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Hinkley C Connection 
The consultation process started in 2009 with National Grid’s Stage 1. The final Stage 4, the pre-
application phase, has finished. NG will review the feedback from the Joint Councils, complete 
environmental and technical assessments before submitting their application to the Planning 
Inspectorate around January/February 2014. The PI will have 28 days to decide whether the 
consultation was adequate. If it is deemed adequate there will be a six month examination, by the 
PI, followed by a three month period where the PI makes its recommendation to the Secretary of 
State for Energy and Climate Change. The SoS has another three months to decide whether to 
approve the proposals, i.e. by the end of March 2015. Hinkley C power station is planned to be 
generating electricity by 2023. 
 

Local public consultation 
The NG consultation bus was a success with more than 50 people attending – more than the 
Bridgwater and Burnham buses received. The small bus was not adequate for the numbers 
so some did not stay. Whist, generally, people were satisfied with the responses from NG, it 
was felt that detail was lacking and many issues remained unanswered. 
The open parish meeting was attended by 17 parishioners. The feedback received confirmed 
that people are not fully aware of the impact of NG’s proposals. 
 
SDC Full Council Meeting  
We ‘discovered’ that SDC members had been sent a two page document with pictures, by 
NG, on the alternatives to overhead lines. The document was misleading and inaccurate in 
its statement and in reference to costs. I did get a statement from our experts (Pratt, 
Ambrose and Neumann) and sent this to the SDC project manager for circulation.  
The full SDC Council meeting on the Hinkley C Connection was attended by me on 25th 
October. There were eight members of the public who addressed the meeting – Badgworth 
PC, Compton Bishop PC, Mark PC, CPRE, Bridgwater Without PC, Hugh Pratt (an expert who 
represents the UK on the International Electro-Technical Commission) from Wraxhall & 
Failand PC and a representative of two action groups. 
SDC Officers presented their proposals, which was generally supporting the NG proposal but 
required more detailed information on many environmental issues and mitigation measures. 
The Corporate Director, Doug Bamsey, was delegated the powers to complete the 
submission. 
The debate was poor, weak and very badly managed by the deputy chair. The focus of 
debate was the need to provide electricity and the cost for doing so. Neither of these topics 
is relevant to the Stage 4 consultation. One councillor proposed a motion to reject NG’s 
submission and press for sub-sea or full undergrounding but this was supported by only one 
other councillor. The final voting was alarmingly casual. Only two councillors voted against 
the Officer’s proposal and I did notice at least one councillor who didn’t vote or abstain. No 
count of numbers or councillors was taken at that time. 
 
Comment on SDC’s response (part of the Joint Response of District and County Councils)  
The public perception is that the issues brought into the consultation arena, by Parish 
Councils and the public on these final proposals, have not been addressed. Mitigation has 
become SDC’s main focus, but this is more of a palliative and does not the address the issue 
of the long term impact of this project on the landscape and the people. 
The full ‘Local Authorities Response’ concentrated on mitigation of environmental matters 
rather than what Parish Councils and the public believe to be the core issue of the whole 



consultation, i.e. that the ‘Preferred Route’ and the connection method is unacceptable. P & 
TC’s maintain that the consultation was flawed at Stage 1 as it did not demonstrate true and 
accurate information on alternate connection technologies and accurate, meaningful costs. 
There is also a view that NG’s summary of alternatives, as sent only to District Councillors 
immediately prior to their meeting, was an unbalanced and misleading document. 
Alternatives, such as that described in The Neumann report, were not presented to the 
councillors to provide them with the basis for an equitable and balanced argument. 
SDC states, when referring to alternative methods of connection, that they “..have 
previously provided commentary on (to NG)  and that have been discounted.” and that on 
the stage 4 consultation they “have commented only on the proposals presented at this time 
and not the alternatives.” 
Compton Bishop’s response to Stage 4 was sent to NG, SDC, SCC, PI, Tessa Munt and John 
Denbee. No comment has been received. 
 
Next Steps 
Approval is sought for me to continue with delegated responsibilities to continue with the 
process of these consultations to promote our resolution to have the Hinkley C connection 
sub-sea or underground. This will entail liaising with Local Authorities, P & TC’s, NG, PI, CPRE, 
MP’s etc. There may be a requirement for our representation at public hearings and 
production of material and evidence . 


