I 
would need to see more figures on the depth of the excavations.  However, 
with one excavation it should even out.  However, it really depends on the type 
of ground you are building on. You might have one project where the ground is 
OK and you make a good saving, but then you could have a project that you 
are working on a project where that is not the case’.  

 
‘For some reason, I have got it in my head it takes 21 cubic meters for the cur-
rent level of excavation on a lattice tower design.  I think you will end up with 
less impact, but the value of the environmental impact will depend on the type 
of land you are working on’.  

 
SEPA Summary and Concluding Comments 
 
SSEN outlined the next stages in the process as well as engaging with the communi-
ty likely to be affected by the trial.  SEPA found this useful and advised that they 
were happy to be contacted in the future about the project: 
 

‘Yes absolutely [future contact], it is the construction element that our teams 
will be particularly interested in.  Less risk, in terms of less time on the ground. 
Even though it’s not our remit, working around seasons either migrating birds, 
salmon spawning makes a lot of sense.    

 
In response to a direct question on whether SEPA believed the project to be of val-
ue the SEPA representative commented: 
 

‘When I first heard about this project it was at general steering group in Inver-
ness and there wasn’t as much background to it but we would definitely wel-
come any development that lessens construction time’. 
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Stakeholder Engagement 
 
The SEPA representative was asked if the information presented was transparent 
and clear with the following comment made: 
 

‘Yes definitely (transparent), yes very clear, yes more than a basic understand-
ing and I am more than happy to continue to contribute to the consultation 
process’. 

 
Support for the Project 
 
Overall, SEPA were supportive of the project: 
 

‘From what I have heard today, I think it is a good idea. From SEPA’s remit, it is 
important to stress that the visual impact issues are not as significant to us as for 
HES etc.’. 

 
The SEPA representative further stated that as a stakeholder they had been provid-
ed with enough information/evidence to allow SSEN take the project to the next 
stage.  The SEPA representative also confirmed that the project, as outlined, will re-
duce environmental impact: 
 

‘Yes, absolutely I think that was very clear. I think you have done a lot of work to 
date’.  

 
1.4 John Muir Trust  

 
SSEN opened the session and proceeded to provide an overview of progress on the 
project to date, as well as the different stage gates in the design procedure.  SSEN 
also highlighted the importance of stakeholder feedback on the overall design 
process.  In response to the presentation, the representative from the John Muir 
Trust confirmed that they understood it.   
 
 SSEN then went on to explain: 
 
 Height and span; 
 Need to ensure functionality ahead of aesthetics; 
 Learning from manufacturers; 

 
The representative from the John Muir Trust enquired if the new design differs sub-
stantially from the current steel lattice design, with SSEN in turn explaining that it var-
ies but it is smaller at this voltage level.  SSEN commented further that they had 
thought about going smaller (as the T pylon) but that stakeholders said they would 
like the option of smaller towers, and smaller span to use in specific situations, but 
the overall preference is for fewer higher towers which is basically the tradeoff.  
 
SSEN also confirmed that the insulator configurations had been changed for two 
reasons: safety considerations; and, visual appeal.  The representative from the 
John Muir Trust confirmed they were satisfied with these explanations, particularly 
SSEN’s explanation of the use of cross-arms to reduce the need for access roads.   
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Access Roads 
 
The representative from the John Muir Trust asked: 
 

‘Would you vary the access design depending on the terrain. If it’s inaccessible 
by machine, would you have a slightly different design?’. 

 
In response, SSEN indicated that the design should reflect a need for them to be 
climbable and that SSEN’s preference is to have access without mobile platforms.   
 
Stakeholder Engagement 
 
The representative from the John Muir Trust was asked if they were satisfied that 
SSEN had spoken with a wide range of stakeholders including the general public, 
with the Trust satisfied that this was the case:    
 

‘Yes, from what I can gather you have spoken to an exceptionally wide range 
of people, absolutely’.  
 
‘Yes, I think that is very important [taking the views of the general public]. From 
our point of view, we represent the general public view… well at least one 
segment of them, so we are quite happy that you have met that requirement’.  

 
The representative from the John Muir Trust was also invited to comment on stake-
holder engagement activities with engineers and safety experts:   
 

‘From what I can see yes, I don’t know a great deal about it. I do know that 
some of my former students including one girl who works for SSE at heights so 
we would be keen they are safe as well’.  

 
Understanding of the Safety Constraints 
 
The representative from the John Muir Trust was asked if they felt the information 
presented was clear in terms of communicating the constraints in terms of safety 
and other considerations during the design process.  In response, the Trust stated: 
 

‘Yes, I do, I am quite happy with all that’.  
 
Understanding of the Manufacturing and Cost Constraints 
 
SSEN provided an overview of the manufacturing and cost constraints considered 
as part of the design process, with the Trust representative confirming they under-
stood and were satisfied with the explanation given: 
 

‘It would seem a very sensible thing to do from a business point of view apart 
from anything else and also to learn from other people’s experience. We are 
not fundamentalists about anything and anything that brings common sense in 
we are quite happy with’. 
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Understanding of How the Design Process Evolved 
 
The representative from the John Muir Trust also confirmed that they were clear on 
how the design process had evolved and the rationale for the design changes, 
with the John Muir Trust confirming that their key issue is aesthetics: 
 

‘Yes, I can clearly see the progression of where you have come from and 
where you have got to. Essentially from our point of view aesthetics are the 
most important issue but yes, I can see how it has evolved and how you have 
got there’.    
 

Concern that Temporary Tracks are Being Made Permanent 
 
SSEN outlined its vision for the new design and stated that the design has the poten-
tial to deliver: lower visual impact; lower land use; improved safety; and, reduced 
construction activity.  In response, the representative of the Trust was happy with 
the explanations given but did say that tracks are an issue for them, with landown-
ers applying to have temporary tracks made permanent: 
 

‘Yes, I can see that. The tracks are an issue for us as you probably realise.  It’s 
not the reinstatement though reinstatement can take time. The Beauly Denny 
ones have been reinstated well and they will just take a bit of time to cover 
over. The big problem we have got is with landowners which are going for ret-
rospective planning permission’.  

 
‘They want to adopt them as permanent tracks. On the Beauly Denny line, I 
wasn’t with the Trust at the time…we did object to aspects of it but one of the 
assurances was that all the tracks would be reinstated and what we have 
faced since then is a continuous stream of applications from land owners who 
want to retain them and a lot of them have been adopted and retained. That 
is a problem as far as we are concerned’.  

 
SSEN confirmed that applications from landowners to make tracks permanent is a 
recurring issue that SSEN has little or no influence over, although it was suggested 
that some local authorities are tightening up on this.    
 

‘I think you are probably right there was one up on the Corrie Alec pass which 
we objected to very strongly. There was actually a track in place but they 
wanted a bigger track. I suppose it’s one of these things if you don’t have it you 
don’t miss it but once you have got it a lot of them want to keep it.   So, we just 
need to deal with planners on that front’. 

 
Colour of Structures 
 
The representative from the John Muir Trust did enquire about the colour of the 
structures in terms of integrating with the backdrop: 
 

‘Going back to the point you raised about spraying in the factory, maybe it’s 
something we come to later but are we talking about different colours for these 
things to fit in with the backdrop?’. 

 
In response, SSEN confirmed that opinions vary and colours can vary depending on 
what light they are seen in.  SSEN confirmed that there is a choice which is one of 
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the benefits of factory application.   On the issue of different colours, the repre-
sentative from the John Muir Trust commented further: 
 

‘We would certainly agree with you.  Despite our reputation, we don’t normally 
object to many wind farms but we objected to 3 last year.   Two are coming 
forward which involve a public enquiry, one at Taplin (Muirhall Energy) because 
the backdrop on this occasion is not going to be a skyline, they are suggesting 
the colour should be a dark green.  It depends on what angel you look at the 
structure and in what light but yes colour could be important’.  

 
SSEN confirmed that they are conscious that the proposal currently is based on a 
generic design in sample landscapes and that the design will continue to be influ-
enced by stakeholder opinion before moving to a specific design in a specific lo-
cation.  In response, the representative from the John Muir Trust commented: 
 

‘There is a windfarm on the A9 where somebody has painted a windfarm in 
shades of grey where it starts of as dark grey and gets lighter as it gets higher’. 

 
SSEN confirmed that this example was built by Enercon and that there are a lot of 
these structures in Germany and along the East coast of England.   
 
Still on the issue of colour, the representative from the John Muir Trust commented 
further by saying:  
 

‘It was just a general question. It’s one we have often queried in terms of tur-
bines are concerned but this is the first time we have come across an applica-
tion where the suggested colour is green. You can’t totally hide things but ac-
tually it does make sense if he backdrop is not pure skyline for example hills. I 
think colour is more important in non-agricultural areas as there are less 
manmade features to detract from it. It doesn’t stand out as much in agricul-
tural areas’. 
 
‘I think the landscape changes and you can’t change colour to reflect time of 
year. Well not yet anyway’.  

 
SSEN confirmed that they will implement a matt finish and if a single colour his cho-
sen, the bias will be towards dark grey because of the changing seasons etc. 
Again, SSEN confirmed that stakeholders will be involved in this decision. 
 
The representative of the John Muir Trust also enquired if the new design structure 
would be built with steel with SSEN saying that there is lots of work going on with ma-
terials for overhead line supports using composite materials, but given the load 
composites, SSEN is keen to avoid any risk first time around.  SSEN also pointed out 
that there are concerns about the carbon footprint of composites.  
 
Visualizations 
 
The representative from the John Muir Trust was presented with a range of visualiza-
tions on the design and the initial reaction was that the new design was less busy 
on the landscape: 
 

‘The new version is a lot less busy in the landscape. It’s a lot cleaner and actual-
ly it does help. There is so much going on in the steel lattice design it ends up 
been a distraction’. 
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‘If you have one pole it’s an improvement, so the continuation is an improved 
as well. You are covering less area at the base therefore visually your impact is 
reduced’.  
 
[Strath] ‘The impact is far less when you compare it with the lattice design. A lot 
comes down to personal preference but I prefer the nice clean lines’.  
 
[Forrest Edge] ‘It’s the same effect as far as I am concerned’.  
 
[Agricultural Lowland] ‘In that type of landscape I don’t think the gain in terms 
of lessening visual impact is as substantial as in the other landscape images’. 

 
John Muir Trust Summary and Concluding Comments 
 
SSEN confirmed that they are working on 3D visualizations which will provide greater 
flexibility in terms of angles and viewpoints.  SSEN confirmed that they will be identi-
fying a site and engaging with the local community.  SSEN also confirmed that they 
will continue to engage with stakeholders on the design.   
  
The representative from the John Muir Trust indicated their satisfaction with the pro-
cess as well as their interest in staying involved: 
 

‘If you can send me the link I will share this information with my colleague Helen 
McDade who could not be here today.  From our general perspective if you 
can replace steel lattice with something that looks a bit cleaner and neater it’s 
always going to be a gain. The bottom line is we know these things need to be 
built, they need to be there, we just need a design to minimise impact as much 
as we can and that does look very much along the right lines. I am quite hap-
py’.  
 

In term of risk to wildlife the representative from the John Muir Trust believed the risk 
to be minimal:  
 

‘I can’t see how it would endanger wildlife any more than that the lattice de-
sign. From our point of view, the improvement in the design is that is that it is vis-
ually less impactful’.   

 
Also in relation to construction activity, the Trust had concerns in relation to wildland 
areas: 
 

‘Our concern is the wildland areas, in particular peat. If you reduce the con-
struction activity it will reduce the amount of damage to these habitats and the 
need for restoration. It’s all positive’. 

 
Support for the New Design 
 
The representative from the John Muir Trust was generally supportive of the new de-
sign:   
 

‘It is doubt an improvement. Yes, I would be generally supportive.  
Yvonne:  What do you think of our general approach to stakeholder engage-
ment on this specific project? 
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Stakeholder Engagement 
 
Stakeholder engagement was welcomed by the Trust, with the Trust indicating that 
they would be happy to continue to be engaged but also made the point that 
participating in the engagement process is subject to time constraints: 
 

‘I think from the point of view of the Trust, we very much welcome people tak-
ing the time and effort to come and sit down and talk us through the process. 
We are quite happy with that. We are happy to continue to be engaged in this 
consultation when we can. Our problem is literally time constraints, so as far as 
we can we would like to continue to be involved in the engagement process’.  
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