Compton Bishop Parish Council

Hinkley Point C Connection Project

Compton Bishop Parish Council (CBPC) represents a community which is directly affected by all of the overhead route corridors proposed as the subject for public consultation by National Grid (NG). 

CBPC has spent a considerable amount of time consulting with parishioners, reading documents made available by National Grid (NG), attended briefings and meetings with Sedgemoor District Council (SDC), National Grid, the Infrastructure Planning Commission and various local groups, as well as submitting its earlier views to NG, which should be read in conjunction with this report. 

. 

The following is CBPC's considered response regarding NG's consultation process.

The Hinkley Point C Connection Project purports to be in its public consultation phase, which should include consideration of options   In their  ''Strategic Optioneering Report', NG state that the Report was "..prepared to inform statutory consultees and other stakeholders of the process of developing and assessing options, which led to a proposal to construct a new 400kV overhead line electricity transmission connection between the proposed Hinkley Point C nuclear power station and Seabank substation near Avonmouth." CBPC is absolutely clear that public consultation has not taken place on the options.  The Report itself and NG’s subsequent presentations have collectively been used to present NG’s preferred route as if no other viable options are available. 
. 

CBPC takes the view that the management of this consultation process is flawed and that public consultation has not taken place on the options. The Report itself and NG’s subsequent presentations/briefings have collectively been used to present NG’s preferred route as if no other viable options are available.  The latest Project News published in May, 2010 continues to support that opinion. The consultation must include both connection and routing options and therefore it is, at present, totally unacceptable. 

Other issues arising from the current 'Consultation Process' are as follows :

1. The 'Strategic Optioneering Report - December 2009' identifies the reasons for rejection or acceptance of 22 options on the criteria of Economy, Efficiency (system compliance and deliverability) and Amenity. 

· CBPC identified that all but one of the subsea options were rejected because of cost. However option H20, at a cost of £1.934bn was not rejected on cost grounds even though it was the second highest, out of six, subsea options. When questioned, Ken Murray (System Development, NG), stated that this was "a mistake". CBPC considers that such a fundamental "mistake" in a publicly available document questions the robustness of the whole document and the options presented.

· NG is on record (at presentations and in the on-line video Presentation for briefings - May 2010) as stating that the options open for consultation can only be routed through the Lox Yeo Valley between Webbington and Loxton. NG (David Mercer, NG's Major Projects Manager) states that "Undergrounding is reserved for areas of very high environmental value". This particular area is designated as an AONB and SSSI which should identify that undergrounding is a preferred possibility for this project. However, NG have failed to include a budget sum for undergrounding which presents a misleading cost for comparison against other options.

CBPC considers that NG has failed to give due attention to quantifying in sufficient detail when presenting and assessing the cost of alterative options. As aforesaid NG appears to be using the consultation process to support  their own preferences.

2. NG is on record as stating that "We try to ensure that there are not 2 overhead lines running alongside each other in the same area". However

· Corridor 1, option 1B specifies the new 400kV overhead line would be constructed next to the existing WPD 132kV line which would not be removed.
· Corridor 2 specifies that the existing WPD 132kV line would not be removed which would result in two overhead lines through the Lox Yeo Valley between Webbington and Loxton, an established environmentally sensitive area.
It would appear therefore that Option 1A, is the only option available for consultation for this parish.

3. NG states that "Cost is important because everything we spend on network goes on to consumer bills and affects all of us". However, NT has not provided figures regarding the financial impact on the consumer for each of the options, i.e. the additional anticipated cost on each bill over the project life.

4. Chris Chadwick (Independent Environmental Expert for NG) states that "Undergrounding is not the perfect solution  because it may damage or destroy buried archaeology areas and disturb a variety of protected plants and animals". His apparent lack of appreciation of the true value of visual amenities to the public, particularly the Mendip Hills  and the Somerset Levels, suggests that his evaluation is not broad enough for an independent advisor, nor has he placed any monetary equivalent on its worth.  

5. CBPC recognises that a 'with-profits' organisation has to satisfy its shareholders and produce acceptable dividends. For example, NG will be expected to keep expenditure as low as possible in order to help maintain profits.  However, in this instance, there appears to be a conflict of interests. It is likely that the option that will get power from Hinkley C to Avonmouth and at the same time preserve our environment will not be the cheapest option. NG needs to understand that our environment is precious and that profit is not the only consideration.   . 

6. The briefing meetings attended, particularly locally, at The Webbington Hotel and at SDC offices with the IPC and NG indicate that:

· These meetings have been used by the project team to re-iterate their initial route proposal give presentations on their project, which has not only reduced the amount of time for in-depth discussion and the airing of concerned organisations’ points of view, but provided no acknowledgement nor detailed information on previous consultees’ submissions.  Rather they appear to have been swept aside unilaterally in favour of NG’s “Alternative close” sales pitch.  There has to be some indication of the lessons learned and modifications made to the original NG proposal in satisfying the volume of comment received well before the consultation closing date of the 23rd July, 2010. 

· Our perception is that questions were not generally answered satisfactorily or adequate feedback provided in writing, whilst the time for genuine consultation is rapidly dissipating to no ones advantage other than NG.

· Issues raised were not recorded by NG and so far no feedback has been provided.
7. There are strong arguments for pursuing the undersea routing solution.  NG has offered no explanations about these proposals other than to reject them on purely price grounds.  The need to be able to switch the power direction of travel with HVDC from South to North is understood, but does it have to be of the same order of value as that emanating from the power generation source i.e. Hinkley Point C or could it achieve the same objective of system resilience with an independent link of lesser capacity and if so what is its cost? 


8. What research has NG undertaken or is pursuing with undersea possibilities and what advantage is being taken of the international experience available in this field?




Conclusion

CBPC and its residents remain completely unconvinced with the briefings that have so far been given.  It is of the view that the matters previously expressed concerning the environment or the scale of the structures proposed have not been listened to or more importantly have been recognised to form part of the presentation that NG intends to put before the IPC.  Until some actionable recognition of the environment is made concerning the route through the Mendip Hills this Council cannot accept the NG proposal and maintains that if more time is required to bring forward a researched undersea alternative then it should be taken.  

This Council has no wish to be obstructive, but it does insist that the irreplaceable environment is safeguarded for generations to come and current proposals give no indication of recognising this requirement. 
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