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Campaign to Protect
Rural England






        South West Regional Group

        Public Consultation: Hinkley Point C Connection

We offer the following notes as a ‘holding’ response to your invitation of comments.   

You have not demonstrated that you have addressed all factors that need to be considered, or that you have conducted a proper lifetime cost-and-benefit analysis of the options. We therefore request an extension to the deadline for consultation, to allow full exploration of other options. 

We would be grateful for the opportunity to meet your engineering specialists within that extension, so that additional information can be brought forward and technical details explored further. We would then be in a position to respond fully.

Inadequacy of consultation

The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) is a national, public-interest charity that exists to promote the improvement and protection of the English countryside and the better development of the rural environment.   We campaign for new development to be planned, designed, and sited sensitively, in ways that have minimal adverse impacts on our landscape, on the towns and villages in that landscape, and on the well-being of the people in the towns and villages. Our research has shown that maintaining the rural character and visual amenity of an area has important economic benefits; for instance, small businesses want to set up in unspoiled countryside, and the tourist/visitor industry depends upon it. 

Regrettably, we have not been able to judge properly how your suggestions for new infrastructure connections with a Hinkley C power station would affect the local countryside and local communities, because we have found that the technical and economic information you have provided to the public is incomplete.  For example, we contend that failure to take into account lifecycle costs is a serious omission.  That view is supported in the EASAC document Transforming Europe’s Electricity Supply — An Infrastructure Strategy for a Reliable, Renewable and Secure Power System, May 2009, p.7, para. 3.5 ‘Technical planning of new lines’:  

The technical solution for … grid investment can be AC or DC, cable or overhead

line. The choice should be made in such a way that the technical properties, economics and environmental impacts are taken into account in each case. There cannot be any single technology best suited for all cases.  When considering the economic aspects, a lifecycle cost analysis is key.

Some of the technical information that has been provided, such as the optioneering material, became available to us only after a substantial part of the time allocated for consultation had elapsed.   You will understand, I’m sure, that a voluntary group such as ours needs time to arrange for engineering experts to read and appraise such material, and meet to discuss appropriate responses.  A preliminary reading of the material suggests that you have not adequately addressed the costs and benefits of other technologies or routes, in particular HVDC and undersea routes.

You have not provided relevant socio-economic information. You have a statutory duty to preserve amenity.   You declare in your Schedule 9 Statement:

… we interpret amenity to mean the natural environment, cultural heritage, landscape and visual quality. We also include within this interpretation the impact of our works on communities, such as the effects of noise and disturbance from construction. This statement applies to all works on National Grid’s electricity transmission system in England and Wales.    By “works” we mean constructing new transmission infrastructure such as overhead lines, underground cables, sealing end compounds and substations; major refurbishment of any of these; and the dismantling of any parts of the system. 

To date, we have been unable to find evidence that your costings of different routes have taken account of costs to the natural environment, cultural heritage, landscape and visual quality, economic and social wellbeing of communities, or other costs to members of the public who would be adversely affected by your works.

We therefore offer these notes as a ‘holding’ response to your invitation of comments.   We ask for an extension of the time allowed for a detailed response, and for a meeting with your system design engineers within that extension, at which additional information can be brought forward and technical detail explored.   For example:



• How fast would the response of an HVDC system need to be and by how much do the 


   various technologies – Current Source Converters (CSC), Capacitor Commutated 


   Converters (CCC) and Voltage Source Converters (VSC) – fall short?

•  Why do you contend that undergrounding needs a 50m wide swathe of land? This is contrary to information you provide at  http://www.emfs.info/Sources+of+EMFs/Underground/ugtypes.htm
Our preliminary response to your options

You have decided that new infrastructure is needed between Hinkley and Seabank, but we consider it unacceptable that your comparison of the costs of the various options should be based on costs of construction and installation alone, as seems to be the case in the documents we have been able to obtain so far.  Given the information you have made available and the financial results of British Energy, we estimate that the lifetime cost of transmission losses would exceed the £2M per mile quoted in your press release of 15/9/09 and overtake your quoted costs for the undersea routes.

Electricity supply is a service provided for the public good, and strategic decisions on the development of that service must take into account not only the costs to the service provider (costs of building, installing, and operating necessary infrastructure) but also the public-interest costs (the environmental, economic, and social costs to the communities affected directly or indirectly by those strategic decisions).  In this context, we would remind you that the European Regulations on Environmental Impact Assessment require you to demonstrate that all options have been fully considered, and that as a public body the Infrastructure Planning Commission will be required, under Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, to have regard to the purpose of AONBs in considering any project put to it for consent. 

The area from Hinkley Point to Seabank is of great landscape merit. It contains not only the Mendip Hills AONB but also other highly valued areas such as the Somerset Levels and Moors. The value of the latter is recognised by the proposal to seek its inscription as a UNESCO World Heritage Site. It appears that you have conducted only a map-based exercise to assess the visual impact of your proposed route. We consider this totally inadequate.   We contend that you should have used both the Natural England national landscape character area descriptions and local more detailed landscape character assessments to assess the visual impact and harm caused by the proposed routes.  This analysis should then have been backed up by direct visual assessment from key viewpoints. Our opinion is that, had you done a proper landscape impact assessment, it would have been clear that the proposed routes would cause unacceptable visual damage to valued landscapes along their entire length. 
With this in mind, and on the basis of the evidence available so far, our preference for the installation of new electricity-supply infrastructure between Hinkley Point and Seabank is for an undersea route which, though probably more expensive to construct, should have none of the  environmental or socio-economic costs associated with overground cabling.   

Our second preference would be for a route created by using sections from all the options you have suggested.   If possible, this route should be wholly underground;  at least, all sections through designated and other special areas, and through the countryside visible from those areas, should be underground, to mitigate the unacceptable visual harm both within them and to their setting.
Of the overhead routes, we would prefer a modified Option 1A, with the substantial undergrounding described above.   We believe that any overgrounding along the proposed route should be regarded as a last resort.
The overall evidence we have seen so far does not convince us that new pylons should be needed, but if you have any evidence of need, please accompany it with such evidence as you have to support your selection of new pylon designs.  

The documents relating to the Hinkley C connection suggest that you are considering the development of a Hinkley–Seabank link in isolation from the rest of the national grid throughout the south-west region. We can see no reference to the impact in the period up to 2020 of inputs from the Bristol Channel Offshore Wind development, of the potential developments at Oldbury, and the upgrading of the grid to Melksham and beyond.   This seems a highly unsatisfactory, piecemeal approach. 
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