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Please reply to: 
 

The Clerk to Bridgwater Without Parish Council, Whitecroft, Plum Lane, Dunwear, Bridgwater Somerset TA6 5HL. 
 

Telephone: 01278 442928   Website & email: www.parish-council.com/bridgwaterwithout 
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National Grid plc         28 October 2013 

Hinkley Point C Connection Project 
National Grid House, 
Warwick Technology Park, 
Warwick, CV34 6DA 
 

Sent by email: hinkleyconnection@nationalgrid.com 

 

Dear Sirs, 
 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION, HINKLEY POINT C CONNECTION PROJECT 

September 2013 
 

Thank you for consulting us on your proposals.  The Council has discussed this matter and has 

consulted members of the local community through meeting them at community association 

meetings and individually.  There are shared concerns about these proposals as they affect the 

southern sector of the overhead line route, designated “Polden Ridge”, where the construction of 

an additional overhead line along a new, exposed route is proposed.  These comments are in 

addition to and reinforce those made previously at consultation/forum meetings and, in particular 

those in the Council’s letters of 11th December 2012 (to National Grid) and 17th May 2013 (to PINS 

– copy attached), the points from which remain unresolved by the information in this consultation.  

The Council has instructed me to respond as follows: 
 

Horsey is a discrete rural area bounded by the Parrett/M5 motorway, the Polden Ridge and the 

outskirts of Bridgwater. The area is enjoyed by thousands of residents and tourists and is highly 

visible from the motorway. The proposals change it from a rural agricultural vista to an area 

dominated by electrical distribution infrastructure and destroy its amenity value. 
 

It appears that in determining that there should a ‘T’ in the line at Horsey and a new 400 kV spur to 

join the Melksham line north of Woolavington (“the link”) that National Grid has not followed either 

the letter or intent of the Holford Rules. 
 

 The link appears not to avoid the Horsey, Puriton Ridge areas of high, indeed, unique, local 

amenity and archaeological importance including a network of footpaths and a bridleway. 

 The link does not follow a direct route between Hinkley and Melksham – it runs at right 

angles to both the exiting lines at Horsey and the Hinkley to Melksham line. It seems to be 

more of an engineering convenience or afterthought to provide a link;  it cannot be 

considered as on a direct route to supply Melksham. 

 The link is adding more high voltage power distribution lines in an area where there are 

already too many. Bridgwater Without already has a network of distribution lines radiating 

from the Bridgwater substation including the 275 kV line feed from Hinkley running the 

length of the parish as well as being criss-crossed by other supply lines.  It is unreasonable 

to impose more infrastructure on it unnecessarily.  (The benefits to the southern area of 

removing the 132 kV WPD line are greatly overplayed as its pylons are tens of metres 

shorter than the lattice pylons proposed for the 400 kV line.) 

 We have not seen evidence that a reasonable range of schemes for the section have been 

evaluated in reaching the present recommendation or the evidence it was based on. 
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Accurate information on the full local impact of the proposals is lacking, making meaningful 

consultation extremely difficult.  For instance: 
 

 As more information has become available progressively on the requirement for cable 

sealing end compounds, “temporary” pylons, cable undergrounding and construction areas, 

the devastating impact of the proposals on the area of high visual and recreational amenity 

and archaeological value at Horsey and the Polden Ridge has become apparent but full 

information is still not given.  

 The relative impact of different designs of pylon for sections A into B cannot be fully 

explored without reliable information on their design, visual, installation, ecological, 

environmental and archaeological impact and on temporary and permanent access routes 

and requirements. 

 Because details of temporary and permanent accesses are unclear the impacts on the 

heritage and amenity assets of the area cannot be evaluated. 

 The impact of the removing of redundant pylons cannot be evaluated because access 

requirements are unclear. 

 Because access requirements are not clear the impacts on local business and agriculture 

and on traffic flows cannot be assessed. 

 Adequate evaluation and interpretation of the archaeological importance of the area (known 

and undiscovered) has not taken place before proposing a devastating programme of 

construction. - From Horsey Level to the Polden Ridge known sites in this short section 

include: the Horsey deserted mediaeval village, the surviving manor house, a Saxon 

settlement, a duck decoy pond, a Roman port, two Romano-British settlements and ancient 

field patterns. 

 Such proposals as are made on screening structures by vegetation are unconvincing due to 

the size of trees and bushes relative  to the mass of the infrastructure proposed, the length 

of time vegetation takes to reach its mature size (or the life-span in the case of existing 

bushes and trees), the undesirability of planting high vegetation under a line or over a 

buried cable (so exposing a compound entirely when viewed from either end – and the side 

for a ‘T’ point) and the width of the corridor (especially for ‘T-pylons’) required to be clear of 

high vegetation along the line length and the lack of clarity on the removal of existing 

vegetation.  Furthermore the proposals imply changing the entire nature of the area by 

planting large areas of productive open arable and pasture agricultural land with trees and 

bushes that will also interfere with the efficiency of agricultural activities.     
 

We believe that there is already sufficient evidence to show that the “Horsey ‘T’” proposals should 

be dropped and a less damaging solution to supplying Melksham should be developed. 
 

However, if it is decided to continue to include it in the company’s Development Consent Order 

submission then the points above should be addressed and a further period of public consultation 

should take place on a revised proposal that includes the missing information and permits 

meaningful local comment before the DCO submission is finalised. 
 

 

Yours faithfully, 
 

Alan Hudson 

 

Alan Hudson 
BA BAI CEng MIMechE MCIM CMC Chartered Marketer 

Bridgwater Without Parish Council, chairman      


