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Summary
• This WR addresses the landscape and visual considerations associated with the
double-pole line proposed for the NWWFC, primarily as they affect the community
of Cefn Meiriadog. It further addresses the proposed use by the Applicant of an
ancient way as a works access. Apart from these primary issues, it discusses
several other concerns including the North Wales Pilgrim’s Way.
•

As regards the landscape and visual considerations as they affect the community
of Cefn Meiriadog, the WR argues that the landscape as it is perceived and
experienced by the residents of the community of Cefn Meiriadog would be
seriously harmed were the proposal to go ahead as intended by the Applicant. It
makes this argument based on a consideration of the landscape and visual
impacts of the proposal, also taking into account the historic aspects of landscape
and community identity, the proposed mitigation and the cumulative effects which
will be felt by the community. In doing the last it points out that everyday mobility
of most of its residents is a key characteristic of the community.

•

It considers the Applicant’s Environmental Statement and takes issue with some
of the methodologies employed and some of the results presented in relation to
landscape and visual considerations, where appropriate presenting alternative
assessments of the likely effects of the proposal. It considers the issue of the
marginal cost of placing the connection underground in relation to both the
proposal by the Applicant to place underground a 33kV line with the proposed
132kV one, and to the disbenefits identified in relation to the line being an
overhead one. These disbenefits are largely those to do with landscape and visual
considerations, but include also an element connected with the loss of agricultural
land.

•

In considering the Applicant’s treatment of landscape and visual considerations,
the WR finds that the he has failed to take account of the importance given by the
European Landscape Convention (ELC) to landscape as perceived and as
experienced by those who live in it, and has likewise failed to involve people, as
opposed to professionals, in the assessment.

•

The conclusion is drawn that, at least within the community of Cefn Meiriadog, the
connection should be place underground from the River Elwy onwards.

•

In relation to the use of the ancient way for access, the WR gives an account of
the way’s historical importance for the community and its present-day use as for
recreation. It makes clear its complete unsuitability for use as works access

considering both its physical characteristics and its perceived historical historical
and landscape value, and the likelihood, verging on certainty, that it would be
damaged beyond repair by use as a works access.
1. General
1.1 The Cefn Meiriadog and Glascoed Road Residents and Users Group disagrees with
the Applicant’s assessment of the effects of landscape and visual considerations as they
affect the landscapes along the route of the proposed connection, and in particular as
they affect the community of Cefn Meiriadog. Its disagreement is based among other
things on a belief that the Applicant has fundamentally failed to engage with the
requirements of the ELC in taking account of the importance of the perceptual and
experiential aspects of landscape, and as a result has failed to adequately assess the
harm that would be caused to the landscape as it affects Cefn Meiriadog. Related but
separate, it finds that the Applicant’s assessment of cumulative effects are inadequate in
failing to take account of the mobility which is a fundamental characteristic of the
community. As a result, the Applicant fails to grasp the major impact that the propose line
will have on the community and its identity.
1.2 It also disagrees with the Applicant’s suggestion that undergrounding will be likely to
cause more harm than the proposed overhead line, based on the Applicant’s own
proposals for undergrounding a conflicting 33kV line and the final portion of the
connection from the proposed terminal pole.
1.3 It disagrees with the Applicant on the effects that use of an ancient way within the
community for works access during construction will have, based on close familiarity with
the line way in question and the Applicant’s descriptions of the vehicles which its
contractors will employ.
1.4 The Group does not have the expertise to assess other aspects of the Applicant’s
documentation, therefore finds it difficult to say categorically whether it agrees or
disagrees with them. However, taking the examples of the Applicant’s ecological,
biodiversity and flood risk assessments, it is prepared to accept them as reasonably
correct.
1.5 The Group does agree with the Applicant that even with mitigation and any
additional enhancement measures in place, the proposed infrastructure is likely to be
regarded as a potentially discordant feature, and therefore concurs with his approach of
considering all landscape and visual effects identified as caused by the proposed
overhead line as adverse unless specifically stated otherwise.
1.6 The data, methodologies and assumptions used to support the Group’s submission
are discussed in the appropriate places in the WR.
2. Introduction
2.1 The Cefn Meiriadog and Glascoed Road Residents and Users Group (’the Group’)
believes that due to
• the exceptional nature of the landscape along the entire length of the proposed
route of the North Wales Wind Farm Connection (NWWFC),
• the effects of the proposed double-pole line on that landscape, and
• the insufficiency overall of the mitigation measures proposed,

the only effective mitigation and solution to the degradation of the landscape that would
be caused is to place the connection underground, as has been called for by other
interested parties and statutory consultees. The Group therefore endorses the
representations made by Denbighshire C C, Pylon the Pressure Group and others calling
for the NWWFC to be placed underground.
2.2 However the Group’s primary concern in this representation is of necessity the
effects of the proposed NWWFC on the community of Cefn Meiriadog, and its comments
will be largely concerned with these, although with some additional points made in
connection with the North Wales Pilgrim’s Way and other issues.
2.3 The Group’s representation is concerned with two main issues:
• Landscape and visual considerations as they affect Cefn Meiriadog;
• SPM’s proposed use of the ancient way known known locally as ‘the Old Lane’ or
(more recently) ‘the Bridle Path’ for works access;
but considers also other issues as discussed towards the end of the representation.
3. Landscape and visual considerations as they affect Cefn Meiriadog
3.1 From the Applicant’s Environmental Statement Ch. 7 (Doc. 6.7) we note paras 7.4.8
and 7.4.23 and in particular SPM’s conclusion in 7.4.23 that
“Even with mitigation and any additional enhancement measures in place, the
proposed infrastructure is likely to be regarded as a potentially discordant feature.
For this reason, all effects identified in this chapter are considered adverse unless
specifically stated otherwise.”
3.2 the principle is clearly accepted therefore that placing an overhead line though the
landscape in question is inherently harmful to it in terms of landscape and visual
considerations, and therefore that purely in terms of landscape and visual
considerations, placing the NWWFC underground is inherently preferable to having it as
a double-pole overhead line as proposed.
3.3 The Applicant states that the guidelines provided by the ‘Holford Rules’ have been
followed in establishing the proposed route, and they are referred to where appropriate in
the application. The European Landscape Convention (ELC) entered into force for the
United Kingdom on 1 March 2007, having been ratified by the UK Government of 21
November 2006. The ELC does not supersede the Holford Rules, but rather carries more
weight with regard to protection of landscape. Although the Applicant’s ES Chapter 7
makes two general references to the ELC (7.4.2 and 7.4.49), the Group contends that
important guidelines contained in the ELC have been overlooked in his assessment of
landscape and visual effects, and that as a result that assessment does not present a full
picture for Cefn Meiriadog and thus is not to be relied upon.
3.4 In Natural England’s Guidelines for Implementing the European Landscape
Convention, Part 2: Integrating the Intent of The ELC into Plans, Policies and Strategies,
the importance of people’s perception of the landscape is emphasized time and again,
for example in paragraph 2.22:
“The ELC recognises that landscape is a result of people’s perception – how
people experience and value the landscape; it is not just the concern of
professionals and landscape specialists. It is a product of all the senses and
experienced through the filters of memory, association and understanding. It is

important that our understanding of landscape includes these perceptual and
experiential qualities and these form part of the landscape baseline (see Principle
5 below). In describing landscape, for example as part of a character assessment,
it is recognised that a detailed understanding of the different components
(physical processes, soils, settlement, perceptions, associations etc) may be
required to build up the ‘whole’ picture.”
3.5 Or in paragraph 2.19, under Principle 5: Involve People:
“Landscape is a product of the interaction between natural and human factors
including people’s perceptions. As noted … [above], is not just the concern of
professionals and landscape specialists. The Convention recognises that
landscape is important to everyone’s quality of life. This process of democratizing
landscape requires citizens to have access to processes for understanding
landscape values and making decisions on appropriate policies for protection,
management and planning”.
3.6 The Applicant’s approach is at odds with this however. In ES 6.7, 7.4.34, it is stated
“At each step of the process, the required judgements as to the likely
significance of an effect were determined by a combination of quantitative
and qualitative assessment, informed by professional judgement supported
by a clearly explained rationale”. [Emphasis added].
3.7 Therefore, while the Applicant has produced an extensive and detailed landscape
assessment, crucially
• it does not take into account the critically important factor of people’s own
perceptions and experiences in their assessment of landscape
• it relies largely on professionals to make judgements on the importance to
be attached to landscape elements and to the perception of them;
3.8 One is bound to add that
• it is so extensive and is expressed in such a way through technical and
professional jargon as to make it difficult for the lay person who will actually
experience the effects being assessed to understand everything that is
being said about them, and thus to contribute meaningfully to discussion.
3.9 Expressed in everyday terms, the result is an assessment in which a 15m high
double-pole overhead line running through 17 km of exceptionally beautiful landscape
and countryside, within sight of hundreds of properties and many publicly-used roads,
lanes, tracks and paths, is deemed to have no more than a moderate effect in a handful
of places, whereas those actually experiencing it perceive it as a quite major degradation
of the landscape within which they live their everyday lives and which they have
experienced historically for many years and in many cases for generations.
3.10 The Group finds it unacceptable that the Applicant has not engaged with the ELC’s
understanding of landscape as including perceptual and experiential qualities. It is at the
heart of the issue that those for whom Cefn Meiriadog’s landscape is a living and everpresent part of their everyday lives have a different perception from professional
landscape specialists of both the landscape and the effects on it of the proposal.
Moreover it hardly needs pointing out that it is precisely to the Applicant that these
professionals and specialists are contracted in carrying out their assessments and

making their judgements. Needless to say, they cannot but be aware that however
ostensibly objective their methodologies, the Applicant’s aim at the end of the process is
to be able to present an assessment allowing him to argue that the effects of his
proposal on the landscape are not such as to suggest the proposal should not go ahead.
3.11 Many have chosen to live, to continue to live or to move to Cefn Meiriadog
precisely because of its landscape. Farming and activity related to it, woodland, the River
Elwy and its valley, the limestone ridge known as the Bryn, are fundamental to the
character and identity of the community of Cefn Meiriadog and the sustainability longterm of that character and identity, as are the roads, lanes, tracks, footpaths and bridle
paths that criss-cross it and the historical associations of places like the Bryn, Plas
Newydd and the ancient way which gives the community of Groesffordd Marli (‘Marli
Crossroads’) within it and the property Groesffordd Farm (‘Crossroads Farm’) their
names. Furthermore, the area's topography means that landscapes are especially visible
from its roads, lanes and paths and from properties along the route. The nature of this as
of any other rural community is that on a daily basis its members drive through and
around it whether as farmers and farm workers driving the roads, lanes and tracks to
access their fields, or simply as residents who to go to work, go shopping, take children
to school, visit friends, go to health, leisure and other facilities, and do many other things
to which they must go by car, while walking, cycling and horse-riding are popular
recreations. Their perception and experience of the proposed line is not that there will be
moderate effects here and there, but that the landscape which they have chosen to live
in or have even sought out to live in, and which they actively experience and enjoy on a
continuous basis as part of their everyday existence, will be irreparably harmed, not only
for them but for their children and grandchildren also.
3.12 Even the Applicant’s own assessment acknowledges (7.8.4) that both the
landscape of the valley of the River Elwy (“Afon Elwy Valley – East and Upper Elwy
Valley”), and the landscape of the Cefn Meriadog Ridge (“Limestone Valley – Cefn”)
would experience a “moderate” effect. Residents’ perceptions and experiences of these
landscapes lead them to suggest that ‘moderate’ is a distinct understatement, and that
the effects on the much-loved river valley and ‘the Bryn’ (the limestone ridge) would be
major for perceptions of the area. Furthermore, the Group notes that the Applicant
acknowledges also (7.8.5) that there will be no mitigation for these landscapes beyond
replanting those hedges damaged and destroyed in the construction process and
including the odd hedgerow tree in the replanting.
3.13 ‘THE BRYN’. As noted above, the Applicant accepts that placing an overhead line
though the landscape is inherently harmful to it in terms of landscape and visual
considerations, Understandably, special concern is expressed by the Applicant to avoid
‘skylining’, as it is in all proposals of this nature. The Group finds it particularly surprising
and quite unacceptable therefore that the Applicant then proceeds to propose 'skylining'
for the overhead line as it crosses ‘the Bryn’, the limestone ridge which, with the River
Elwy, is Cefn Meiriadog’s defining landscape characteristic. The fact that a very much
more visually intrusive terminal pole is also involved means that from properties to the
north, from the Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road, and from the Groesffordd Marli to
Cefn Meiriadog Road, and especially from the ancient way which it will be adjacent to,
the 'skylining' effect will be particularly pronounced.
3.12 However it will also be clearly visible from further afield, from properties, roads and

footpaths on the west side of the River Elwy. Notably, however it will also be clearly
visible from Cefn Meiriadog’s main artery, the B5381 or Glascoed Road. Ironically, in its
planning application for the crematorium on Glascoed Road now under construction, one
of the developer’s justifications for siting it in that location was that the large windows in
the rear of the chapel facing south would allow mourners an uninterrupted view of the
limestone ridge to the south [i.e. the Bryn] “to ensure that mourners have the opportunity
to take in the views of the tranquil setting of the site during their time of reflection and
grief”. (Genesis Town Planning, Planning Statement accompanying a detailed planning
application for the construction of a new crematorium, associated car park, access road
Land South of Glascoed Road, St. Asaph, Denbighshire, August 2013, para. 3.8).
3.13 VIEWPOINTS. The crematorium itself will be returned to in a consideration of
cumulative effects, but what the above points to is the inadequacy of some of the
viewpont locations selected by the applicant to assess the effects of the proposal. The
viewpoints are shown in the Applicant’s ES 6.16 Fig. 7.3 and listed in 6.7 Table 7.21.
Those within Cefn Meiriadog are Viewpoints 34, 37, 39 and 40.
3.14 Viewpoint 40 is described as “B5381 Glascoed Road between St Asaph and
Bodelwyddan. Looking towards the Cefn Meiriadog ridge line”. While noting the fact that
the arrow in Fig. 7.3 is pointing not to the B5381 but to a point in the middle of a field
some 300 metres from the road (a field that could not have been accessed for the
purposes of the assessment), it seems extraordinary that, while the ‘Overall Sensitivity of
the Viewpoint’ is deemed to be ‘High’, the resulting ‘Significance of Visual Effect’
assessed as ‘Not Significant’. It is supposed that the viewpoint is the field gateway, inset
from the road, to fields belonging to the property Groesffordd Farm, and directly
northeast of the property itself, and that the gateway was chosen as the only safe place
to park along this long stretch of road without no pull-in points of any kind. However, 30
metres east of this gateway begins a stretch of the B5381, from which, heading eastward
towards St Asaph, views of the limestone ridge are completely open and the ridge clearly
visible over a distance of approximately 400m, along with a close-up view of the
crematorium currently under construction.
3.15 The other three viewpoints within Cefn Meiriadog result in a ‘Significance of Visual
Effect’ assessed as ‘Significant’, but the indications for them in Fig. 7.3 and table 7.21
are also erroneous.
3.16 Viewpoint 39 is described in table 7.21 as “Footpath adjacent to Pentre Mawr
(northeast of the Cefn Meiriadog ridge line) as the corridor approaches St Asaph”, and
being situated “Approx. 312m to nearest wood pole”. However the arrow for 39 in Fig 7.3
is pointing not only at an entirely different location over 300m away but at the exact spot
at which the applicant proposes to site the terminal pole.
3.17 Likewise, the locations shown by the arrows in Fig. 7.3 for Viewpoints 34 and 37
are very significantly different to the descriptions given in table 7.21, and for 34 in
particular the location indicated is approximately 40m lower in altitude than Tan-y-Graig
Farm which is given as the datum point.
3.18 More importantly, the Group would suggest that a more appropriate selection of
Viewpoints could have been made. These would be;
• A point on the Groesffordd Marli to Cefn Meiriadog road between Plas
Hafod and Maes.

•

•

•

This road is an important conduit within Cefn and as stated above in
relation to the driving to and from work, shopping, school, etc., of many
members of the community, is therefore an important part of the landscape
that they perceive and experience on a daily basis. Clearly it is significant
that it is proposed that the line will oversail the road at this point.
A point on the lane or track which runs from opposite the properties
Groesffordd Farm and Trebanog on the unclassified road referred to in the
application as the ‘Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road’ (put more correctly,
this would be the ‘Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road road’) to the
unclassified ‘Groesffordd Marli to Cefn Meiriadog Road’, meeting that road
opposite the property Plas Hafod. This track is wrongly shown on the
applicant’s document 2.4.13 relating to rights of way and access as ‘Private
Road (Assumed)”. In fact it is an ancient way known locally as ‘the Old
Lane’ and more recently as ‘the Bridle Path’, and has for generations has
been used without any restriction by walkers, horse riders and others. The
path runs over the limestone ridge (‘the Bryn’) and the poles will run
adjacent to it from the terminal pole to the top before diverging slightly,
although still remaining within a hundred metres of it. This ancient way will
be mentioned further in discussing historical aspects and works access.
A point on the B5381 which more accurately reflects the open view of the
ridge from a 400m stretch of that road, for example near the crematorium
currently under construction.

3.19 HISTORICAL LANDSCAPE CONSIDERATIONS. The ELC stresses the importance
of the historical element of landscape in contributing to the way it is perceived and
experienced by the community.
3.20 Within the Cefn Meiriadog portion of the proposed connection, Plas Newydd (in
Groesffordd Marli), is a Grade 2* listed building, essentially unchanged since built in
1583 and highly important architecturally, both in overall terms and for a number of its
specific elements, in particular its solar in the upper storey, designed precisely to provide
an unparalled and unimpeded view of the countryside and landscape around it, in
accordance with the practice associated with medieval manor houses.
3.21 Plas Newydd is situated 750 metres from the Lower Elwy Value historic area
designation associated with the area around the limestone ridge known as the Bryn and
stretching for some 3.5 km. While the designation itself stops short where the northern
part of the limestone ridge begins to fall away from its highest point, a less rigid, more
informed approach would include its extension to Plas Newydd, and would include also
the ancient way referred to above which crosses the Bryn and comes out very close to
Plas Newydd. This ancient way is historically significant: it was the road used to carry
goods between the once important port of Rhuddlan and the then important settlement of
Llannefydd. Its northern end formed one road of the former crossroads which gives the
settlement of Groesffordd Marli (‘Marli Crossroads’) its name, and also Groesffordd Farm
(‘Crossroads Farm’), situated beside the crossroads itself, and where a tithe barn
formerly stood. From the above, incidentally, it will be understood why the road is not in
fact privately owned, although shown as such on the Applicant’s map.
3.22 Visually and perceptually, the effect of the proposed line will be to cut off Plas
Newydd and the ancient way from the limestone ridge to which they are historically

linked, quite apart from the visual impact of the poles on them as receptors, significantly
aggravating the negative landscape effects already identified.
3.33 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS. The community of Cefn Meiriadog has experienced an
extraordinary level of development in and around it in the past few years and is acutely
aware that the cumulative effects of these developments have already seriously
compromised the identity which the community derives for itself from the landscape
around it and the activities taking place within it. The applicant’s proposal is only the
latest of these developments. In this context and with the Applicant’s assessment of
cumulative effects not, in the Group’s view, providing a realistic or reliable measure, the
words of Planning Inspector A. Novitsky are highly appropriate: “Harm which may
already exist should not be compounded" (APP/N3020/A/2074820).
3.34 The Group finds that the methodology and processes described in 7.9.1, 7.9.4 and
elsewhere in ES Ch. 7 (Doc. 6.7) inadequate to describe the cumulative effects as they
are perceived and experienced by people living and working in the community of Cefn
Meiriadog. While no doubt acceptable to and useful for professional landscape
specialists in assessing many situations (7.9.21: “The magnitude of cumulative change
to the landscape was informed by aerial photography, analysis during site visits and
professional consideration.”), reliance on them for providing a picture of the perceptual
and experiential effect in this case displays a lack of understanding of the nature and
character of the community that is actually affected.
3.35 As has been stated above, the nature of Cefn Meiriadog, like most rural
communities, is such that everyday mobility is a key factor and is taken for granted. That
is, lacking most facilities and living spread out over a rural area, on a daily basis its
members drive through and around it to go to work, to go shopping, to take children to
school, to visit friends, to go to leisure facilities, and to do many other things to which
they must go by car. Agriculture - dominant both as an economic activity and as a
contributor to Cefn Meiriadog’s perceptions of the nature of its own identity – means that
those involved in it are enaged all day and every day in activities which mean they are
travelling the roads, lanes and tracks, as well as working in the open fields. Walking,
cycling and horse-riding are popular recreations.
3.36 In this context, two of the three cumulative effects considered by the applicant
(7.9.4) are:
• combined ‘in combination’ effects - these occur where a static receptor is
able to view two or more developments from a viewpoint without moving
their head i.e. within the receptor’s arc of vision (assumed to be 120° for
the purpose of this assessment) at the same time;
• combined ‘successive’ effects – these occur where a receptor is able to see
two or more developments from a viewpoint, but needs to turn their head to
see them
3.37 Unsurprisingly, these measures produce a blanket “No cumulative effects
identified” for the Cefn Meiriadog and the Elwy Valley areas. Further, developments
including the crematorium, Pilkington playing fields and the Bodelwyddan strategic
development are simply dismissed as “Not likely to give rise to any significant cumulative
effects due to the differing nature and scale of development…” and are then left out of
consideration.

3.38 Such measures obviously cannot provide any measure of cumulative effect for a
community characterized by daily mobility, particularly if grounds are found for omitting
important new developments. More than that, however, measures which depend on
people standing in one place and, for the first measure, not even moving their heads,
seem remote indeed from the reality perceived and experienced by those actually
affected. Even within their own homes, people in any community spend their time moving
around the house (upstairs and downstairs), garden and drive. In a rural community like
Cefn Meiriadog, they additionally spend time moving between and around combinations
and permutations of yard, stackyard, orchard, paddock, sheds, outbuildings, lane,
adjacent fields, etc. No measure of cumulative effects on visual receptors can be relied
upon which fails to take this movement into account.
3.39 In this connection, ExA’s Questions 8.17 asked the Applicant to provide further a
set of photomontages for (among others) “the view of the terminal pole when viewed
from the nearest residential properties on Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road.”
The Applicant’s agents, Gillespie’s, were observed and photographed (see below) on 25
August 2015 taking photographs at the foot of the lane referred to above as ‘the Bridle
Path’. The lane has high banks and bends, and hedges are currently at their maximum
growth, as the photographs show. It is understood from conversations with the
photographers that they are not permitted to take photographs from private land and this
is perfectly understandable, but with residential properties set some way back from the
road on the north side, clearly the sightlines to the proposed terminal pole are not those
shown in a photograph taken facing the hedge or lane from 3m away. The Group
believes that any photomontages produced using these images will be seriously
misleading.

3.40 It might be thought that the third element “sequential effects” might be designed to
provide a measure of the cumulative effects experienced by a community characterized
by daily mobility as described above for Cefn Meiriadog. The Applicant’s ES states:
“sequential effects – these occur when a receptor is moving from one
area to another, for example, along a road or footpath and is able to
see two or more developments at the same time, or at different
times as they pass along the route”. (7.9.4)
3.41 It transpires, however (7.9.99–7.9.104), that in the Applicant’s ES at least, the
measure is used only to assess progress along a specific route or way (in this case the
Clwydian Way Regional Trail and the B4501) and, especially with the crematorium and
other developments simply omitted from consideration, Cefn Meiriadog does not feature
in any assessment of sequential effects.
3.42 The Group holds that in assessing cumulative effect on the community of Cefn
Meiriadog, the methodology employed by the Applicant is simply not fit for purpose. It
fails to take into account the everyday mobility fundamental to the life of the community
as described above, and further fails to engage with ELC requirements concerning with
involving people in assessing perceptual and experiential aspects of landscape and not
relying and professionals and landscape specialists, also as described elsewhere.
Moreover it fails to take into account the historical dimension to the issue as it has been
and continues to be experienced by the community.
3.43 A more appropriate method of describing the cumulative effects on Cefn Meiriadog
would consider the routes within the community along which the movements are made
which are associated with its everyday mobility, and developments which have taken
place along these routes in the past 5 years.

3.44 The B5381 (Glascoed Road) from St Asaph is one of two main routes along which
people from Cefn Meiriadog travel to and from work, shopping, schools and other
activites. The other, the road further south leading from St Asaph to Cefn (Mairwen) and
Bontnewydd, will be left out of the discussion since it does not go near the proposed
development. Two smaller roads carry traffic within the community from the settlements
and indivisual properties along them. These are referred to in the Applicant’s
documentation as the the Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road and the Groesffordd Marli
to Cefn Meiriadog Road. Both have been referred to elsewhere in this representation.
3.45 Along the B5381 from/to St Asaph, anyone travelling to/from to Cefn Meiriadog,
would see the following which have appeared only in the past 5 years: RWE substation,
NG substation, Dong substation and access route (currently under construction), two
large entrances and access routes, heavily signed, to RWE & Dong substations, pylons
carrying electricity from NG substation to large new pylon on national grid 400kV line,
crematorium (currently under construction). The nature of the views varies from full-on to
glimpses. To these will be added the development of the Pilkington former playing fields,
and the Bodelwyddan strategic development, and would be added the wooden poles,
including the terminal pole, of the applicant’s proposed development crossing the Cefn
Meiriadog limestone ridge.
3.46 Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road takes members of the community who have
come to or are going from Cefn Meiriadog along the B5381 to/from their homes in the
individual properties and groups of properties which are dotted along this narrow,
unclassified road. From Groesffordd Marli itself, one enters what can only be described
as unusually dense ‘pole-and-wirescape’ for a rural landscape, as one proceeds in an
easterly direction, with numerous telephone and low-voltage electricity poles on both
sides of the road. To these are then added a 33kV oversailing the road near Tyddyn Eos,
and in the fields to the north of the road a 400kV line and a 132kV line, both on steel
towers. To this will be added additional poles on the 33kV line already referred to, and
would be added the wooden poles, including the terminal pole, of the applicant’s
proposed development crossing the Cefn Meiriadog limestone ridge. It should be added
that the exceptionally large numbers of offshore wind turbines now form part of the
overall landscape where previously one looked out to open seas.
3.47 The Groesffordd Marli to Cefn Meiriadog Road takes members of the community
who are coming to or are going from Cefn Meiriadog along the B5381 or the A55 from/to
the west, to the properties which are dotted along this road or onwards to Cefn (Mairwen)
and Bontnewydd. Although not as pronounced as on the Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed
Road, there is a build-up of poles and in the area between Plas Newydd and Maes. To
which would be added, between Plas Hafod and Maes, the applicant’s 132kV line as it
oversails the road and climbs up and over the limestone ridge in full view of the road. In
addition, from this road, especially along the stretch between Ysgubor Newydd and Tany-Graig (Viewpoint 34 referred to above), the line will be visible for miles as it comes into
and along the Elwy Valley.
3.48 Some measure of “sequential effects – (which) these occur when a receptor is
moving from one area to another” is clearly a crucially important component of assessing
the landscape and visual effects of the proposed development. This is acknowledged by
the Applicant’s inclusion of one. However the Applicant’s application is wholly inadequate
and indeed seems designed to minimize as far as possible the sequential effects which
would actually be experienced by the community, and is compromised by the omission

from consideration of developments which in the perception of the community will most
definitely figure in their own assessment. Any attempt at providing an overall picture
informed by an appropriate spatial and historical awareness is completely designed out
of the Applicant’s assessment but, as outlined above, is central to the perception and
experience of the actually community which will suffer from the effects of the proposed
developments.
3.49 LANDSCAPE BENEFITS AND DISBENEFITS. The Group has described above
the effects of the proposal in terms of landscape and visual considerations. Agreeing with
the Applicant’s acceptance that placing an overhead line though the landscape is
inherently harmful to it in terms of landscape and visual considerations, it regards those
effects as disbenefits to be offset against the cost of placing the connection underground.
3.50 Against these disbenefits of an overhead line, however, must also be placed any
disbenefits of placing the connection underground, in addition to the purely financial
costs of doing so. Indeed, in this connection the Examining Authority (ExA) has asked
the question (ExA’s Questions, 8.1), “Do you agree with the applicant that the benefits
that would be derived from undergrounding the cable as a means of reducing visual
effects are likely to be outweighed by the effects of underground cables on habitats,
ground cover, land management and unknown archaeology?”.
3.51 The Group does not agree with the applicant, certainly in respect of the portion of
the connection from the River Elwy to the proposed terminal pole.
Its reasons are:
• The applicant’s documentation does not provide any evidence that this is the case
for this section
• The applicant himself proposes to place underground within this section an 11pole, approximately I km stretch of 33kV line and a 6-pole stretch of 11kV line
• The applicant will place underground a 1.8 km* stretch of the line from the
proposed terminal pole, which is adjacent to the stretch of 33kV line proposed for
undergrounding, to the substation near St Asaph. (*2.2 km is stated elsewhere in
the applicant’s documentation; the ExA has asked for clarification on this.)
• Therefore a total of approximately 3 km of undergrounding is proposed by the
applicant within Cefn Meiriadog
• While a different project altogether, Dong Energy’s Burbo Bank Extension is being
placed underground in its entirety from Rhyl to a substation in Cefn Meiriadog
close to the applicant’s proposed substation.
• Therefore undergrounding in one form or another is taking place over a more or
less continuous distance of some 14-15 km from the coast to a few hundred
metres short of the River Elwy, with no evidence that the Group is aware of that
the visual benefits that would be derived from undergrounding the cables are likely
to be outweighed by the effects cited by the applicant.
3.52 It concludes therefore that the Applicant himself does not at bottom find that the
disbenefits of undergrounding would outweigh its benefits, and concurs with that view.
3.53 MITIGATION
A further benefit to set against the disbenefits of the proposed overhead line is naturally
any measure which would be taken by the Applicant to mitigate the visual and landscape
effects given their inherent harmfulness.

3.54 The applicant acknowledges (in ES 6.7, para. 7.7, Table 7.23 and elsewhere) that
“moderate” significant landscape effects and visual effects are “likely” for Cefn Meiriadog
Ridge and also for the River Elwy and Elwy valley slopes.
3.55 In discussing proposals for mitigation, however, we find the following:
“7.8.4 Section 7.7 has identified significant effects on the following:
…….
· The localised parkland character of parts of the landscape of the
Llannefydd Lowlands which would experience a moderate effect;
· The landscape of the Afon Elwy Valley (Afon Elwy Valley – East and
Upper Elwy Valley) which would experience a moderate effect; and
· The landscape of the Cefn Meriadog Ridge (Limestone Valley –
Cefn) which would experience a moderate effect (albeit on the low
side of moderate).
7.8.5 In these localities mitigation through large scale planting is unlikely to be
appropriate and is not proposed. Large scale planting can have a
detrimental effect on views (by obscuring them) and can alter the character
of a landscape. Large scale planting is generally not a feature of the
landscape within this part of the Study Area which is characterised by
pastures bounded by hedges with occasional hedgerow trees. As such,
the reinforcement of hedgerows and the planting of hedgerow trees present
a more appropriate solution to mitigating visual effects.
3.58 Likewise, in Table 23 we find that for the “Cefn Meiriadog ridge” the planned
mitigation is “Existing hedgerow improvements and hedgerow tree planting along track/
field boundaries”, while the reasons for mitigation are “Localised moderate significant
visual effects and landscape effects are likely. Ridge location with potential for skylining.
Views likely over wider landscape in the direction of Groesfford Marli, St Asaph”.
3.59 The Group is not aware what exactly the comment by the Applicant which follows,
“Responds to public consultation feedback” refers to, or of at what stage in the
consultation process such consultation specifically on mitigation took place, how it was
conducted, what questions were asked, or how many responses were received. The
Group has 182 members, 90% of whom actually live in the Cefn Meiriadog area, but was
not consulted. It is not aware that Cefn Meiriadog Community Council was consulted on
this specific issue either.
3.60 Moving to Paragraph 7.10 Summary of Residual Effects, we then find the
following:
“Hedgerow Removal & Replanting
7.10.6 The landscapes of the Afon Elwy Valley – East and Upper Elwy Valley
would experience moderate effects. Whilst hedgerow, hedgerow tree and
some woodland edge planting are proposed in these locations, the scale of
the proposed planting is very localised and unlikely to substantially reduce
the effects on landscape character. As such, residual effects are likely to
remain the same as assessed without mitigation (moderate).
7.10.7 The landscape of the Cefn Meiriadog Ridge (Limestone Valley – Cefn)
would experience a moderate effect. Whilst hedgerow, hedgerow tree and

some woodland edge planting are proposed in these locations, the scale of
the proposed planting is very localised and unlikely to substantially reduce
the effects on landscape character. As such, residual effects are likely to
remain the same as assessed without mitigation (moderate)”.
3.61 In other words, there is no mitigation possible for Cefn Meiriadog beyond replanting
those hedges which will have been destroyed or damaged in the process of construction.
The mitigation proposed, therefore, offers no benefits to offset against the landscape and
visual disbenefits discussed at some length above.
3.62 In relation to mitigation, the Group notes in passing the Applicant’s frequent
reference to its so-called ‘2 for 1 replacement strategy’ for felled trees (e.g. 7.8.10,
7.4.106, 7.4.110). However it is aware of reports in the community of concern on the part
of landowners regarding the cost of maintaining the additional trees which would be the
result, in the context of costs of up to £1300 per tree being reported for the lopping of
mature trees. It will be noted that this mirrors the concerns raised in ExA’s Questions
over long-term responsibility for maintaining replaced or replanted hedgerows etc where
local authorities are involved. It is also aware of concern expressed by landowners as to
how the ‘2 for 1 replacement strategy’ stands in relation to those in Glastir contracts.
3.62 LAND USE. In determining the overall effect of the proposed development on the
community of Cefn Meiriadog, to the landscape and visual considerations discussed
above must be added its effect on land use. Farming, associated activity, and the
agricultural landscape are fundamental to the community’s perception of its own identity,
even for those not actually engaged in agricultural activity. Anything affecting the way
farming is carried out potentially affects the community as a whole and its identity over
the long term.
3.63 Apart from a narrow strip of land some 60-80 metre wide bordering the river itself,
the whole of the agricultural land east of the River Elwy through which the proposed
connection will be carried to the terminal pole is shown as Grade 3 land on the
Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) data of 1977. It is accepted that this data is only
meant to be used to give a strategic impression of land quality in an area, and the map
does not reflect revisions to the ALC system made in 1988; such as the subdivision of
Grade 3 into 3a and 3b.
3.64 A loss of usable agricultural land would result from the proposed development,
from the double wooden posts and in particular from the stays. As has been
acknowledged, the stays rule out the use of agricultural machinery for a substantial area
around the poles.
3.65 The Group is not aware of any attempt by the Applicant to establish how much of
the land involved is Grade 3a (“best and most versatile agricultural land”) and how much
is Grade 3b and Grade 4, and even ventures to suggest on the basis of local knowledge
that the land adjacent to the river may not in fact be Grade 4. Neither is the Group aware
of any attempt at actual quantification by the Applicant of the ‘land-take’ involved, beyond
dismissing it as negligible.
3.66 It is accepted that the loss would not be on the scale of a major industrial
development. Nevertheless, a net loss of usable agricultural land would be involved,
some of which would be in the “best and most versatile” category, and the rest of which

would be important to the farms affected in terms of their reliance for viability on lower
grade land.
3.77 The Group has identified above the disbenefits of the proposed overhead line
scheme in terms of landscape and visual effects and loss of agricultural land. It finds no
benefits to set against these from greater harm being caused by undergrounding, or net
benefits from the mitigation measures proposed.
3.78 MARGINAL COST. On this basis, therefore, it contends that the portion of the
connection falling within Cefn Meiriadog must be placed underground, that is from the
River Elwy to the proposed terminal pole near Groesffordd Marli. This contention is
based on these disbenefits outweighing the marginal cost of placing the connection
underground.
3.79 The marginal cost concerned is not simply the difference between the ‘normal’ per
kilometre costs of undergrounding vs. overhead. In this case it must take into account SP
Manweb’s proposal to underground an 11-pole stretch of 33kV line and a 6-pole stretch
of 11kV where the Applicant’s proposed overhead line oversails the Groesffordd Marli to
Cefn Meiriadog road between Plas Hafod and Maes. The Group assumes that the
Applicant must have costed the undergrounding of the 33kV and 11kV lines but it has not
seen any statement of these costs.
3.80 Since undergrounding the proposed 132kV line would render unnecessary the
undergrounding of the 33kV and 11kV lines, the cost to be offset against the disbenefits
identified above is the difference in cost between undergrounding the 33kV and 11kV
lines and undergrounding the 132kV line.
3.81 The Group notes that from the proposed terminal pole above Groesffordd Marli to
the proposed substation near St Asaph, the connection will be undergrounded anyway in
order to avoid the nearby 400kV line, and that this portion is 1.8km. To begin the
undergrounding at the River Elwy would add approximately 1.2 km to the amount to be
undergrounded, making a total of 3 km. Other than the marginal cost of the actual
undergrounding itself there would appear to be no additional costs since in effect it
amounts simply to changing the location of the terminal pole.
3.82 The Applicant has not published clear and consistent information regarding the
comparative costs of overhead and underground lines for the NWWFC. Therefore it is
not possible to assess the marginal cost of undergrounding the line in order to consider
that cost against the disbenefits of the proposed overhead line.
3.83 The Group contends that the Applicant should have published for the NWWFC a
clear and consistent comparison of the costs in a similar manner to the one produced by
Western Electric/Western Power Distribution (WPD) in February 2014 for the Brechfa
Forest Connection which was proposed in Carmarthenshire. The 14-page 'Lifetime Costs
Report' was for a 132kV line on double wooden poles, through similar terrain, and with a
40-year design life. It showed the Total Lifetime Cost of the project over its 40-year life,
i.e. the costs of installation, maintenance and energy losses in transmission.
Maintenance costs in the two options are similar. Crucially, however, the costs of energy
losses in transmission are almost 4 times greater for overhead lines and account for no
less than 35% of Total Lifetime Costs for the overhead line option. By contrast, costs of

energy losses in transmission for underground cables account for only 2% of Total
Lifetime Costs.
3.84 The Applicant stated explicitly at public meetings attended by members of the
Group that the costs of energy losses in transmission in calculating the comparative
costs of underground vs. overhead for the NWWFC were not taken into account.
However, it has subsequently stated that the costs of energy losses in transmission
would be £2.1 million for an underground connection and £2.2 million for the proposed
overhead one.
3.85 A simple table is therefore instructive.
Costs of energy losses in transmission
Overhead (£m)

Underground (£m)

Ratio

Brechfa (40km)

3.446

0.89

3.87:1

NWWFC (17km)

2.2

2.1

1.05:1

3.86 The Cefn Group would never suggest that the Brechfa or any other project costs
can simply be applied to the North Wales Wind Farm Connection. However given the
similarities between the projects in terms of pole type, terrain and lifetime, it believes
strongly that SP Manweb must explain convincingly the discrepancy between its own
1.05:1 ratio of Overhead to Underground in comparison with WPD’s ratio of 3.87:1.
3.87 The discrepancy calls into question the reliability of SP Manweb’s figures overall,
i.e. not simply those for costs of energy losses, but also those for costs of installation and
maintenance also. This is underlined by published costs of undergrounding of lines
elsewhere is Europe where both absolute and relative costs differ substantially from
those which have been quoted by the Applicant when he has been pressed to do so,
without ever producing a clear, comprehensive and transparent document along the lines
of the Brechfa Report.
3.88 Crucially, however, it has a critical importance for any discussion of the marginal
costs of undergrounding since, according to the Brechfa Report, costs of energy losses
in transmission for underground cables account for only 2% of Total Lifetime Costs,
whereas for the overhead line option they account for no less than 35% of Total Lifetime
Costs, therefore significantly changing the difference in relative cost between overhead
and underground when considered over the 40-year lifetime of the project.
3.89 On the basis of the above, while not having reliable figures available from the
Applicant which would enable it to quantify a cost, the Group contends that the marginal
cost of undergrounding the NWWFC from the River Elwy to the currently-proposed
terminal pole location, is outweighed by the landscape and other disbenefits of the
proposed overhead line. Although likewise unable to assign quantitative values to those
disbenefits, it believes that residents of the community, if asked to do so, would place a
value on the landscape not being degraded which would exceed the marginal cost in
financial terms of the connection being placed underground. Indeed it is understood that

the group Pylon the Pressure has conducted a survey enabling it to put a monetary value
on the landscape and visual disbenefits perceived by the community as coming from an
overhead connection. However it does not have access to the survey.
3.90 The above has focused heavily on visual and landscape issues as they affect Cefn
Meiriadog, considered for the sake of convenience from the point of view of being within
the area of the community. However for Cefn Meiriadog it is a fundamental part of the
perceived landscape that because much of it lies on the higher ground on either side of
the limestone ridge, the views out from the community towards the sea to the north, the
Clwydian Hills to the east and southeast, and the hills bounding the Vale of Clwyd to the
west and southwest, are an integral part of the identity the community derives from
landscape. In other words, the landscape outside its borders is as important to Cefn
Meiriadog’s identity as the landscape within its borders.
3.91 In the context of the NWWFC application, nothing will illustrate this more clearly
that the view west, southwest and northwest from the road beside Tan-y-Graig farm on
the Groesffordd Marli to Cefn Meiriadog Road (as referred to in the application). This is
the essence of Cefn Meiriadog in the sense of defining the nature of the landscape as it
is perceived through living in the community.
3.92 It is not the intention to repeat the arguments made above, but simply to point out
that the proposed overhead line will be visible for several miles from this viewpoint
(Viewpoint 34 in the Applicant’s documentation) as it cuts across the slopes opposite in
what is some of the finest landscape in the county of Denbighshire. The Applicant
understandably judges this viewpoint as “of high sensitivity”, as indeed is any viewpoint
along this section of the Groesffordd Marli to Cefn Meiriadog Road between Tan-y-Graig
and Ysgubor Newydd. Somewhat predictably, however, the Applicant’s assessment of
the effects of the proposal are only ‘Medium’ and ‘Moderate’ for ‘Overall Magnitude of
Effects’ and ‘Effect on Visual Amenity’ respectively, while the ‘Significance of Visual
Effect’ is judged to be ‘Significant’ (Table 7.21).
3.93 Given the points made above about the perceptual and experiential dimensions of
landscape and the ELC’s stress on the importance of taking them into account (and the
Applicant’s failure to do so), the Group would argue strongly that the nature of this
landscape is such that the connection should be undergrounded along this highly
exposed stretch which is so clearly visible for miles from such a highly sensitive
viewpoint, a viewpoint which is marked as single point in the Applicant’s study but which
in practise is representative of a whole stretch of road and area of the community which
would equally be deemed ‘highly sensitive’.
4. Use of the Ancient Way known as ‘The Old Lane’.
4.1 The discussion above of landscape and visual considerations has referred several
times to the ancient way which runs from opposite the properties Groesffordd Farm and
Trebanog on the unclassified road referred to in the SPM application as the Groesffordd
Marli to Glascoed Road, to the unclassified Groesffordd Marli to Cefn Meiriadog Road,
meeting that road opposite the property Plas Hafod, close to where the road would be
oversailed by the proposed overhead connection at a point between Plas Hafod and the
property Maes to the south of Plas Hafod. As stated elsewhere this way is referred to
locally as ‘the Old Lane’ and also, more recently, as ‘the Bridle Path’.

4.2 It is unfortunately not entirely what the Applicant’s intentions are regarding the use of
this ancient way. Poles 215 to 218 run alongside it, with 217 and 218 (the terminal pole)
immediately adjacent to it (ES 6.16, Fig 2.1 (Sheet 4 of 4)). From the terminal pole to the
Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road, the proposed underground section runs
immediately adjacent to it. ES 6.2, 2.2.3 states: “The Order Limits also includes land from
an un-named highway to the south of Trebanog, Groesffordd Marli to the terminal point of
the 132 kV Overhead Line. The DCO includes the rights to install (and keep installed),
retain, use, inspect, maintain, renew, remove and relocate an underground cable in this
land”. Landscape Plan Sheet 13 (Doc. 2.6.13) shows a continuous stretch of
approximately 200 metres of the hedge on the eastern side of the lane being affected,
approximately 15 metres being scheduled for “Hedgerows with Tree Planting Mix 4”, 110
metres for “Hedgerow Improvements Mix 4”, and the other 75 metres shown only as
“Order Limits (Proposed Development)”, without any further indication.
4.3 In the northern section of the lane, close to the position of the proposed terminal
pole, there is a 30-metre gap in the red line showing the Order Limits which appears to
suggest that this will be used as an access. Likewise there is a smaller gap further up the
lane. Whereas Works Plan Sheet 13 (Doc. ref. 2.3.13) does not show clearly and
unambiguously the Applicant’s intention to use the lane for access, the Group assumes
from the above that its is in fact the Appicant’s intention to use it.
4.4 The Group believes that it is absolutely imperative that this ancient way be
categorically excluded from use as a works access. In the Applicant’s ‘Access and Rights
of Way Plan Sheet 13’ (Doc. ref. 2.4.13) it is shown as ‘Private Road[s] (Assumed)’, as
are its continuations for a short distance to the north of the Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed
Road and a short distance south of the Groesffordd Marli to Cefn Meiriadog Road. This is
incorrect. As stated elsewhere, the lane is part of the ancient way which led from
Rhuddlan, in the days when it was a port, to Llannefydd, and on from there to Bryn-Rhydyr-Arian. Clwyd Powys Archaeological Trust (CPAT) states: “[Rhuddlan] port was once
the most important in north Wales, serving Denbigh and the Vale of Clwyd until the
construction of the bridge at Foryd in 1880 prevented masted schooners from sailing to
Rhuddlan. Rhuddlan became a depot supplying coal, groceries etc to a number of towns
in the Vale of Clwyd, but the principal trade was the export of grain and timber and, from
the Talargoch mines, lead ore”. (www.cpat.org.uk, Ports and Harbours in North-east
Wales). Remnants of the way may be traced at various points along its length, but this
stretch in Cefn Meiriadog is the finest fully extant section. Its continuations north and
south at Groesffordd Farm and Plas Hafod respectively can be discerned but peter out
after relatively short distances before remnants of further stretches are found elsewhere.
4.5 Furthermore, this ancient way, or rather its crossing with the ‘Groesffordd Marli to
Glascoed Road’, gives the property Groesffordd Farm its name, which in turn gives the
settlement of Groesffordd Marli its name. CPAT records state: “The settlement takes its
name from two of the farms within it, Groesffordd (situated at a former crossroads) and
Marli”, (Primary Ref. No. 105497), and refer to Groesffordd Marli having “changed very
little since the time of the Tithe survey of 1846, although some of the roads indicated on
the Tithe map are now no more than overgrown and rough tracks (in particular the former
crossroads at Groesffordd and the area north-east of it)”.
4.6 For many years it has been and still is today used by the local population for
recreation as a path and as a bridle path for horse riders, and also as a short cut, since

otherwise the distance by road between the ends of the lane is 1.3 km. It is popular since
from it there are views in all directions to the sea, the Clwydian Hills, the hills to the west
of the Elwy Valley, and to the wooded part of the limestone ridge discussed elsewhere in
this document and known locally as the Bryn. Although up to the present it has not been
accorded official status of a public path or bridleway, in practice it has been used as such
for generations (including by the present writer who walked it daily for over 14 years
when living close to it). A County Councillor has advised that the Local Authority wishes
to avoid the responsibility for maintenance and hedge-cutting which would come with
according it official status.
4.7 Quite apart from the way it is perceived by the community as an important part of the
historical landscape, the lane is now very narrow along substantial lengths of it, in places
no more than 2 metres and in effect a single-track footpath. This is unsurprising since
during its life as a transport conduit its width would have been determined by the need to
accommodate only a single horses and cart at a time, with an occasional passing place.
Particularly in its steeper, northern section it has high banks and hedges characteristic of
the roads and ways in the area, including the Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed Road.

4.8 The Group contends that the use of this ancient way for access would effectively
destroy it in terms of its current and historical character and the way it is perceived and
experienced locally in the community. The vehicles described in the Applicant’s
documentation as being necessary to carry out the installation work are wholly out of
scale with the lane itself and would damage beyond repair its surface and, crucially, its
banks, which history has created over centuries. There is no mitigation possible which
could restore the lane to the state in which it is loved and valued by the community, and
the removal of 200m of hedgerow would be only the most immediately visible form of this
destruction.
4.9 As an illustration of the complete unsuitability of the lane to use by the Applicant’s
contractors’ vehicles, it is noted that the cutting of the lane’s hedges have to be carried
out by a small tractor since the tractors normally used by farmers and farming
contractors for hedge-cutting are now too big to be able to use the lane. It can only be
assumed therefore that the Applicant’s intention, whether stated or otherwise, would be
to widen it by removing banks and hedges, and furthermore creating wide accesses.
4.10 In addition to this the Applicant will intend to use the lane to carry out maintenance
and, even if it were possible will therefore have no intention of restoring it to its present
state, and will intend to install a surface suitable for vehicles rather than the present earth
surface which is a fundamental aspect of the lane’s character.
4.11 The Group holds therefore that access to the proposed route be made without
using the ancient way. It would appear from the Applicant’s Works Plan referred to above
that this is entirely possible by using the access which is proposed on the Groesffordd
Marli to Cefn Meiriadog Road between Plas Hafod and Maes. It is hoped that the ExA’s
representatives will carry out a site visit to the ancient way to see for themselves the utter
unsuitability of it for use by the Applicant and to visualise the irreparable damage that
would be done to it were the Applicant’s vehicles to be permitted to use it.
5. Use of Other Roads, Working Hours
5.1 In a similar way, the Group believes strongly that the Groesffordd Marli to Glascoed
Road, from the junction by Cefn Meiriadog C P School and Sinan Church to the lane
entrance opposite Trebanog, is entirely unsuited for use by works vehicles to gain
access to the lane, discussed above, adjacent to which would be the terminal pole and
the first part of the underground section from the terminal pole onwards.
5.2 Likewise therefore it is suggested that a site be made simply involving a drive along
this approximately 500 metres of road. The road is narrow along its entire length but
particularly after the chapel is passed on the left following a T-junction, and most
especially after the properties Cae Cogau on the left and Tyddyn Eos on the right are
passed. It should be noted that this stretch is well used by farm traffic using tractors and
agricultural machinery, since the fields here are farmed by the proprietors of Bryn Hên
farm some 1.25 km away, and accessed via this road to the westerly junction by the
schoola and church, and onwards from there.
5.3 However a particular problem is represented by the school (Cefn Meiriadog C P
School) at the westernmost end of the road. A voluntary one-way system is observed by
parents whose children attend the school, so that they come to the school from the west

via the junction with the B5381 opposite the property The Lodge at Glascoed. After
dropping off or picking up children at the school they then continue westward, turn left at
the T-junction some 200m from the school and rejoin the B5381 at the end of this road.
There are two issues: (1) The school has a high roll and with almost all children arriving
by car, the parking problem this creates daily at school starting and finishing times is an
ongoing concern for anyone using this road, there being no off-road parking. Adding to
this the use of works vehicles along this stretch of road would frankly represent a danger
to children (and their parents) arriving at and leaving school. (2) The voluntary one-way
system is observed only by parents driving their children to and from school. Due to the
long detour it would involve, others using this road understandably do not observe it.
Again, bringing works vehicles into this situation would severely aggravate a situation
already prone to becoming chaotic at times. Use of the road (called locally ‘Marli Hill)
from Bryn Celyn Lodge on the B5381 to the T-junction at Groesffordd Marli close to the
chapel does not offer any solution as this road is 600 metres long with no passing places
usable by works traffic vehicles, and works traffic travelling southwest along this road
from the B5381 would conflict with school traffic.
5.4 Put simply, therefore, use of this road for access to the proposed development would
create severe traffic problems and pose real risks to children and parents at the school,
as well as presenting a difficult if not impossible situation for residents living along the
road, particularly in view of the working hours that the Applicant wishes to impose.
5.6 Following on from the above the Group finds that the Applicants proposals for
working hours must be amended to make them compatible with residents’ minimum
requirements for daily living during construction. Beginning at 7am when parts of the
construction and installation work, for example the terminal pole and underground
section, are so close to residents’ houses is simply unacceptable. It is also necessary to
point out that beginning work at 7am will require contractors, vehicles and working
people to arrive on site before this in order to be ready for the 7am start. Therefore from
the point of view of residents’ amenity, what is being proposed in practice is exposure to
noise and disturbance from 6.45am onwards at the latest, and no doubt earlier on many
days. This would be unacceptable even if it involved for 5-day working; including
weekend working as well places it well beyond the limits of acceptability.
5.7 Similar considerations apply to the proposed working hours of 7.30-17.30 from
November to February. Clearly some 2.5-3.5 hours of this are outside the hours when
work can safely be carried out using natural light only, and the use of lighting towers will
therefore be obligatory. This will simply add another level of disturabce to the lives of
residents already disrupted by noise, vehicle movements and general disturbance.
5.8 With respect to the proposed working hours, the Group also points out that they
would clearly make the conflict with school traffic described above a reality if the access
via this route were allowed.
6. North Wales Pilgrim’s Way (NWPW)
6.1 The Group’s email correspondence with the Applicant in unsuccessfully seeking to
arrive at a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is shown near the start of this
document.
6.3 As acknowledged in the Applicant’s ES Chapter 11 Socio Economics and Tourism,

the proposed connection would oversail both the Clwydian Way regional trail and the
North Wales Pilgrim’s Way long distance footpath. The Group’s intention in mentioning
the NWPW in its original submission to the PI was to flag up the fact that the Applicant
seemed simply unaware that it existed, inasmuch as it was not referred to at any point in
his documentation.
6.4 While that has clearly been rectified in the DCO application documents, the Group
takes issue with the Applicant’s description of the NWPW as being “regionally valued and
promoted”. As pointed out in the correspondence with the Applicant over the SoCG, the
Group would describe the NWPW promoted nationally, based on (1) on the evidence that
an internet search under ’North Wales Pilgrim’s Way’ produces search results which
include numerous national organisations including Ramblers, Ramblers Worlwide
Holidays, the Long Distance Walkers’ Association, ViewRanger, and BBC Radio 4, and
(2) North Wales’s main tourism promotion body’s (Tourism Partnership North Wales –
since superseded) identification of it as “an important element of our strategy to see
North Wales as one of the top five destinations in the UK”, a statement which logic
dictates must necessitate promotion nationally.
6.5 In the Applicant’s ES Chapter 11 - Socio-Economic and Tourism, Table 11.14, the
sensitivity of the NWPW as a receptor is rated as ‘Medium’ on the basis of its being
“regionally valued and promoted”. However as stated the evidence shows that the
NWPW is nationally promoted. Further, the Applicant’s assessment (in the same table) of
the ‘Magnitude of effect’ of the proposed line on the NWPW as being minor (and
consequently being able to dismiss the ‘Significance’ as “Minor significance (Not
significant)”) is contradicted by a visit to the location beside the property Tyddyn Bartley
where it would oversail the NWPW. It would further be openly visible to the east running
more or less parallel to the NWPW for some 700m, at distances away growing from 0m
at the oversailing point to approximately 400m where the NWPW turns sharply west at
Cefn Berain. In doing so, however, it progresses continuously to higher ground as
approaches Llannefydd, meaning that the connection would be clearly visible from the
NWPW for at least a further 2km.
6.6 The Group cannot offer an objective measure of the socioeconomic implications of
the proposed connection on the NWPW, but would point out that the Applicant’s
assessment, based as it is on an undervaluation of the NWPW’s status in terms of
national promotion, is correspondingly understated. Moreover, it is of course very
important to stress that the NWPW was only officially launched in June 2014, following
the initiative to establish it three years earlier, and therefore it is only in its earliest infancy
as a tourist attraction.
7. Other Considerations
7.1 In addition to the issues raised above, the Group has also had put to it questions by
individual members regarding their own special areas of concern. These relate to farming
matters and are simply stated.
7.2 The first issue raised is how high the overhead cables will be at their lowest point
and whether combine and forage harvesters and similar agricultural machinery can work
safely beneath then.

7.3 Following on from this, the question is asked whether SP Manweb or its agents will
provide free-of-charge Health & Safety statements and maps allowing farming
contractors to work safely in the fields affected after the cables are installed.
7.4 The final question following from the above is who would be liable and what would
be the knock-on effects if connection were touched and/or damaged by activities
involving agricultural machinery being carried on beneath them.
8. Berain
8.1 Although outside the community of Cefn Meireiadog, the Group feels compelled to
comment on the Applicant’s proposal to run the overhead very line close to Berain. It is
hardly credible that the extraordinary history of this house and its famous inhabitant
Katheryn of Berain ‘The Mother of Wales’/Catrin o Berain ‘Mam Cymru’, so emblematic
of the history of Wales as a whole, should count for so little in the determination of the
route of the connection. Her (illegitimate) descent from Henry VII, her extraordinary life
story including successive marriages to husbands from Wales’s leading families, the preeminent place given in the National Collection to van Cronenburg’s 1568 portrait of her
and the fact that it hung for centuries in the house, her inspiration of elegies and poetry
and the Elwy Valley’s designation as one of ten Poet’s walks in the UK, the fact that she
is buried nearby in Llannefydd churchyard, all should make Berain sacrosanct from
encroachment by developments such as the proposed line, quite apart from the Grade 2*
listed building’s outstanding architectural features and setting.
8.2 The Group deplores the extreme insensitivity of the Applicant towards the nation’s
history and culture represented by the proposal to run these double-pole steelsuperstructured lines so close to Berain, but notes that a similar insensitivity is shown in
planning to run the connection within 200m of the Elwy Valley’s other outstanding
historical house, also Grade 2* listed, Plas Newydd in Groesffordd Marli, Cefn Meiriadog.
8.3 It is actually difficult to find words to adequately express the insensitivity and utter
paucity of vision displayed by the Applicant in both his willingness to propose the above
in the first place, and the way in which the landscape and visual effects on the two
houses are played down in the ES. One could almost argue that these houses alone are
sufficient to cause the connection to be placed underground, quite apart from the many
other disbenefits of the proposed overhead line which are discussed above.
9. Conclusion
On the basis of the landscape and visual effects discussed above, issues of land use,
the marginal cost of placing underground the proposed 132 kV line as opposed to the
33kVand 11kV lines which the Applicant wishes to place underground, and the
ineffectiveness of the measurea proposed by Applicant to mitigate to landscape and
visual effects including ‘skylining’, the Group concludes that the disbenefits associated
with the proposed overhead line outweigh the marginal cost of undergrounding it, in
particular for the Cefn Meiriadog portion of the proposed line but in fact for the
connection as a whole.
The Group further concludes that it is imperative to its survival for the enjoyment of future
generations that the ancient way known locally as ‘The Old Lane’ be excluded in its
entirety from use by the Applicant to provide access to the proposed works.

Martin Barlow
Chair
On behalf of 182 members of the
Cefn Meiriadog and Glascoed Road Residents and Users Group
1.9.15
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