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20 Old Coach Road 
Cross 
Axbridge 
Somerset  
BS26 2EG 
Tel: 01934 732084 

 
9th June 2014 

Mr. C White 
Senior Case Manager 
Hinkley C Connection 
Major Applications and Plans Directorate 
The Planning Inspectorate 
Temple Quay House 
Temple Quay 
Bristol 
BS1 6PN 

 
 Hinkley C Connection Project 

 
 
Dear Mr White 
 
I am writing to you on behalf of Badgworth, Compton Bishop and Mark Parish 
Councils. 
These councils formed a team comprising one representative from each Parish 
Council. The team has worked on the consultation documents contained in this 
letter since 2009.  
The team has produced a critique for each stage of the consultation which is 
attached to this letter with a summary of general points of concern. These 
documents, which are approved by each Parish Council, have been sent to 
Sedgemoor District Council, the LA responsible for the Adequacy of Consultation 
procedure.  
 
We would be grateful for these to be brought to the attention of the Case Officers 
and Inspector appointed to the project.  
 
 
. 

Yours Sincerely. 
 
 
 
 
 
On behalf of : 

Cllr Sue Hayes – Badgworth PC,   
Cllr Richard Parker - Compton Bishop PC 
Cllr Eileen Corkish – Mark PC 
 

~ Sent by email ~   
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General Points of Concern 
 

 The project was launched as ‘Hinkley C Connection’. This reference, to 
provide a connection of Hinkley C to the National Grid, has continued 
throughout the project. It was made clear, at a Community Forum, that an 
equally major requirement of the 400kV line was to provide security of 
supply for the network in the South West. The general public are still of the 
opinion that if Hinkley C power station is delayed or cancelled then the 
National Grid project will be abandoned. For this reason, and the 
uncertainty of Hinkley C, the general public and some Parish Councils 
have been disenfranchised and have not involved themselves with the 
project. 

 The consultation process failed to take account of the exclusion of sub-sea 
and GIL as environmentally beneficial alternative to the National Grid’s 
favoured option. 

 Given the above, many of the general public were disenfranchised at the 
very start of the consultation process. Note that the majority of stage 1 
responses called for sub-sea or undergrounding but the consultation was 
only on the route of the pylons. 

 There has been a continual avoidance, by National Grid, to consider the 
disruption caused by the construction and equipment over their preferred 
route. They have not fully addressed the socio-economic issues faced by 
the general public. 

 The complexity and inordinate length of time, of the consultation process, 
has been a major factor in the reduced engagement with the public. With 
so little involvement at the later stages, it is clear that the process has 
failed. 

 Failure to include the socio-economic costs of each connection option, in 
monetary form, does not allow an impartial comparison of the total cost of 
NG’s preferred overhead connection option against those that were 
discounted. The requirement to provide the most 'efficient, coordinated and 
economical' transmission system is not, we feel, proven. 

 This part of Somerset is host to the M5, which was built in pristine 
countryside from Crook Peak to Bridgwater in 1967. The impact on local 
villages and the residents is still felt today with communities divided by the 
motorway and the constant invasive road noise. The construction of a 
major electricity network through the Mendips and Somerset Levels is 
another unwanted infrastructure which will add to the burden of noise and 
visual pollution. 

 
The issues raised both in our Critique, below, and those above, demonstrate that 
the consultation process has major flaws and should be considered not fit for 
purpose. 

 

Cllr Sue Hayes – Badgworth PC,   
Cllr Richard Parker - Compton Bishop PC 
Cllr Eileen Corkish – Mark PC 

 
9th June 2014 
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  Hinkley C Connection Project 

Statement of Community Consultation 

Consultation Critique - Stages 1, 2, 3 & 4  
 

Introduction 

This document collates the views of Badgworth Parish Council (BPC), Compton Bishop Parish Council (CBPC), Mark Parish Council and  
Wraxall & Failand Parish Council and those of residents and Parishioners on the consultation to date including campaign groups. It also reflects 
the comments made by Parish Councils at consultation meetings and Community Forums. This document was first compiled in September 2012. 
 

The authors are mindful of the requirements of the Planning Act 2008 ; 

 The Planning Act 2008 Guidance Note, paragraph 39, concerns LA’s key role. It states that under section 55 of the Act, LA’s may make 

representations to the IPC concerning the adequacy of the promoter’s consultation. Section 55(5) defines an adequacy of consultation 

representation as a representation about whether the applicant has complied with section 42, 47 and 48 of the Act.  

 Any such representation must therefore be about how the promoter has carried out the consultation, and may not be about how the 
promoter has had regard to responses to consultation.  

It is acknowledged that the LAs have helped and advised National Grid to develop their Consultation Strategy.  This document does not criticise 
that process.  It addresses issues experienced by Parish Councils and their parishioners in National Grid’s delivery of that Strategy. 

Setting in context the expectations from Consultation 

1) The definition of Consultation; Meetings for discussion and deliberation on a matter with a view to arriving at a decision by removing any 
difficulties. 

2) Stated brief from EDF to NG to achieve objective. 

3) Presentation of fully detailed and explained options. 

4) Agree possible solutions. 

5) Agree likely best solution. 

6) Review as project progresses and amend as appropriate. 
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What was presented by NG 

* The statutory consultees and the public were presented with a choice of two corridor options for Overhead Lines. 

 

Structure of this critique 
The document referred to in this critique is :- Hinkley Point C Connection Project Consultation Strategy (Statement of Community Consultation) – 
published 8th October 2009 

 Column one of the table references the section and sub-section from the above SOCC.  
 Column two represents the critique from Parish Councils. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Authors : Sue Hayes, Badgworth PC; Richard Parker, Compton Bishop PC; Eileen Corkish, Mark PC ;Chris Ambrose, Wraxall & Failand PC 

 
 
Date : Created September 2012 

Revised May 2013 
Revised June 2014 
Final Version : 5th June 2014 
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Hinkley Point C Connection Project 

Consultation Strategy (published October 2009) 

Section 1: Project Information 

 

 

Statement of Community Consultation Parish Council/Residents Comment 

SECTION 1: PROJECT INFORMATION  

2 BACKGROUND TO NATIONAL GRID  

2.1.2 When developing proposals for new network infrastructure, 
we have a duty under the Electricity Act 1989 to do so in an 
efficient, co-ordinated and economical way. As a statutory 
undertaker we also have environmental responsibilities which 
may shape how our network develops. How we set out to meet 
those environmental responsibilities, including our commitment to 
carrying out early consultation about major project proposals, is 
explained in our Stakeholder, Community and Amenity Policy 
(Appendix 1). 

The Stakeholder, Community and Amenity Policy had not been published 
when the consultation began on the Hinkley C Connection Project (it was 
issued for consultation on 31.3.2009 and responses were requested by 
23.6.2009).  It was subsequently published in February 2010, almost 5 
months after consultation on the HCC project had started, and finished. Thus 
there was no prospect that interested parties could judge whether the 
company was following its own policy; a fundamental part of the statement 
made by the developer in its Statement of Community Consultation.   
National Grid stated that they will consider the socio-economic effects before 
deciding on a route corridor. The Energy Minister at the time, Charles 
Hendry, dated 11 June 2011 emphasised again that National Grid has a duty 
to consider environmental and social costs.  To date these costs are not 
available. The IET report, which was finally published long after this SOCC 
had expired, specifically stated that environmental and social costs were 
outside its scope. In our view this remains a fundamental flaw in the 
consultation process.   
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Statement of Community Consultation Parish Council/Residents Comment 

3 THE PROJECT  

3.1.1 We anticipate that in summer 2011 we will be applying to 
the Infrastructure Planning Commission for a Development 
Consent Order for a new double circuit 400 kilovolt (kV) overhead 
electricity transmission line connection between Bridgwater 
substation in Somerset and Seabank substation, north of 
Avonmouth in Bristol. The new connection will be approximately 
56 km in length. 

At the outset, NG clearly stated its intention to install overhead transmission 
lines, prior to any consultation.  When, in 2007, NG received an application 
from EDF to connect Hinkley C Power Station, NG carried out an initial 
study.   This study of options identified three potential connections.  All 
overhead lines.  Hinkley Point to Seabank was considered the best option in 
light of its licence obligations. 
The TEP Route Corridor Study Report of 2009 was limited to overhead lines, 
by National Grid and recommended Route 1a as the route with the least 
number of constraints. It was published before consultations began. The 
public was not made aware of its existence or informed of its content. It is 
noted that NG’s consultations for the Mid Wales Connection Project (which 
post-dated that for the Hinkley C Connection and the Sizewell, Bramford to 
Twinstead, connection) included a range of options, both in terms of the 
routeing of the connection and of the method of connection.  This is quite 
different from the arrangements for the HCC proposal.  Those interested in 
or affected by it were given no choice at all about the method of connection 
and a choice of only 2 overhead route corridors.  Suggestions made by 
attendees at ‘Exhibitions’ in the Stage One consultation about alternative 
routes (e.g. the M5 corridor) or methods of connection (e.g. sub-sea in the 
Bristol Channel) were dismissed out of hand. It therefore seems probable 
that in designing the consultation process for Mid Wales NG may well have 
had regard to ‘Commitment 8’ of its ‘Stakeholder, Community and Amenity 
Policy’ having realised the extent of the problems that have been caused by 
its approach to the HCC.  
Action Groups and affected Parish Councils could not understand how the 
SOCC was fair when National Grid were only consulting on the two overhead 
route corridors.  The concerns were raised by Dr Liam Fox in parliament in 
an adjournment debate in December 2009.  These concerns were also 
raised with local councillors and as a consequence Somerset County Council 
wrote a letter dated 19.3. 2010 stating ‘the Statement of Community 
Consultation is fundamentally flawed’.  
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Statement of Community Consultation Parish Council/Residents Comment 

3.1.3 The proposed new infrastructure is needed to connect 
EDF’s proposed new nuclear power station at Hinkley Point in 
Somerset to the National Grid high voltage electricity 
transmission system by September 2017. Our application for a 
Development Consent Order will be made under the Planning Act 
2008 (‘the 2008 Act’). 

Misleading information – CF’s were told in May 2012 that even if Hinkley is 
not built there would still be a need for the 400kV link to provide resilience in 
the SW power network. All consultation with the general public was based 
around the need for Hinkley C only, latterly, PCs and Groups have been 
made aware that the line update will be needed if Hinkley C doesn't 
progress. This is an example of how NG has failed to give relevant/accurate 
information to those who have an expectation that salient facts are passed 
on to the interested parties. 

3.1.5 Two broad route corridor options for a new line between 
Hinkley Point and Seabank have been identified by National Grid, 
taking account of its statutory duties: 

Two broad overland routes were identified at the outset, in the 2007 and 
2009 TEP Route Corridor Study reports,  and no change to these options, in 
the light of the ‘consultations’ has been considered. 
IPC website said “approach being taken by NG could be seen as 
predetermining the choice of routes and cloud the approach to all 
subsequent consultation”. 

4 PURPOSE OF THE STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY 
CONSULTATION 

 

4.1.3 As our proposals evolve and develop there will be other 
stages during which local communities and interested parties in 
the area will be invited to express their views. The main 
consultation stages and a provisional timetable (including 
publicity once the Development Consent Order application has 
been submitted to the Infrastructure Planning Commission) are 
set out in the Statement of Community Consultation and 
described below. 

 

4.2 Consultation Stage One  

4.2.1 We will invite the views of people, local communities and 
interested parties living in the vicinity of the proposed works 
about: 
1. broad route corridor and substation siting options which 
National Grid has identified taking account of its statutory duties; 
and 

Views are freely given but these are not demonstrably given due 
consideration by NG. Views and proposals have not been openly discussed 
at Community Forums, delayed until the next meeting and then not 
appearing on the agenda e.g. Community Benefits/welfare.  The Planning 
Inspectorate (formerly the IPC) had been made aware of the inadequate 
consultation and several meetings were held with interested parties and NG 
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Statement of Community Consultation Parish Council/Residents Comment 

2. the next steps – how your comments will be taken into 
account, how we envisage taking forward the development of our 
proposals, when we anticipate reaching a decision about our 
preferred option, anticipated further consultations and timescales. 

to act as mediator in order to progress the consultation, (see 5.1.9). 
 
 

4.3 Consultation Stage Two  

4.4 Provisional timetable  

4.4.1 The timetable set out below is our best estimate at this 
stage and may be subject to change as the project progresses. 
Changes to the overall programme will be communicated through 
the methods outlined in Section 5 below. 
 

October 2009 

Publication of final Statement of Community Consultation 
 

12th October 2009 to 8th January 2010 

Stage One - Consultation on Route Corridor Options 

February 2010 to 31st March 2011 

 

Stage Two - Consultation on Route Alignment and Preliminary 
Environmental Information 
 

Summer 2011 

Submit Development Consent Order application, Environmental 
Statement and Consultation Report to the Infrastructure Planning 
Commission and thereafter publicise, giving the opportunity for 
interested parties to comment to the Infrastructure Planning 
Commission. 
 
 
 

Factors which caused delays in the timetable ; 

 These stages and their programmed dates were significantly changed 
as challenges made it clear that there was insufficient information 
given on the proposal and the discounted options. 

 Costs were exaggerated and not consistent. The public had little trust 
in the information being provided. Independent cost report 
commissioned, still not clear 

 Challenges during consultations resulted in revision of National Policy 
Statements 1, 5 and 6. 

 NG were instructed to go back to the Strategic Optioneering Report 
and produce a new document to explain further about more favoured 
options, i.e. sub-sea and undergrounding. This was eventually 
produced in June 2010. It took 6 months to issue. Meanwhile, the 
consultation deadline of 23rd July 2010 was not changed and it was 
considered that there was insufficient time for the councils and groups 
to analyse its contents. A further SOR was published in August 2011. 

 NG was required to revise their undergrounding policy. 

5.1 Consultations with people living in the vicinity of our  
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Statement of Community Consultation Parish Council/Residents Comment 

proposals 

5.1.1 Throughout the consultation process, we will be inviting 
communities and interested parties to view, discuss and comment 
on the development of our proposals and the project team can be 
reached in a number of different ways. We will endeavour to 
ensure that public consultation is effective to ensure that all 
members of the community have the opportunity to express their 
views. We will endeavour to provide clear and concise 
information about the project and its impacts throughout the pre-
application consultation process to enable constructive debate to 
take place. 

We were advised that Stages 2 and 3 are limited to Community Forums with 
a qualification that attendees are either Parish/Town Councillors or members 
of formal groups of 5 or over in number. The general public were not 
included. 
Only one representative was permitted (by NG) to attend from PC's and 
Groups under the TOR - the consultation failed in its purpose when that one 
member was absent.  The meetings were considered to be poorly organised, 
the notes of the meetings are incomplete and/or erroneous and there was 
little attempt to report on identified Action Points.  This is evidenced by the 
fact that at the Strategic Community Forum meeting held in May 2012 where 
sufficient dissent among the members about the veracity of the notes forced 
a vote on this issue.  Members felt the Forums were a ‘tick-box’ exercise to 
meet the requirement set out in the Planning Act 2008.      

5.1.2 We have identified the following ways in which the public 
can express their views but these will evolve during the 
consultation process and will be tailored to the needs of each of 
the project development stages leading up to the submission of 
our application for a Development Consent Order to the 
Infrastructure Planning Commission.   
 
Inspection Copies 
5.1.4 Inspection Copies of the project summary information, the 
Statement of Community Consultation and other relevant 
technical documents will be made available to view free of charge 
at the following locations during the opening hours indicated and 
at appropriate local libraries….. 

      Copies of each stage were published in hindsight. It is difficult to judge if the 

consultation has been the consult in the agreed manner. (ref: page 24 item 3)       
      Stage One consultation documents deposited in the library in Burnham-
on-Sea (the main library for East Huntspill and Mark (affected villages on the 
Somerset Levels) were not easy to find without the help of the librarian and 
consisted only of a single copy of the Statement of Community Consultation 
and the initial leaflet sent to householders, housed in a plastic folder.  There 
was no information that could be taken away by an interested party without 
their paying for its reproduction.  This was in marked contrast to the 
information provided by EDF on the proposed Hinkley C Power Station.  EDF 
had a large display of leaflets covering different aspects of the proposal.  
There was no information in the travelling library that could have reached 
several residents (especially the elderly) that have no transport or who have 
difficulty accessing public transport.   
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Statement of Community Consultation Parish Council/Residents Comment 

Other Public Stakeholder Groups 

5.1.9 Where invited, and where possible, we will attend meetings 
of relevant existing public stakeholder groups affected by our 
proposals. This may include community interest groups, area 
panels, amenity /area focused groups and 
resident/neighbourhood groups. 

A meeting was held on Monday 8th March 2010 with the aim of getting 
detailed answers to technical questions raised during the consultation so far 
and to build a dialogue and understanding of each party’s position. 
The meeting ended in an impasse with only one member of NG staff was 
present, the others present being consultants who were constrained to the 
brief given them by NG. Consequently it was not possible to have a 
meaningful discussion on the broader issues and it is not surprising that the 
meeting ended in an impasse’. 

Community Forum 

5.1.10 As we build our relationship with local communities, we will 
consider, in consultation with relevant Town and Parish Councils, 
whether there is benefit in establishing a Community Forum, to 
which we would invite local community nominated representatives 
to discuss our proposals. If a similar forum is established by our 
customer, EDF Energy, we will participate when invited to. 

See 5.1.1 above 

Specific Consultation Approaches  

5.1.11 Sometimes local planning authorities and/or organisations 
representing the interests of particular ‘hard to reach’ groups may 
identify a need to communicate our proposals perhaps in a 
slightly different way to parts of the community who may 
otherwise find it difficult to effectively engage with us through the 
methods outlined above. Through our consultations with 
Somerset County Council, West Somerset District Council, 
Sedgemoor District Council, North Somerset Council, South 
Gloucestershire Council and Bristol City Council it has been 
identified that certain ‘hard to reach’ groups exist within the 
project area and guidance has been given to us on how best to 
engage these groups through the consultation methods explained 
in this document and in the SOCC. 

Consultation that primarily relies upon access to and understanding of ‘new 
technology’ (i.e. on-line computer access to the internet) disenfranchises the 
elderly in the population and those in low income groups who cannot afford 
the equipment.  National Grid had been told this on several occasions but 
had not modified its approach. 
In addition, those people who wish to comment on issues via the internet are 
required to make a full registration of their details on the website, which 
promises that any updated information and new consultation periods will be 
sent to the registrant.  The promised communication had not been 
forthcoming. 
Mark Active Group, who were identified as a hard to reach group (ref: 
Consultation Strategy Appendix C) did not receive any leaflets from NG on 
their consultation at any time. Some of the group did receive the project 
news circular but at their home address. 
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6.1.4 Between February 2010 and March 2011, consultation will 
take place on the preliminary environmental information (PEI) that 
informs the preparation of the Environmental Statement. The 
scope of the EIA will be discussed in a series of scoping 
meetings with the local authorities and organisations like Natural 
England. We will then apply to the IPC for a Scoping Opinion in 
November 2009. The scope of the EIA will then be published on 
our website with a schedule of the surveys we expect to 
undertake, giving an indication, where known, of the dates and 
periods of time over which such surveys will be undertaken. On 
completion of the surveys and information gathering, 
consultation, by the methods outlined in this document and the 
SOCC, will be carried out around each of the subject areas as 
appropriate where it is considered consultation will bring a value 
to the project and where a decision is to be made. The 
programme for the consultation will be communicated via the 
project website, by direct communications and media and project 
updates once the EIA scope has been agreed and a preferred 
route corridor has been chosen. 

The feed-back on and from Thematic Groups to Community Forums was 
informal, weak and incomplete. A brief summary was given but no detail to 
be used to form opinions and assist the Local Community Forum in, for 
example, Landscape amenities. 
There did not appear to be a satisfactory dialogue or exchange of 
information between the Local Community Forums and the Thematic 
Groups. NG appeared to be controlling and restricting the information flow 
and thereby giving the view that NG is controlling both groups for its own 
objectives. 
As a consequence, a request was made by affected Parish Councils that a 
joint meeting between representatives of the Thematic Group on Landscape 
and the Strategic Community Forum be held.  This request was 
subsequently refused by National Grid. 

Consultation Stage One October 2009 to 8th January 2010 
(12 weeks): Consultation on the proposed overhead line route 
corridor options and substation siting options and consultation on 
people’s preferred method for receiving information during 
Consultation Stage Two. 
 

 Public felt consultation had begun half-way through the process: only 
route corridors for overhead line options were up for discussion, all 
other options were ruled out by NG. The TEP Route Corridor Study 
(dated 2009) ruled out all other methods of connection and identified 
which of the three overhead line routes was the least constrained. 

 Optioneering report was weak, limited, broad brushed and flawed. 
Inaccurate cost assumptions, options were rejected, by NG, on the 
basis of incorrect costs. 

 IPC website said “approach being taken by NG could be seen as 
predetermining the choice of routes and cloud the approach to all 
subsequent consultation” 

 Costs of alternative technologies provided by NG (undergrounding 
claimed to be 12-17 times more expensive). IPC requested that 
information on costs be obtained. Key to their assessment of eventual 
application by NG. 
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Statement of Community Consultation Parish Council/Residents Comment 

 Extract from Sedgemoor DC Executive Meeting (contained in email 
dated 27.7.10) that SDC was to “submit an additional interim 
response to NG which makes it clear that the Council strongly 
believes it is premature to move to Stage 2 consultation and the 
selection of a preferred route corridor in advance of more detailed 
analysis of options and the sub-sea route and other strategic 
alternatives need to remain open as options. 

 Subsea cable was included as not part of consultation for Stage 1. 
When asked about it at Exhibitions NG told the public it was not 
technically feasible. 

Consultation Stage Two February 2010 to 31st March 2011 
(13 months): Consultation on the positioning of towers (detailed 
alignment) along the chosen preferred route corridor and 
consultation on the preliminary environmental information 
prepared as part of the Environmental Statement. We will 
endeavour to provide clear and concise information about the 
project and its impacts throughout the pre-application 
consultation process to enable constructive debate to take place. 
We are publishing a Stakeholder, Community and Amenity Policy 
which sets out our commitments to consultation. 
 

 IET/BK report published 31.1.12 after Preferred Route Corridor for o/h 
line announced. Showed that costs considerably lower than those 
claimed by NG. (Undergrounding costs in range of 4.7 to 8 times 
greater).  

 The name for this consultation i.e. ‘Hinkley C Connection’ misleads 
the public. The Community Forum Members were advised the other 
factors, such as security of supply, are of equal relevance and if 
Hinkley C is not built or delayed the connection is still required. 
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Consultation during stages one and two will be undertaken by the following means: 
 

Method Detail Comment 

 
 

At Consultation Stage One people living within 
about 1km of the proposed route corridor options 
will be contacted by letter with a project summary 
leaflet and details of planned public exhibitions. 

1. At Badgworth Parish Council’s public meeting, several residents said 
they had not received letters. 

2. Loxton Parish Council reported that Barton Lane residents were not 
informed (Barton Lane runs from The Webbington Hotel through the 
Loxton Gap to Barton/Winscombe and is in the Parish of Compton 
Bishop whose Parish Council was also not informed). 

3. Residents of Nailsea either ignored the letter or contacted EDF to ask 
about the works. EDF assured them it was probably some local 
remedial works. 

Parish and 
Town 
Briefings 

Parish and Town Councils within whose area the 
proposed works will be constructed will be offered 
briefings at Consultation Stage One to discuss our 
proposals. 

1. Compton Bishop Parish Council was not invited to any briefing. They 
only knew through word of mouth.  

Other 
public 
stakeholder 
group 
meetings 

When invited and where it is possible to do so, we 
will attend meetings of local community groups 
affected by our proposals. 

1. Meeting requested by Groups and held on 8th March 2010 with aim of 
getting detailed answers to technical questions raised during 
consultations. No senior members of NG present, only 1 member of 
staff and some consultants who had been constrained to the brief 
given by NG. It was not possible to have meaningful discussion on 
broader issues so meeting ended in impasse. 

2. National Grid (David Mercer) publically stated at the Nailsea public 
meeting (November 2009) chaired by Liam Fox, that it was not 
technically feasible to put the cables underground or undersea.  It 
took over a year before National Grid admitted that underground and 
undersea were both technically feasible. At the November 2009 
meeting, National Grid was asked by Liam Fox to provide the whole 
life costs.  This request was subsequently raised in Parliament by our 
local MPs in December 2009. Nothing happened and as a 
consequence a meeting took place between interested parties and Sir 
Michael Pitt, (CEO of the IPC, now the Planning Inspectorate).  Sir 
Michael Pitt requested National Grid commission the KEMA report. 
KEMA failed to establish the costs and a new report under the 
auspices of the IET was commissioned by DEFRA. This report has 
been published but still fails to address whole life costs and does not 
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consider social and environmental costs.  

 

Community 
Forum 

As we build our relationship with local 
communities, we will consider, in consultation with 
relevant Town and Parish Councils, whether there 
is benefit in establishing a Community Forum, to 
which we would invite local community nominated 
representatives to discuss our proposals. If a 
similar forum is established by our customer, EDF 
Energy, we will participate when invited. 

1. At the CF held on 13th December 2011 NG announced that they had 
proceeded to Stage 3 of the Consultation Process without waiting for 
the IET/PB independent cost analysis report and therefore cannot 
have fully explored all options and technologies. Attention was drawn 
to their document entitled ‘Our Approach to the design and routeing of 
new electricity transmission lines’ where they, on page 9 paragraph 
‘Consult Stakeholders and Communities’, state ‘At the end of Stage 2 
we will carry out a full public consultation, which examines all of the 
options we have considered, and asks for views both on our preferred 
strategic option and the potential route corridors we have identified to 
achieve this’. 

2. This has not been done. Stage 2 was to announce the preferred route 
corridor so the full consultation referred to above should have taken 
place after the announcement. Despite this, NG still insisted that they 
had already begun Stage 3.  NG has announced that Stages 1 & 2 
were merged at some point, and this still remains a confused picture 
for both the Parish Councils and the public.  NG is to change the text 
in their Approach document to avoid this confusion in any future 
projects. 

1) The IET Report was presented by NG at the CF meeting held 
on 28th February 2012 was very technical with NG claiming the 
costs were in line with their original estimates. This is clearly 
incorrect. Note NG 12-17 times more and IET 4.7 - 8 times 
more) the slides of this presentation are on the NG website but 
some slides are missing, in particular the composite cost slide 
for all technologies. 

2) The IET report presents the OHL and UGC in considerable 
detail but is limited in its provision of information for GIL and 
Subsea, particularly for the subsea HVAC option. It recognises, 
but doesn't include, the socio economic costs and 
environmental cost etc., which would have formed the basis for 
the "whole life cost comparison" originally part of the IET brief. 
These costs originally requested by Dr Liam Fox at a meeting 
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in November 2009 still remain unanswered. 

The meeting came to an impasse between CF members and NG and the 
meeting was abandoned because Parish Councillors were obliged to report 
back to their councils and seek a decision as to whether they should 
continue to support the Community Forum process. 
 
Note: NG agreed to alter their document referred to in item 1, above to 
reflect indicate that the consultation after stage 2 would not take place. 

 

Project 
Update 

Between now and the submission of our 
Development Consent Order application to the 
Infrastructure Planning Commission, project 
updates will be produced according to key project 
milestones, but at least every six months, 
providing an update on our proposals and the 
consultation process, and reporting on the 
outcome of the consultation process. These will be 
distributed to residents and website and provided 
on request by our project team who wish to 
receive them. Copies will be made available on 
our communications on our website, and to Parish 
and Town Councils community groups, by e-mail 
to those registering for further communications on 
our website, and to Parish and Town Councils 
who wish to receive them. Copies will be made 
available on our website and provided on request 
by our project team. 
 

1. Not everyone in Zone One has access to a computer so they rely on 
hard copy information. Somerset and North Somerset Counties have 
a large incidence of the older generation. Many elderly or those of 
retiring age have moved to these Counties to enjoy their facilities and 
landscapes and it is estimated that 40% do not have use of a 
computer (source: ‘Age UK’ poll). (ref: page 8, item 5.1.11, above) 

2. The website is confusing, difficult to navigate and muddled some 
documents, e.g. Community Forum slides, are incomplete. 

3. documents), and allow at least 28 days for consultees to respond.’ 
4. Parish Councils believe that inadequate consultation, together with 

the information that has been submitted by various groups and 
councils on technology feasibilities and differing costs, there are 
significant questions and issues that still have not been consulted or 
addressed. For these reasons this application should not be accepted 
by the Infrastructure Planning Commission when submitted for a 
Development Consent Order. 
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General Comments  

1) Challenges that caused delay - 
a) NGs apparent lack of knowledge of technology advances and costs were exaggerated and not consistent. The public had little trust in the 

information being provided. Independent cost report commissioned, still not clear as costs appear to be only 4.7 to 8 times more to 
underground. However, costs quoted at CF meeting 28th February 2012 NG claimed that to underground across Levels still 17 times more 
expensive because of rivers and rhynes for reasons that demonstrated their landscape knowledge to be weak.  

b) The public are still unclear as to how the overhead lines will be mitigated particularly across places of flat terrain like the Somerset Levels. 
It has not been answered but a response at the public exhibitions was that they will hide them in forests and against ridges! ( trees do not 
grow to 50m even after 40 years and in some areas will not grow at all) 

c) The Holford rules are inadequate for landscapes like the Levels and Moors. 
d) The Electricity Act 1989 – should have regard to landscapes.  

 

2) Further questions remain unanswered- 
a) Property Blight – At the time of this report, there is evidence that the owners of properties for sale within the announced preferred 

corridor have experienced difficulties in selling their houses. House buyers do not want to buy property within the corridors. Estate Agents 
have indicated that property values within close proximity of the overhead line will fall significantly and this could be in excess of 25%. 
There is no compensation for these owners. Any loss of asset value has to be borne by the owner.  

b) Health issues – This is a very sensitive issue that many feel has not been dealt with adequately. The concerns are not helped in the 
knowledge that other countries have recognised that there may well be health implications associated with overhead lines and the effects 
of Electro Magnetic Fields (EMFs). Dr, Haley Tripp, scientific advisor for National Gris, stated at a public meeting in Mark Village Hall on 
21st September 2013, that the safety margin was 60 metres from a 400 kV overhead line. However, some houses in Mark and Tarnock 
are within 41 – 44 metres. 

c) It is acknowledged that NG have to seek advice from Government sources, but at the very least it would be prudent to use a precautionary 
approach until such times that the issues of these fears have been proven one way or another. 

 

3) Other Issues 

a) The ‘box ticking’ mentality is at odds with the IPC’s guidelines.  The IPC document entitled ‘Engaging with Communities’ published 17.2.2011, 
states ‘Good community engagement is about more than just ‘ticking the box’.  If there is no real commitment, all the key decisions, have been 
made, not enough time is allowed or there are insufficient resources to engage properly, it is likely that at best little will be achieved and at worst, 
the exercise may add to the frustrations of a community increasing the risk of objections.  If the consultation is inadequate, the IPC may decline to 
accept the subsequent application. There is no ‘perfect recipe’ for good community engagement.  Consultation is not about selling a scheme it is 
about working with local people to understand how it can be designed to limit the impact on the local area’. 
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b) At the LCF meeting on 26th March 2012, National Grid revealed an alarming lack of basic knowledge of the structure of the Somerset Levels and its 
patchwork of Rhynes, ditches and rivers when attempting to explain and justify their statement on the factors that cause a significant increase in 
costs for the possible undergrounding on The Somerset Levels. 

c) The general public have been misled, by the name of the project, that the installation of a 400kV line to Seabank is required purely for the Hinkley 
C power station. Members of the Community Forum were advised that the line is also required for the security of supply in the south west network. 

d) P157 of Consultation feedback says “the duty to consult the local community contained in Section 47 of the 2008 Act is a duty to consult about the 
Proposed Application formulated by National Grid and not a duty to consult on all possible technical solutions for connecting Hinkley Point C. 
National Grid considered a wide range of options and, having regard to its legal duties, initiated its pre-application consultation on an overhead line 
between Bridgwater and Seabank.”  This was not made clear and the public are not fully aware of this constraint. 

e) National Grid has given Parish Councillors their view that The Electricity Act is an obstacle to them and prevents them from promoting socially 
acceptable alternatives to OHL’s. At a discussion with Parish Councillors and Tessa Munt M.P. at a CF meeting NG blamed the Government for 
“not allowing” sub-sea or undergrounding on the basis of costs which exclude socio-economic costs. However this view is inconsistent with 
paragraph 2.8.4 of EN-5.  

f) National Grid has not fully complied with EN-5 by failing to provide details of how consideration has been given to “undergrounding or sub-sea 
cables as a way of mitigating such impacts, including, where these have not been adopted on grounds of additional cost, how the costs of 
mitigation have been calculated”.  

g) The level of community benefit to PC’s to be commensurate with the long term blight on villages of the pylons. 
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Hinkley C Connection Project 
Statement of Community Consultation 

 
Consultation Critique Stages 3 and 4 

 
Introduction 
This document sets out the views of Badgworth Parish Council (BPC), of Compton Bishop Parish Council (CBPC), Mark PC (MPC) and those of 
Parishioners on the consultation to date. It also reflects the comments made by Parish Councils at consultation meetings and Community 
Forums. 
The authors are mindful of the requirements of the Planning Act 2008 ; 

 The Planning Act 2008 Guidance Note, paragraph 39, concerns LA’s key role. It states that under section 55 of the Act, LA’s may make 

representations to the IPC concerning the adequacy of the promoter’s consultation. Section 55(5) defines an adequacy of consultation 

representation as a representation about whether the applicant has complied with section 42, 47 and 48 of the Act.  

 Any such representation must therefore be about how the promoter has carried out the consultation, and may not be about how the 
promoter has had regard to responses to consultation.  

 
Structure of this critique 
The document referred to in this critique is :- Hinkley Point C Connection Project Consultation Strategy version 3 – published 28th February 2012 

 Column one of the table references the section and sub-section from the above SOCC.  
 Column two represents the critique from Parish Councils. 

 
 
 
 
Authors : Sue Hayes - Badgworth PC: Richard Parker - Compton Bishop PC: Eileen Corkish – Mark PC: Chris Ambrose - Wraxhall & Failand PC  
               
Created : April 2012 
Revised : June 2014
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File : SOCC Response to NG Consultation Strategy Stage 3 V4 April 
2012               7th April 2012 Statement of Community Consultation 

 
Parish Council/Residents Comment 

 Beginning in June 2009 with initial discussions about the 
strategic options for the Project, the first phase of public 
consultation ran from October 2009 until July 2010 and asked 
for people’s views on a shortlist of three overland connection 
options within two proposed route corridors. National Grid 
announced its preferred route corridor on 29 September 2011.  

People’s views given rejecting Overhead lines, but NG have not 
given adequate consideration or justification for ignoring those 
views. They failed to revisit these views in this stage 1, Three o/h 
routes were proposed because of either a bad optioneering 
assessment or a predetermined position. They should have 
reviewed their preferred route after their ‘Additional Information’ and 
the IET report to include sub-sea and underground.  Repeated 
requests to provide social costs have not been forthcoming.  As a 
consequence, no adequate cost balance can be achieved with 
capital costs.  National Grid has stated that it is not possible to 
provide social costs in monetary form.  Impossible to balance 
monetary capital costs to narrative social costs.  This is not 
compliant with the requirements of NPS EN5, paragraph 2.8.4  
 
Consultees are unable to establish if the costs of dismissed 
alternative options would be more favourably compared with the 
Overhead line option should all the costs for this method of 
transmission be included.  

1.7  Our current phase of consultation - Stage 3 - is intended to 
engage consultees in the process of shaping the detailed 
design of the connection.  

Phase 2 is incomplete (see item 1.12, below) 

1.12    Stage 2 isn’t finished. In their document ‘Our approach to the design 
and routing of new elect. Transmission lines’.  Page 9 of this 
document states that at the end of Stage 2 National Grid will 
undertake a public consultation.  This did not take place.  
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2.5.1  Stage 1, strategic options and Stage 2, outline routeing and 
siting - including public consultation on route corridors – are 
now complete.  

Disagree (see item 1.12 above) 

3.5.1  During the strategy development workshops, National Grid 
sought the views of the local authorities on our outline plans 
for local, site specific consultations.  

All these require local involvement via Parish Councils or local 
interest groups 
The post-it sticker exercise/workshop was held at a CF meeting and 
was restricted (by NG) on the attendance of only one allowable CF 
member to be in attendance at that meeting.  Badgworth PC 
registered representative was absent so the map was issued on the 
website and in printed form without any details of Badgworth Parish 
villages, Tarnock and Biddisham   

3.5.2  These may be required as part of our Stage 3 Consultation in 
order to gather feedback on issues which are distinct from the 
overall route alignment.  

3.7.1  National Grid will continue to work with the local authorities to 
develop this strategy and an accompanying programme of 
activities to ensure effective engagement and consultation on 
our developing proposals.  

3.7.2  A workshop, to which all the affected authorities were invited, 
was held on 24 January 2012. The objective was to generate 
initial feedback on a consultation strategy for Stage 3.  

Involvement of SCF, LCF’s and Parish Councils should have been 
taken into account for the development of this strategy given the 
experiences in phase 1 and 2. 

4.1.3  The main objectives of Stage 3 are:  

 To maintain a strong exchange of information with our 
stakeholders during the development of the detailed 
alignment  

 To engage and seek the views of local communities 
close to the potential route  

 

Landowners have been approached but no affected householders 
close to the line proposal where concerns of devalued house prices, 
difficulties in selling houses etc. are experienced. 

4.10.1  During Stage 3, National Grid will consider views and 
feedback received from all parties including:  

 Output from engagement and consultation with 
local authorities, parish councils and landowners  

 Issues raised and information provided by the 
Community Forums and Thematic Groups  

 Feedback from members of the public, businesses 
and community groups  

All views and feedback need to be accurately recorded in minutes. 
This will address the perception that NG chooses to ignore some 
views and feedback and provides no explanation. 
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Comments 
1) Following issue of IET/PB report, a revised SOR should be produced which should then influence the Feedback Report responses.  Social 
costs should be included for the overhead option.  . 
2) Clause 2.4.13 - 3.3 Are probably correct as a strategy but leave a lot to be desired in terms of their implementation, with criticism of the 
methods used by the land agents and reliance on websites which are not easy to use for everyone. Not everyone has a computer which appears 
to be discriminatory. 
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Consultation Critique Stage 4 

Ref : Statement of Community Consultation Parish Council/Residents Comment 

5.2 Overview Report 

5.2.3 

Page 13 – Construction : “Some people are worried about the 
heavy traffic on local roads during construction….We will work 
closely with communities along the length of the connection to 
minimise any disruption.” 

There is no travel and access plan. Local communities should be 
made fully aware with a proper travel and access plan, prior to the 
submission to the Planning Inspectorate (PI). The impact of the 
construction work is not understood by the vast majority of those 
living close to the proposed construction path. As a consequence, 
most people are unaware of the true impact.  Each Parish should 
have had a public meeting with explanations before the 
submission to the PI 

5.2.4 
Page 15 – Socio-economics and land use – “- we have assessed 
the potential effects of our plans on people, local businesses and 
communities.” 

This statement is not factual. Refer to p.17 first item. 

5.3 Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) 

 

22.3.28 - An evaluation of socio-economic factors considered the 
potential impacts of each connection option on the main areas of 
economic importance in planning policy terms and on the tourism 
and agricultural business sectors. It concluded that it was not 
possible to discriminate between options on the basis of the socio-
economic evaluation. 

Totally unacceptable, the impact on individuals and communities 
has been ignored. 
We believe that requirements in EN5 para 2.8.4 page 13 have not 
been met, as whole life costs have not been included. These 
costs have not been proven. 
 

 

3.5.21 - From the CSE compound, the 400kV underground cables 
route would run northeast and would be routed under (or over via a 
bridge) the River Axe and follow to the east of the M5, before 
entering the Mendip Hills AONB. The 400kV underground cables 
would be installed either beneath the river by a trenchless 
technique of horizontal directional drilling, thrust boring or using a 
cable bridge across the River Axe. If cabling beneath the River Axe 
is carried out, the 400kV underground cables would be installed 
deeper and with greater separation from each other than where 
they are installed by open trenching 

This is a detail of planning which should be in the open for this 
consultation phase – the preferred method should be identified. 
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3.5.22 The works associated with the removal of the 132kV 
overhead line would be largely confined within the works for the 
400kV connection and would use the same construction access 
routes. The 400kV connection route deviates from the F Route at 
East Huntspill and, for a stretch north to Mark, separate 
construction access points are proposed for the 132kV overhead 
line removal. These accesses would run from the B3139 (Church 
Road) in East Huntspill and Southwick Road, Southwick. There 
would also be a separate construction access route for the removal 
of the 132kV line from Biddisham Lane, Biddisham.   

Details of the modifications to Biddisham Lane should be made 
available as this is a dangerous junction onto the A38.  
Biddisham Lane is to be a permanent works access. The bridge 
over the Old River Axe has a 17.5 ton limit. Badgworth Parish 
Council has been made aware that the bridge is inadequate 
indicating that heavy plant will use this route.  
Details of traffic and load have not been identified. 

 

3.5.28 - For construction access, a temporary haul road would 
continue along the length of the underground cables as far as 
possible so that construction traffic can run on dedicated routes 
and avoid public highways. Post and wire fencing would be 
installed along both sides of the entire temporary haul road. 

The use of the term ‘as far as possible’ is much too loose. Details 
of access points from Biddisham Lane and Barton Road need to 
be defined. 
The temporary haul road will be off the A38, opposite Manor Farm 
Tarnock.  There are no details of the access to the haul road or 
traffic management for this proposal. 
 

 

4.3.3 -  It (NPPF) specifies three roles for the planning system in 
achieving this goal: 

An environmental role – contributing to protecting and 
enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; 
and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use 
natural resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, 
and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving 
to a low carbon economy. 

The NPPF specifies a requirement to enhance the environment. 
Placing massive pylons over the Somerset Levels and near to 
property does not conform to this role 

5.2.10 The Scoping Opinion from PINS 

 
2.11 - The proposed development crosses or runs close to a 
number of main roads. 

This does not appear to include the A38 as a main road which the 
development crosses or runs close to. 

 

2.51 - Vans would usually be used to transport workers to and from 
the site while lorries would be used to carry materials where 
necessary 

The use of the word ‘usually’ is not a satisfactory and complete 
description. A travel plan is required. (See also comments against 
3.5.28 above) 
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3.7- The Applicant has identified in the relevant sections of the 
Scoping Report (Table 15.1) the matters proposed to be ‘scoped 
out’ are::. 
Effects from vibration during operation 
 
 

Mention should be made about mitigation against damage to old 
buildings and stone walls with no foundations, septic tanks, etc. – 
ref 6.5.11 
 

6  Landscape 

 

6.3.14 - Undesignated landscapes and features are also valued. 
Consideration of condition, quality, rarity, representativeness, 
perceptual aspects and associations are considered in the 
identification of valued landscapes. Consultation with the 
Landscape Thematic Group and the Community Forums has been 
used to help identify locally valued landscapes and features. The 
landscape across the project study area is recorded as being of 
national, regional and or local value 

Note NG deliberately isolated the Thematic Group and CF. 
 

 

6.5.11 - Construction of a 400kV overhead line would include 
working areas at tower bases. Piling or excavation would be 
undertaken for pylon foundations. Tower assembly in sections 
would be undertaken on the ground prior to erecting pylons by a 
crane which would access site and lift assembled steel work 
sections into position. The crane would be positioned close to the 
pylon base on a crane pad. This would usually take 1-3 days per 
pylon. Pulling sites for stringing conductors (the wires on an 
overhead line) would be set up at either end of each section of up 
to twelve pylons. Stringing conductors would then be undertaken 
using pilot wires laid across land with temporary scaffolding 
constructed over roads, structures and other obstacles. This would 
involve vehicle movements at pulling sites at either end of the 
section of pylons. On completion reinstatement of access roads 
and working areas would be undertaken and temporary scaffolding 
removed. At-height works would typically only be undertaken over 
1-3 days for each pylon 

The piling of pylons needs explanation. We understand unofficially 
that the T pylons will need to be driven to a depth of 18m. The 
resulting noise and vibration over an undefined period per pylon 
needs to be brought to the attention of the public. 

 

6.5.102 - Compounds would be set up in two locations along the 
route in Section C. The first would be to the west of Barton Road 
close to the M5 and the second to the west of Banwell Road. 
Compounds would comprise vehicle parking, welfare facilities and 
site cabins 

Detailed access plans are required showing routes from main 
highways. It is not clear what the access points in Barton Road 
are to be used for and the impact on other small roads in the area. 
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Table 6.4 - Potential for Cumulative Effects with Other Projects Hinkley C Power Station – There is no mention of the cumulative 
impact on the usage of the A38. EDF has stated that 20% of 
aggregates used for Hinkley Construction would be transported by 
road. Cheddar is an obvious source and the route would impact 
the dangerous A371 and A38 junction at Cross. 
Both the Bristol Water/ Cheddar Reservoir 2 and the expansion of 
Bristol Airport will  have construction traffic and significant on-
going increased holiday traffic but are not mentioned 
 

 

7.1.3 - After taking into account the feedback, we will produce a 
Consultation Report which will set out how feedback we have 
received during the Stage 4 consultation has shaped and 
influenced our proposals. This will allow all stakeholders who have 
contributed to see how their comments have been taken into 
account 

Consultees will not be aware of whether any of submitted 
comments have been taken on board until after the DCO 
submission. 

 

7.10.40 - Effects on views of minor to negligible adverse 
significance are anticipated for the remaining receptors where 
views of ground level working along the cable route and132kV 
removal would be heavily filtered; occupy an oblique view or a 
limited extent of the view. Receptors include the Strawberry Line; 
PRoW on Barton Hill (AX29/39 and AX29/40); PRoW east and 
west of Winscombe; Webbington Road which has southerly views 
across the Somerset Levels and Moors; and valley side roads 
including Christon Road, Barton Road; a section of Banwell Road 
between Christon and Yarberry Farm; properties on Webbington 
Road, within Sandford and Winscombe; and Webbington Hotel 

Webbington Hotel and Webbington Farm Holiday cottages are 
both businesses and therefore should be classified as moderate. 
Barton Camp is also not mentioned. 
 

 
14 Noise and Vibration 
Table 14.7 Construction traffic Assessment 

The impact on the A38 at dangerous junctions at Biddisham and 
Cross are omitted 

 

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation There is no consideration for the impact of the removal of 
grasslands and hedgerows on bees, butterflies, moths and 
invertebrates. The impact on both pollination of, for example, 
apple orchards and reduction of insects in the food-chain of other 
animals could have a long term effect. 
 

 
Appendix B: Summary of legislation and guidance This appendix apparently shows that the National Policy 

Statements on Energy i.e. EN1 and EN5, have not been used for 
guidance 
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Comments :  

1) NG’s Stage 4 Statement of Community Consultation item 7.1.5 requires NG to consider whether granting consent would result in adverse impacts from 
the development outweighing the benefits, this has not been done. 

2) There have been many revisions of consultation documents, e.g. Stage 4 Statement of Community Consultation and Stage 4 Consultation Strategy, 
which had versions published in May and August 2014 but was not publicly announced. Many of the Public are unaware of the changes made to these 
consultation documents. 

3) Stage 4 SoCC and Strategy documents appear to supersede the processes outlined in the 2009 document which described the process adopted for 
the majority of the consultation. These documents, published in hindsight, do not facilitate consultation in the true meaning of the word.  Again, it 
serves as a tick box exercise for the later stages. 


