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Final Comments - Deadline 7  
Hinkley Point C Connection EN020001 

Compton Bishop Parish Council ref: 10029624 

The Parish of Compton Bishop (CBPC) has engaged with a significant level of involvement in National 

Grid’s (NG) Hinkley C Connection project from the outset in 2009. CBPC has continued its 

representation throughout the Planning Inspectorate’s examination of NG’s Development Consent 

Order (DCO) application for a grid connection from Hinkley C Power Station to Seabank using an 

overhead route with a small amount of undergrounding in designated areas.  

Over 8,000 members of the public, in an unprecedented response, responded to the initial public 

consultation. The greater majority opposed the proposal. The public said ‘NO’ to any overhead 

connection. I note that NG had published, in their ‘Strategic Optioneering Report (2009)’ that a sub-

sea option was discounted on the basis of ‘Use of unproven technology’. 

Throughout the process, CBPC has been critical of NG’s lack of realistic consideration to the 

detrimental impact on the formidable landscape of the Somerset Levels the Mendip Plateau and, to 

no lesser extent, the adverse impact on people, the residents, businesses and visitors. 

1. Consultation 

a. Stage 1 of the public consultation commenced with the publication of the document 

‘Hinkley C Route Corridor Study for Public Consultation’ (report ref: 179.016 r04) in 

October 2009. This document states that in a response to a request from EDF for a 

network connection NG had a limited timescale to respond (ref to item 1.2 and 1.3 of 

the above document). This, in itself, does not excuse the technical authors of this 

report to make a proposal which has such blatant disregard for the impact on people 

and the landscape. One has only to consider Natural England’s statement concerning 

the effects of ‘incongruous features’ which are assessed for the extent to which they 

detract from the natural beauty of an area under consideration. Overhead lines would 

be classified as incongruous features and should have been considered in respect of 

NPS EN-1 and EN-2. 

 

b. The initial assessment options identified three potential overhead line connections. 

There was no consideration for alternative connection methods clearly demonstrating 

a lack of concern or consideration for the environment. It is noted that NG’s policy 

clearly indicates that the Somerset Levels fall into the category of ‘Exceptionally 

Constrained Rural Areas’ being “areas where the scale of new high voltage transmission 

towers and conductors would dominate unspoilt landscape and cause serious damage 

to major open views or spectacular panoramas” (refer to Item 5.13 and 5.14 in the 

document quoted above). The Holford rules would suggest that overhead lines are not 

appropriate to the Somerset Levels, Refer to Holford rule 7. This is surprising as these 

rules were developed in the 1950’s reviewed in the 1990’s, and are rather dated and 

biased towards the technology of the time, i.e. overhead lines. 
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c. The appendix to the above document was ‘Schedule 9 .... Duty of Preservation of 

Amenity’. It outlines NG’s policies, aims, and commitments quoting from the Electricity 

Act 1989, that it will “..have regard to the desirability of preserving natural beauty...”. 

However the document has an emphasis on the commitments on the construction 

aspects rather than establishing, with the general public, the ‘desirability of preserving 

natural beauty”. 

 

d. For the reasons outlined above, National Grid failed to address the requirements of the 

National Policy Statement EN-5 at this early stage of the project. (Refer Policy EN-5, 

articles 1.7.2, 1.7.3, 1.7.4, 1.7.5, 2.2.6, 2.8.1, 2.8.2, 2.8.4).  

 

e. As the various stages of consultation progressed it became apparent that the 

interpretation of NPS EN-1 and the judgment of consultants regarding the significance 

of effects for the site preparation, construction, and the dismantling of the WPD 132kV 

line were very largely biased to support the application. It would appear that the desk-

top ratings had been primarily rated ‘Low Sensitivity’ and ‘Negligible’ or with 

‘Insignificant’ impact. In some instances it is clear that there has been little regard, in 

the assessment, for the existing adverse traffic noise of the A38 and M5 and that the 

impact of additional noise and air pollution caused by the proposed works would 

create a significant cumulative effect. The implication here is that the consultation has 

not satisfactorily addressed the true impact and has not complied with NPS EN- 1 

article 4.2 and EN-5 article 2.8.9. 

 

f. According to NG’s ‘Preferred Connection Option- An Overview’ (Sept 2011)’ the 

consultation produced a record numbers of responses from the public. It stated ‘we 

received over 8000 responses’. ’A large majority were not in favour of any of the 

proposed corridors’ and ‘many disagreed with the option of building a new overhead 

line between Bridgwater and Seabank’.  The questionnaire also requested the public to 

state a preference for a corridor even though they opposed an overhead route and 

“where respondents did state a corridor preference (often with reservations) there was 

considerable support for Corridor 1. Most respondents who were in favour of Corridor 1 

gave a preference for Option 1A with the reason being that this option would replace 

an existing overhead line.” 

 

g. The level of opposition to an overhead route and NG’s failure to relate this public 

response to the NPS guidelines was the major factor in the general public’s 

disenfranchisement of the consultation process. The general public viewed the process 

to be an irrelevance as they perceived the process favours the large monopoly’s 

proposal over the demands of the common people. The engagement of the general 

public declined significantly at this point with a reduction effect on representations 

from Parish and Town Council. This would also have an influence on the Joint Councils 

and their representations on behalf of the electorate.  
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h. National Grid PLC has, during the first few years, displayed a somewhat aggressive 

attitude towards public consultation particularly during Community Forums. I note that 

the CF was set up by NG to ‘inform NG’. It is apparent that these forums were a vehicle 

for a one way information forum and not for a two way consultation with the public. 

 
i. The ‘Strategic Optioneering Report’ was published in December 2009 and revised in 

2010. At this time Gas Insulated Lines (GIL) were not included as an option. In the next 

revised version, published in 2011, GIL was included. 

 

j. It is worthy of noting that also in this report that a sub-sea option was discounted on 

the basis of ‘Use of unproven technology’ and ‘high’ cost. Both statements were 

challenged and a request for full lifetime costs was requested. The cost 

difference/benefits and costs remained an area of discourse between the public and 

NG. In fact the challenge on the cost for GIL remained until the recent Issue Specific 

Hearings in June 2015 when NG conceded that the figures provided by NG were 

incorrect; the lower cost figures provided by the public were accepted by NG. 

 

k. The consultation process not made it easy for the public to express themselves and has 

put them at a severe disadvantage when pitted against professional project managers, 

professional full time staff, consultants and lawyers. In this respect the general public 

and volunteer bodies, such as Town and Parish Councils, have been undervalued and 

under supported, both in legislation and from The Joint Councils. 

 

l. The Consultation Process has been an experience and is challenging for any member of 

the general public or Parish/Town Council who has no experience of the process, is 

without professional help and guidance, has no funding but has to commit to the 

necessary vast amount of time to study the plethora of technical and legal 

documentation in an alien and challenging environment.  

It is extremely difficult for a member of the working public to have sufficient time to 

process the technical documents and attend the many meetings and forums. 

 

2. Proposed Works 

a. The lack of detail in the works programme is of some concern. NG has indicated that it 

has responsibility for the overall programme but their contractors will be responsible 

for the details of the works. 

Referring to point 1e, above, There is great uncertainty concerning traffic: 

i. The vehicular movement has been outlined for traffic into the bell-mouth but 

the details of movements within the order limits, within works compounds and 

in areas of works, is unknown. It is, therefore, difficult to judge the level of 

disturbance for nearby residents. 

ii. The cumulative impact of aggregate quantity and delivery has not been defined.  

iii. The consultation documentation states that 20% of aggregates will come from 

local quarries. The most local quarry, to the Tarnock bell-mouth, would be the 

Cheddar Quarries.  
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iv. The statement by EDF that 20% of aggregates, for the Hinkley C development, 

will be from local quarries, including Cheddar. Therefore the cumulative impact 

of these additional heavy vehicles on the narrow A371, and the junction with 

the A38 at Cross, will increase the hazard of this recognised dangerous junction 

for motorists, cyclists and pedestrians. 

 

b. The proposed timescale for construction and removal of the 132kv line is estimated to 

be 45 months. The proposed continuous working, with little or no respite, will create 

an accumulated level of stress in the people living near, or adjacent to, the works and 

access points. This factor has not been taken into account. 

 

c. NG’s proposal to have a eight year period for work to commence is unacceptable on 

three counts :  

1.  The additional stress imposed on the affected public (see item 2b, 

above) and the long term devaluation of property is unacceptable. 

2. The currently proposed timescales allows 45 months for construction 

and decommissioning with up to 15 years to re-establish grass, hedges 

and trees. This has the potential to result in a period of up to 19 years 

before ‘normality’ is achieved. With the request for 8 years potential 

delay in commencement, the overall project timescale would extend to 

27 years. 

3. The options proposed for this project uses the technology of the day. A 

delay of 8 years on this project, which has now been in progress for 6 

years, would need reviewing in light of any benefits from advances in 

acceptable technology over the 14 year period. 

 

3. Landscape 

a. The landscape views are exceptional and must be protected. The wide vista from Crook 

Peak (AONB) encompasses Exmoor, The Quantocks, The Poldens, Brent Knoll, The 

Bristol Channel, The Somerset Levels, Glastonbury Tor. Other features include the 

South Wales coastline, Brean Down, Steep Holm, Flat Holm. 

b. The Somerset Levels continues to be a candidate for designation as a World Heritage 

Site. Any major works affecting the landscape would have a detrimental impact on any 

future application. 

c. The proposed introduction of tall, solid structures which stand at a uniform height at 

uniform distances with continuous lines of heavy cabling would introduce an alien 

structure into the exceptional landscape. The uniformity of these structures would be 

the automatic focal point when viewing this natural panoramic landscape. 

d. The sheer bulk of the T pylon installation with the 32m span of cabling would be a 

more offensive intrusion into the landscape than the smaller bulk of the 132kv lattice 

pylons. 
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4. Pylons, Sealing End Compounds, etc. 

a. The impact of the proposed T pylons and Sealing End Compound would introduce an 

alien intrusion into the landscape. 

b. The T pylons and Sealing End Compound with associated cabling, insulators, etc. would 

increase the visible mass of this infrastructure by over 400%. The dimensions are (ref: 

document 4.8.7) :  

i. The existing 132kv lattice pylons are 26 m tall with an 8.4 m span.  

ii. The 400kv lattice pylon is 46 m tall with an 18 m span.  

iii. The 400kv T pylon is 36 m Tall with a 31 m span.  

iv. A sealing end gantry terminal is 16 .6 m tall and 21.5m wide. Two of these are 

installed side-by-side making the visible structure 16.6 m tall and approximately 

50 m wide. The associated cabling would increase the visible mass. 

c. The removal of the 132kv pylons has been considered to be mitigation for the 

installation of the larger T Pylons. The general public and Parish Councils would argue 

that NG has confused the issues. The 132kv pylons, in themselves, do not impact the 

environment to the same degree as the T pylons and do not have the same opposition 

as the much larger T Pylons, associate cables and Sealing End Compound. 

d. NG has suggested that the colour of the T Pylon could provide a form of mitigation. The 

montages provided are of no benefit and do not represent the natural viewing aspect. 

The colour of these pylons is significant as they are solid and most people would view 

them from a ground level against a changing (sky) background. There is no colour 

which would allow these structures to blend in with the environment. However, Agate 

Grey would appear to have a lesser impact with regards changes of colour in the skies, 

shadows and reflection. 

 

5. Mitigation 

On-site mitigation such as planting schemes to conceal the proposed features of pylons and 

sealing end compound in an open and flat landscape would be inappropriate. Off-site 

mitigation through Community Impact Mitigation fund, should the project be approved, could 

help communities affected by the installation of the alien infrastructure. Schemes such as road 

improvements, footpaths and cycle ways would be acceptable. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Richard Parker 

On behalf of Compton Bishop Parish Council  

 


