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North West Coast Connections (NWCC) Project – Cumbria County Council’s 
Response to National Grid’s Route Corridors Consultation (Stage 2) November 
2014

Consultation Response

This report provides Cumbria County Council’s response to National Grid’s Route 
Corridors Consultation (Stage 2).  

1.0 Group Options

1.1 Through the Route Corridor Studies (RCS), National Grid have prioritised 
consultation on ‘preferred’ route corridors onshore to the north of Moorside, 
and to the south via a tunnel across Morecambe Bay:

 Onshore North Group - This is the only option north of Moorside being 
considered and would require the installation of a 400kV double circuit 
overhead line that where possible would make use of existing 132kV 
overhead line routes (“opportunity corridors”).

 Onshore South Tunnel Group - The appraisal concluded a new 400kV 
circuit where possible utilising existing 132kV opportunity corridors and a 
tunnel beneath Morecambe Bay represented the appropriate balance 
between achieving the grid upgrade, whilst having regard to the many 
environmental designations located in the area.  

1.2 Further consideration of the two Strategic Options and subsequent route 
corridor studies has identified two further potential groups to the south. These 
alternative route options, that do not include the tunnel option, performed less 
well, but are not ruled out at this stage. These are summarised as follows;

 Onshore South Group – A wholly onshore route, south from Moorside, 
routed around Morecambe Bay

 Offshore South Group - Predominantly offshore connection from 
Moorside to the Fylde coast in Lancashire, with short onshore sections, 
including outline siting for converter stations. 

2.0 Group Appraisal

2.1 National Grid has identified three possible routes to deliver the grid upgrade 
south of Moorside, and has expressed a preference for the Onshore South 
with Tunnel option. The County Council has given careful consideration to the 
three south options and has concluded that the RCS has provided appropriate 
evidence to support National Grid’s preference for the Onshore South with 
Tunnel Group Option. 
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2.2 Although the Onshore South is the least costly (£0.8bn) and technically most 
straight forward option, it is the lowest performing group option in terms of 
landscape and visual impact, ecology, cultural heritage and socio-economic 
activity. This group option has the potential to have an unacceptable impact 
on South Cumbria. Furthermore, the route corridor has a direct effect on the 
Lake District National Park (LDNP), in addition to the nearby Arnside and 
Silverdale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and other important 
receptors. 

2.3 The choice between the Onshore South with Tunnel and the Offshore South 
is more balanced. There are some benefits to constructing the route south 
entirely offshore, thus avoiding the important landscape, ecological and 
economic receptors through the south of Cumbria and the Morecambe Bay. 
However, the RCS demonstrates that there are clear difficulties with this 
group option that must be balanced and could threaten the timely delivery of 
the project. These issues are mainly technical in nature and relate to the 
technology that would be required and the complexity of installing and 
maintaining a High Voltage Direct Current (HDVC) cable on the seabed.   

2.4 No nuclear power station in the world has been connected by HVDC circuits; 
therefore use of the technology in this situation is untested and may result in 
material additional costs and delays, to what is estimated to be the most 
costly option at approximately £1.8bn. The Local Authorities that are 
signatories to the Planning Performance Agreement with National Grid 
commissioned a Technical Assessment of the Offshore South Group with a 
focus on HVDC. This reviewed National Grid’s technical assumptions 
regarding the Offshore South Group and evaluated the viability of the 
submarine cable option. The report concurred with the assumptions within the 
RCS and concluded that the only technically viable option for offshore 
connection is HVDC; however, the technology is associated with 
unacceptable risk and a higher failure rate than that required for the 
connection of Moorside nuclear plant. Furthermore, the route offshore has 
potentially additional issues related to existing uses such as the Eskdale firing 
range, oil and gas pipelines, offshore wind turbines and associated cable 
crossings, and mobile sand waves. The technical and cost implications of this 
option are substantial and it is accepted that these would be unlikely to satisfy 
National Grid’s Principles for route development. 

2.5 On this basis, it is accepted that on balance the emerging Onshore South with 
Tunnel Option provides the most preferable option.   However, it is also 
accepted that the emerging preferred option presents a series of complex and 
challenging issues that must be overcome to ensure the route option can be 
delivered effectively without compromising important environmental, economic 
and social considerations of the route. The impacts of this group option on 
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communities and businesses within Cumbria may be significant, given the 
emerging route corridors. At a NWCC Project Team meeting on the 9th 
October 2014, National Grid explained to the Local Authorities that because 
the statutory regulation governing how costs can be recovered were amended 
this year, there is currently no recovery process for community benefit.  Thus, 
National Grid is in a different position from windfarm developers and other 
generators who have greater discretion to pay community benefits. If this 
regrettable position remains the same, it is essential that suitable mitigation 
and legacy benefits to compensate local communities impacted by the 
development are provided through the planning process.  Following the 
Strategic Options consultation only one group option to the north of Moorside 
was taken forward in to the next stage. This group is proposed alongside all 
South Group Options.  

2.6 The remainder of the report provides detailed comments on National Grid’s 
emerging preferred options for the Onshore North Group and Onshore South 
with Tunnel Group. Should the group preference change after this 
consultation, the County Council would expect that all partners and 
communities would have an additional opportunity to be consulted and to 
revise their comments accordingly.  

3.0 Section Appraisal3.1 It must be noted that the comments are based on 
information that in many cases lacks the detail required to make a 
comprehensive assessment of the likely impact. This is generally accepted at 
this stage, as the current consultation seeks to identify ‘route corridors’ and as 
such they will be subject to detailed data gathering and assessment to identify 
specific impacts and mitigation that is required. With this in mind, the views 
expressed may be subject to change and refinement when further detailed 
information is available.  Cumbria County Council may wish to comment on 
wider issues than those identified above as the project moves forward.  

3.2 The RCS evidence base has been reviewed and comments noted in a 
separate table attached to this report. 

3.3 The Study is underpinned by a number of key assumptions made by National 
Grid with regard to the technology and techniques that will be required to 
deliver the grid upgrade. Cumbria County Council’s response to this 
consultation is based on these underlying assumptions. The most pertinent to 
consideration of the impacts of the proposals are as follows;

 The connection will be provided using overhead lines on standard 50m 
lattice pylons, or potentially  ‘T-pylons’.  

 Where possible National Grid has identified route corridor options that 
follow an ‘opportunity corridor’, that is, an existing 132kV overhead line 
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corridor (or one existing overhead line where there are more than one 
within the opportunity corridor). Where this is the case, the assumption is 
that one line will be removed and replaced with the new 400kV overhead 
line.  It should be noted that the new transmission line would not 
necessarily follow the existing overhead line along the exact same 
alignment and replacement of existing lines may also require the need for 
temporary pylons and lines. 
National Grid has not identified any routes that they consider are only 
deliverable by undergrounding of overhead lines, with the exception of the 
Morecambe Bay tunnel. Undergrounding would only be considered in 
areas where the route is only deliverable using this method.
  

4.0 Socio - Economic Issues

4.1 The following section provides detailed consideration of the emerging 
preferred route corridor and the wider socio-economic implications of the 
NWCC project. Comments are presented in terms of impact on economic 
activity and planning policy, and traffic and transport. As the detailed route will 
be established at the next stage of the NWCC project, many of the impacts 
remain general and relate to the route as a whole. 

4.2 Within each of the topics, this report highlights key areas of impact, potential 
mitigation and further work that will be required to address socio-economic 
issues related to the delivery of the NWCC project. 

Economic Activity and Planning Policy 

Introduction

4.3 Cumbria County Council consider that, based on the evidence and 
assessment set out in the RCS, National Grid’s emerging preferred route 
corridor is generally accepted from an economic activity and planning policy 
perspective. For a number of sections of the route, National Grid’s overall 
emerging preferred option differs from the preferred option for economic 
activity and planning policy. However, at this stage, this is considered to be 
acceptable, given that each route section needs to consider and balance a 
range of issues and topics.    Further information will be required on detailed 
routing and mitigation measures to properly assess acceptability of the option 
taken forward. 

4.4 Key issues and mitigation 
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All route corridors have the potential to result in positive temporary economic 
activity effects during construction, both directly, from the workforce 
expenditure, and in respect of the multiplied indirect positive effects of that 
local expenditure within existing and new supply chains. National Grid should 
work with partners, including Cumbria County Council to maximise the 
opportunities for local businesses and the labour force.  
A construction and economic development strategy should be implemented 
that seeks to maximise the economic benefit and legacy to the local area. A 
central component of this will be building the key skills and training that will 
provide a lasting and positive skills and education legacy for local people. The 
Cumbria Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) is developing a skills plan which 
seeks to understand the skills requirements resulting from future 
developments such as nuclear new build and other major projects in Cumbria. 
This plan will help to establish the skills gaps and potential shortages in order 
that education and training providers can address these issues and ensure 
that the local workforce can access the opportunities facilitated by the grid 
upgrade and other major developments. National Grid should seek to engage 
with the County Council and the LEP regarding skills requirements and 
training, at the earliest opportunity.  

4.5 At this stage, the impact of the NWCC project in terms of labour force 
requirement, housing and social infrastructure is not fully considered by 
National Grid. This will be an important component of the next stage of the 
project’s development. The County Council would expect National Grid to 
work closely with the Council on this topic, share workforce profiles and 
develop a well thought out accommodation strategy for the future workforce, 
with the maximisation of legacy benefits being an integral element of such a 
strategy. 

4.6 The effect on the LDNP and other tourism receptors is of prime concern due 
to the vital importance of tourism in the Cumbrian economy, therefore 
landscape mitigation measures that can reduce the landscape impact of the 
line, will in turn limit the effect on these attractions. Further evidence is 
required to fully assess the impact of new infrastructure on economic activity, 
particularly upon tourism and the LDNP.  Following this, it is considered that 
National Grid should work with the County Council and other relevant 
stakeholders to develop and implement a mitigation strategy to counter the 
adverse impact on tourism during and after the construction of the NWCC 
major infrastructure project.  

4.7 The development of the NWCC will require an extensive construction 
programme to deliver infrastructure across the whole route. The logistic and 
economic implications of this building phase must be understood to ensure 
that National Grid develop a mitigation strategy that will address serious 
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issues and maximise the positive outcomes for Cumbria.  As the detailed 
routing is developed, it is vital that National Grid consider the construction 
programme and logistics of the operation. It is likely that a number of 
hubs/supply depots will be required to facilitate efficient construction. Such 
hubs need to maximise use of the rail network. National Grid should work 
closely with the County Council to identify suitable sites, that also have the 
opportunity to result in regeneration/legacy benefits post construction. There 
is a clear need for National Grid to work with Cumbria County Council to 
develop an appropriate construction strategy to deliver the project. 
 

4.8 The construction of the tunnel raises significant economic and transport 
issues, together with providing opportunities for local economic activity during 
construction and long term operations.  The transport network in the local 
area is constrained and the County Council has serious concerns about the 
ability of the roads to accommodate the required movements. These are 
highlighted in the Traffic and Transport section below. The RCS suggests that 
the tunnel construction would result in large quantities of spoil (up to 400,000 
tonnes) produced by the tunnelling operation. This spoil would have to be 
removed for offsite disposal and/or re-use. It is considered that National Grid 
should engage with Cumbria County Council to assess the implications of the 
tunnel construction, both in terms of logistics and associated materials 
generated, and the feasibility of local re-use of the spoil.  This assessment 
should include work to explore a range of potential uses, including 
reclamation of land for development, restoration of landfill sites, disused 
mines and quarries, and use in local construction projects.

4.9 National Grid and relevant partners should explore the opportunity presented 
by the tunnel for infrastructure provision including fibre optic and/or 
telecommunications cables, as a stimulus to economic growth in Cumbria.

4.10 There are many potential positive economic impacts of the project; however, 
there is also potential for negative impacts on communities both during and 
after construction. Further evidence is required to fully assess the economic 
impact of the new infrastructure both during and after construction. Suitable 
mitigation and legacy benefits to compensate local communities impacted by 
the development must be provided to address the main issues and leave a 
positive legacy for the area. These issues should be explored through 
dialogue with stakeholders including Cumbria County Council and other 
relevant local authorities during the detailed routing stage.

4.11 The upgraded line could provide potential connection opportunities for 
commercial high energy consumers and producers which could contribute 
positively to economic development.  The detailed routing should seek to 
ensure that required infrastructure such as new substations maximises 
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opportunity for local economic activity across the area, including those located 
at strategic employment sites.  Whilst removal of overhead lines is highly 
desirable from an environmental perspective, the integrity of the distribution 
network and connection opportunities should not be weakened as a result.

4.12 From an economic activity and planning perspective, it is considered that 
mitigation through detailed routing and siting will be an important mechanism 
to address negative residual impacts. Careful consideration of the affect on 
the key economic receptors during and after construction is required to ensure 
benefits are realised and there is not a residual adverse impact. 

4.13 All identified route corridors cross Mineral Safeguarding Areas and detailed 
siting should avoid development which sterilises the extraction of mineral 
resources. Cumbria County Council or the LDNPA (for areas within the 
National Park) will be required to assess implications of the route 
development when detailed routing is investigated.  

4.14 National Grid should seek early dialogue with stakeholders, including Cumbria 
County Council on the detailed routing and mitigation that will be required to 
ensure that the effect of the upgrade is acceptable. Once detailed route 
alignment is known it is also possible to identify the potential effects on 
farming activities, and associated mitigation to ensure that land lost to new 
pylons is offset by restoration where it is appropriate and desirable.

4.15 As a general principle, the use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported, given 
the clear potential to rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in 
order to reduce the impact on the communities and economic receptors along 
the route.  It is considered that every opportunity should be explored to reduce 
the current and future level of vertical infrastructure in the route corridors, 
including removal and undergrounding of 33kV and 11kV lines. Furthermore, 
consideration should also be given to the opportunity to reduce overhead 
wires in the vicinity of the route corridors and especially where rationalisation 
would improve important and sensitive landscapes such as the Solway Coast 
AONB and LDNP, and nearby communities. Therefore, it is expected that 
National Grid and relevant infrastructure providers such as Electricity North 
West Ltd will engage with key stakeholders, including Cumbria County 
Council at an early opportunity to maximise rationalisation, removal and 
undergrounding of existing lines and infrastructure.

Detailed consideration of the emerging route corridor options
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4.16 The following table sets out the Council’s detailed consideration of National 
Grid’s emerging preferred route corridors:

National 
Grid  
overall 
preferred 
Route 
Corridor

Assessment and corridor specific mitigation

A1.1 Route Corridor A1.1 is identified as the preferred option for socio-economic 
consideration and is also preferred overall. Based on the evidence outlined in 
the RCS, it is considered that the emerging preference has been correctly 
identified.

A2.1 Due to the complexity of the area and the route corridors interacting with 
various combinations of receptors, National Grid were unable select a 
preferred route. Given that there is no preferred route from an economic and 
planning perspective there is no conflict with the conclusion. However, as the 
study suggests, there are potentially significant implications related to A2.1. 
The route skirts the edge of Westlakes Science and Technology Park, and has 
direct interaction with the Whitehaven Eastern Relief Road/Bypass and gas 
pipeline safeguarding areas. It is considered that the route has the potential to 
form a constraint to future development in this area and therefore early and 
careful consideration must be given to detailed routing and the implications 
with regard to these features.

The introduction of new 400kV overhead lines could provide opportunities for 
inward investment which could have positive local economic effects in the long 
term. For this benefit to be achieved, detailed routing and siting of new 
substations should be designed to maximise the opportunity for local economic 
activity across the area, and specifically for high energy consumers and 
producers at key employment growth sites such as the Westlakes Science and 
Technology Park.  

B1.2 Route Corridor B1.2 is identified as the preferred option for socio-economic 
consideration and is also preferred overall. Based on the evidence outlined in 
the RCS, the Council considers that the emerging preference has been 
correctly identified. 
  
The introduction of new 400kV overhead lines could provide opportunities for 
inward investment which could have positive local economic effects in the long 
term. For this benefit to be achieved, detailed routing and siting of new 
substations should be designed to maximise the opportunity for local economic 
activity across the area, and specifically for high energy consumers and 
producers, including those located at strategic sites such as Lillyhall Business 
Park.

B2.1 Route Corridors B2.1, B2.2 and B2.3 are considered preferable from a socio-
economic perspective. Based on the evidence provided, it is considered that 
B2.1 is marginally preferred as it has greatest potential to avoid interaction with 
Derwent Forest, and uses an opportunity corridor for its whole length.

B2.1 has been identified as the overall emerging preferred option and therefore 
accords with the selection of routes identified for socio-economic 
consideration. The study suggests that when considering all factors the 
decision is a fine balance between B2.1 and B2.5. Given that B2.5 is the worst 
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National 
Grid  
overall 
preferred 
Route 
Corridor

Assessment and corridor specific mitigation

performing of the corridors in terms of planning policy and economic activity 
the selection of B2.1 as the overall preferred option is judged to be the 
preferred option based on the available evidence.

B3.2 B3.2 has been selected as the preferred route corridor in terms of economic 
activity and planning. Based on the evidence outlined, it is considered that the 
emerging preference has been correctly identified. It has also been selected as 
the emerging preferred overall option; therefore, there is no conflict between 
the topic and overall project.

C1.1 Route Corridor C1.1 is identified as the preferred option for socio-economic 
consideration and is also preferred overall. Based on the evidence outlined in 
the RCS, it is considered that the emerging preference represents the best 
option.

C2.8 Route Corridor C2.8 is identified by National Grid as the preferred option for 
socio-economic consideration and is preferred overall, therefore, there is no 
conflict between the two. 

The introduction of new 400kV overhead lines could provide potential 
opportunities for inward investment which could have long term positive 
economic effects on the local area. For this benefit to be achieved, detailed 
routing and siting of new substations should be designed to maximise the 
opportunity for local economic activity across the area, and specifically for high 
energy consumers and producers in the key employment growth sites such as 
the Kingmoor Park employment site.  

D1.1 Route Corridor D1.1 is identified as the preferred option for socio-economic 
consideration and is also preferred overall. Based on the evidence outlined in 
the RCS, it is considered that the emerging preference has been correctly 
identified.  

D2.1 Route Corridor D2.1 is identified as the preferred option for socio- economic 
consideration and is also preferred overall. Based on the evidence outlined in 
the RCS, it is considered that the emerging preference has been correctly 
identified.  

E1.1 All route corridors are considered to be of equal preference from an economic 
and planning perspective. Based on the evidence outlined, it is considered that 
the emerging preference in terms of economic and planning policy has not 
been correctly identified. Given that E1.3 introduces new lines, interacts with a 
Minerals Safeguarding Area and has potential to constrain future growth of 
Millom, it is considered to be least preferred. The implications of this are limited 
given E1.1 has been selected as the overall preferred route. 

No 
preference 
suggested

From an economic activity and planning perspective, Route Corridor E2.1 is 
considered to be preferable. Overall it is not possible for National Grid to 
determine a preference at this stage, based on the complexity of other issues.

In terms of socio-economics the preference for E2.1 is considered to be 
marginal, and is mainly based on E2.2 introducing new lines into the Lake 
District National Park and to a greater number of economic receptors. Given 
that the impact of this is uncertain, and if suitable mitigation could be achieved 
both routes could have an equal effect from an economic and policy 
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National 
Grid  
overall 
preferred 
Route 
Corridor

Assessment and corridor specific mitigation

perspective, therefore, there is no conflict between the topic and overall 
project. 

H1.1 and 
H1T1 
(tunnel 
Head)

Although Route Corridor H1.1 would have the greatest interaction with 
economic activity receptors, the RCS suggests that it is would be the preferred 
option from an economic and planning policy perspective. This is due to the 
clear principle of energy related infrastructure in the route corridor and the 
limited negative residual effect of development. Based on the evidence 
presented in the RCS the assessment of preferred route is judged to be 
acceptable. 

This accords with the overall Section conclusion which selects Tunnel Head 
Outline Siting Area H1T1 and Route Corridor H1.1 as the emerging preference 
for providing part of the link between Section E, at Lindal in Furness, and 
Heysham, via a tunnel beneath Morecambe Bay. Given this, there is no conflict 
between the topic and overall project. 

The development of the tunnel head would require good road access in order 
to bring to site the tunnelling and construction equipment. In addition it is 
suggested that 400,000 tonnes of spoil produced by the tunnelling operation 
would have to be removed for offsite disposal and/or re-use. It is considered 
that National Grid should engage with stakeholders, including Cumbria County 
Council regarding a beneficial use for the tunnel spoil. This must include an 
assessment of nature of the material, potential uses and transport issues.  The 
logistics and economic impact of this needs to be assessed; in terms of the 
ability of surrounding transport network to facilitate this action, together with 
major projects such as the potential nuclear development at Moorside, and the 
cumulative impact on local economic activity.  

Furthermore, the introduction of new 400kV overhead lines could provide 
potential opportunities for inward investment which could have positive local 
economic effects in the long term. For this benefit to be achieved, detailed 
routing and siting of new substations should be designed to maximise the 
opportunity for local economic activity across the area, and specifically for high 
energy consumers and producers in the Barrow-in-Furness area.

H2.1 From an economic activity and planning perspective and overall, the RCS 
suggests that Route Corridor H2.1 is considered to be preferable. Based on 
the evidence presented in the RCS this is judged to be acceptable. 

Traffic and Transport

Introduction

4.17 Cumbria County Council considers that, based on the evidence and 
assessment set out in the RCS, National Grid’s emerging preferred route 
corridor is generally accepted from a traffic and transport perspective. As 
demonstrated in the table below, in a number of sections National Grid’s 
overall emerging preferred route option differs from the preferred traffic and 
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transport option. At this stage it is considered to be acceptable given that 
route section is a balance and other issues and topic need to be considered.    
Further detail is required on specific construction locations and measures to 
properly assess acceptability of each in highway and traffic terms. With 
mitigation measures, the effects of all options are generally similar, until the 
emergence of further details concerning exact locations and construction 
plans.

Key issues and mitigation 

4.18 It is considered that any transport proposals and mitigations must recognise 
the limited and constrained road network in the local area. Some parts of the 
road network are of poor vertical and horizontal alignment and not suited to 
HGV movements, while other routes are extremely sensitive to an increase in 
HGV movements and any proposals would have to take this into account by 
developing appropriate routes and usage patterns. It must also be 
acknowledged that potential diversionary routes are often lengthy and limited 
in scope. The re-routing of the construction traffic to less congested parts of 
the road network is a sensible approach, however, full assessment and 
communication with the relevant highways authority is essential as details 
emerge.  Please refer also to para. 4.10 above.

4.19 The next stage of project should be properly informed by appropriate 
evidence to provide a better understanding of the implications in order to 
develop detailed routing and associated mitigation. Cumbria County Council 
produced a Highways Network Route Assessment in 2010 and this work has 
been updated as part of advice provided to NuGen in relation to their 
Moorside development.  This work has identified capacity constraints, 
accident records and ‘pinchpoints’ across the road network. Additionally, the 
County Council work closely with Highways Agency to ensure issues on the 
trunk road network are fully identified and understood.  This information 
contributes to an ‘infrastructure plan’ which is designed to identify 
infrastructure issues across transport modes in preparation for meeting the 
cumulative demands generated by major developments in West Cumbria. It is 
considered that this work will be an important component of the next stage in 
detailed route identification and therefore, National Grid should work with the 
County Council to fully consider the traffic and transport implications of the 
grid upgrade, both on its own, and in combination with other major projects. 

4.20 Serious consideration must also be given to the transport implications of the 
tunnel construction and where mitigation is required it must recognise the 
limited and constrained road network in the local area. The RCS suggests that 
the tunnel construction would require good road access in order to transport 
tunnelling/construction equipment, in addition to the large quantities of spoil 
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(up to 400,000 tonnes) produced by the tunnelling operation. This spoil would 
have to be removed for offsite disposal and/or re-use. The transport network 
in the local area is constrained and not suited to HGV movements, therefore 
the Council has serious concerns about the ability of the road networks to 
accommodate such movements. It is essential that a full transport 
assessment is carried out, and alternative modes of transport such as rail and 
barge are maximised.  It is acknowledged that National Grid’s emerging 
preferred route for this section is served by rail, and is located close to Port of 
Barrow-in-Furness.

4.21 Given the relatively constrained road network it is considered that construction 
operations should seek to make use of the rail network, where it is preferable 
and possible without disruption to rail services. Furthermore, the electrification 
of the Cumbrian Coast Line could assist in delivering an efficient programme 
of construction while maximising the benefit to the local transport system.  In 
such circumstances where usage of the rail network is not possible, 
permanent road enhancements should be explored both in terms of delivering 
the project and in leaving a lasting legacy from the project for the communities 
affected during construction. 

4.22 Some issues (e.g. rationalisation of pylons) will inevitably require more traffic 
movements but are favoured for other reasons.  Further detail is required on 
specific construction locations and measures to properly assess acceptability 
in highway and traffic terms, while it is also suggested that appropriate 
transport management plans should be developed that promote best practice 
and ensure that the potential for negative effects is minimised. 

4.23 More information is required to fully assess the traffic and transport 
implications of the project, both on its own and in combination with other 
major projects in Cumbria. It is essential that the relevant highways authorities 
are involved with the development of transport and access strategies, in order 
to minimise the effects on local communities and the transport network during 
the construction phase.

Detailed consideration of the emerging route corridor options

4.24 The following table sets out the Council’s detailed consideration of National 
Grid’s emerging preferred route corridors:

National 
Grid  (NG) 

Assessment and corridor specific mitigation
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overall 
preferred 
Route 
Corridor
A1.1 The RCS has concludes that A1.2 is the preferred route in terms of transport 

and traffic; this is in conflict with the overall emerging preference for the route 
corridor. At this stage the Council considers this to be acceptable given that it 
is a balance and other issues ultimately influence the overall selection.  Further 
detail is required on specific construction locations and measures to properly 
assess acceptability of each in highway and traffic terms. With mitigation 
measures, effects of all options are generally similar until the emergence of 
further details concerning exact locations and construction plans.

A2.1 The RCS has concludes that A2.3 and A2.5 are given equal preference in 
terms of transport and traffic; this is in conflict with the overall emerging 
preference for the route corridor. At this stage this is considered to be 
acceptable given that route section is a balance and other issues and topic 
need to be considered.    Further detail is required on specific construction 
locations and measures to properly assess acceptability of each in highway 
and traffic terms. With mitigation measures, effects of all options are generally 
similar until the emergence of further details concerning exact locations and 
construction plans.

B1.2 The RCS has concludes that B1.3 is the preferred route corridor in terms of 
transport and traffic; this is in conflict with the overall emerging preference for 
the route corridor. At this stage this is considered to be acceptable given that 
route section is a balance and other issues and topic need to be considered.  
Further detail is required on specific construction locations and measures to 
properly assess acceptability of each in highway and traffic terms. With 
mitigation measures effects of all options are generally similar until the 
emergence of further details concerning exact locations and construction 
plans.

Any transport mitigations must recognise the limited and constrained road 
network in the local area. The A595 in some locations is of poor vertical and 
horizontal alignment and not suited to HGV movements.  Furthermore, the 
A596 is extremely sensitive to an increase in HGV movements and any 
proposals would have to take this into account by developing appropriate 
routes and usage patterns. 

B2.1 The RCS has concludes that B2.4 and B2.5 are given equal preference in 
terms of transport and traffic; this is in conflict with the overall emerging 
preference for the route corridor. At this stage this is considered to be 
acceptable given that route section is a balance with other issues and topics.    
Further detail is required on specific construction locations and measures to 
properly assess acceptability of each in highway and traffic terms. With 
mitigation measures effects of all options are generally similar until the 
emergence of further details concerning exact locations and construction 
plans.

Any transport mitigations must recognise the limited and constrained road 
network in the local area. The A595 in some locations is of poor vertical and 
horizontal alignment and not suited to HGV movements. The A596 is 
extremely sensitive to an increase in HGV movements and any proposals 
would have to take this into account by developing appropriate routes and 
usage patterns. 

B3.2 The RCS has concludes that B3.4 and B3.5 are given equal preference in 
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terms of transport and traffic; this is in conflict with the overall emerging 
preference for the route corridor. At this stage this is considered to be 
acceptable given that route section is a balance with other issues and topics.   
Further detail is required on specific construction locations and measures to 
properly assess acceptability of each in highway and traffic terms. With 
mitigation measures, effects of all options are generally similar until the 
emergence of further details concerning exact locations and construction 
plans.

It is considered that any transport mitigations must recognise the limited and 
constrained road network in the local area. The A595 in some locations is of 
poor vertical and horizontal alignment and not suited to HGV movements. The 
A596 is extremely sensitive to an increase in HGV movements and any 
proposals would have to take this into account by developing appropriate 
routes and usage patterns. 

C1.1 The RCS expresses a marginal preference for C1.1 in terms of transport and 
traffic, and C1.1 is selected as National Grid’s emerging preferred route. Based 
on the evidence presented in the RCS this is considered to be acceptable.   
Further detail is required on specific construction locations and measures to 
properly assess acceptability of each in highway and traffic terms. With 
mitigation measures, effects of all options are generally similar until the 
emergence of further details concerning exact locations and construction 
plans.

C2.8 The RCS has not suggested a preferred route in terms of transport and traffic; 
therefore it has not been a key consideration in the selection of the overall 
route preference.  This is generally accepted in Section C2, where the potential 
impact on the transport system is expected to be similar for all routes.  
Furthermore with mitigation measures effects of all options are generally 
similar until the emergence of further details concerning exact locations and 
construction plans.

D1.1 The RCS has not suggested a preferred route in terms of transport and traffic; 
therefore it has not been a key consideration in the selection of the overall 
route preference.  This is generally accepted in Section D1, where the potential 
impact on the transport system is expected to be similar for all routes.  
Furthermore with mitigation measures effects of all options are generally 
similar until the emergence of further details concerning exact locations and 
construction plans. 

It is considered that any transport mitigations must recognise the limited and 
constrained road network in the local area. The A595 particularly South of 
Sellafield is of poor vertical and horizontal alignment and not suited to HGV 
movements. 

D2.1 The RCS has concludes that D2.2 is the preferred option in terms of traffic and 
transport; this is in conflict with the overall emerging preference for the route 
corridor. At this stage this is considered to be acceptable given that route 
section is a balance with other issues and topics.   Further detail is required on 
specific construction locations and measures to properly assess acceptability 
of each in highway and traffic terms. With mitigation measures effects of all 
options are generally similar until the emergence of further details concerning 
exact locations and construction plans.

It is considered that any transport mitigations must recognise the limited and 
constrained road network in the local area. The A595 particularly South of 
Sellafield is of poor vertical and horizontal alignment and not suited to HGV 
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movements. 
E1.1 The RCS has concludes that E1.2 and E1.3 are given equal preference in 

terms of transport and traffic; this is in conflict with the overall emerging 
preference for the route corridor. At this stage this is considered to be 
acceptable given that route section is a balance with other issues and topics.   
Further detail is required on specific construction locations and measures to 
properly assess acceptability of each in highway and traffic terms. With 
mitigation measures effects of all options are generally similar until the 
emergence of further details concerning exact locations and construction 
plans.

No 
preference 
suggested

The RCS has not suggested a preferred route in terms of transport and traffic; 
therefore it has not been a key consideration in the selection of the overall 
route preference.  This is generally accepted in Section E2, where the potential 
impact on the transport system is expected to be similar for all routes.  
Furthermore with mitigation measures effects of all options are generally 
similar until the emergence of further details concerning exact locations and 
construction plans.

H1.1 and 
H1T1 
(tunnel 
Head)

The RCS identifies Tunnel Head Outline Siting Area H1T1 and Corridor H1.1 
as a preferred emerging route. These preferences are accepted from a 
highways and transport perspective, based on the evidence and assessment 
set out in the Study. The proximity to rail and marine infrastructure is a key 
benefit of the Siting Area H1T1. Furthermore, corridors linked to H1T3 and 
H1T4 pass through small communities to gain access to the A5087 and with 
the potential to have an unacceptable impact.

Whilst the principle of using the main highway network is sensible it should be 
stressed that even the main roads in some areas are heavily constrained and 
not suited to HGV movements.  Cumbria County Council strongly agrees with 
the assessment that describes that the minor roads in the H1 (i.e. roads other 
than A590 and A5087) as “narrow, have poor vertical and horizontal alignment 
and do not lend them to the passage of HGVs” (paragraph 13.3.90). Following 
this it is essential that these issues are taken into account when planning the 
haulage and logistics requirements and solutions in the movement of 
construction equipment and materials.  It is considered that National Grid’s 
emerging preferred route is served by rail, and is located close to Port of 
Barrow-in-Furness.

The RCS suggests that “a key consideration in identifying tunnel head areas 
as been the potential to obtain a road access; either directly or via a short 
section of temporary road or by upgrading an existing unclassified road.”  
(Paragraph 13.5.27). The acknowledgement that road enhancements will be 
required is welcomed.  In such circumstances permanent road enhancements 
should seek to leave a lasting legacy to benefit the communities and local area 
affected during construction.

The RCS suggests that the tunnel construction would require good road 
access in order to transport tunnelling/construction equipment, in addition to 
the large quantities of spoil (up to 400,000 tonnes) produced by the tunnelling 
operation. National Grid should engage with Cumbria County Council, as the 
minerals and waste authority to ensure that spoil disposal is given appropriate 
consideration in the emerging minerals and waste local plan and/or strategy. It 
is likely that this spoil would have to be removed for offsite disposal and/or re-
use. The Council has serious concerns about the ability of the road networks to 
accommodate such movements, therefore a full transport assessment in 
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addition to maximising alternative modes transport such as rail and barge will 
be essential in mitigating the effects on the local road networks.   

Given the relatively constrained road network it is considered that construction 
operations should seek to use of the rail network, where is preferable and 
possible without disruption rail services. The Council has reservations about 
ability of local roads to cope with the tunnelling and construction equipment 
required to facilitate the tunnel, as well as the large quantities of spoil that 
would be generated particularly in relation to the extraction of spoil. Maximising 
alternative modes is essential in mitigating the effects on the local road 
networks.  

Furthermore, it is considered that the electrification of the Cumbrian Coast Line 
could be vital in delivering an efficient programme of construction given the 
overlap with other major construction projects in Cumbria and associated 
demands on transport infrastructure. This should also be considered to 
maximise the benefit to the local transport system and in light of the 
refranchising of the rail line. 

H2.1 The RCS does not suggest a clear preference for the route in terms of 
Transport. This is accepted given the nature of the route corridor options under 
assessment. However, it is noted that there could be an increased risk of 
collision between vessels associated with the construction of three tunnel 
ventilation and emergency exit islets. However, it is generally agreed that this 
would be suitably mitigated at the next stage. 

5.0 Environmental Issues

5.1 The following section provides detailed consideration of the emerging 
preferred route corridor and provides a detailed response focusing on the 
following key issues;

• Landscape and Visual Impact
• Ecology and biodiversity 
• Cultural Heritage 

5.2 As with the previous section the specific routing of the NWCC project will be 
established at the next stage. However, given the complexity of these topics 
and often localised nature of the impacts comments are set out by geographic 
section. They are focussed on the emerging preferred route corridor and other 
route options, where they are considered to be preferable or more 
consideration is required. It is recognised that there are many different factors 
that need to be taken into account in assessing potential route options. 

6.0 Onshore North

6.1 The Onshore North Group is a series of route corridors travelling north from 
Moorside to the existing substation at Harker to the north of Carlisle.  The 
route will require the construction of a new 400kV substation near Sellafield 
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connected to Moorside, a double circuit north from Moorside to the existing 
Harker Substation together with an enlargement of the substation.

Section A – Moorside to Whitehaven

6.2 The Section A Search Area is located broadly between the site of the 
proposed Moorside nuclear power station, in the south of the search area, 
and Whitehaven, to the north. 

Section A1 - Moorside to Egremont

Landscape and Visual

6.3 The RCS concludes that section A1.1 is preferable from a landscape and 
visual perspective, given A1.2 will involve the creation of an additional 
overhead line. This is also the overall emerging option of the section, 
therefore there is no conflict. Based on the evidence presented, the emerging 
preferred option represents the better of the two routes presented. However, 
A1.1 has the potential to result in adverse impacts upon the LDNP, St Bees 
Heritage Coast, seascape character and visual receptors, through the 
introduction of pylons of a greater height. 

6.4 Cumbria County Council and partners have produced the Cumulative Impact 
Assessment of Vertical Structures Study (2014) in order to assist in the 
assessment of cumulative impact in Cumbria and North Lancashire. The 
Study concludes that the landscape character areas in this section currently 
experience large to very large magnitude of effect from medium scale 
infrastructure. The area identified to the north of Section A1 is particularly 
prominent, located on a ridge. The pylons situated here affect the setting of St 
Bees Head, the settlement of Egremont, and are clearly visible to users of the 
A595. In views from the high ground on St Bees Head, these pylons are 
clearly apparent – and affect the setting of the LDNP, as viewed from the 
west. A number of individual wind turbines have recently been constructed in 
this area, which adds to the cumulative effect in this area.

6.5 Whilst A1.1 may represent the best of the options presented, it is nonetheless 
important to note that the construction of a line of 400kV pylons along this 
route will exacerbate already significant landscape and visual effects upon 
key landscape designations and visual receptors. Therefore, mitigation of 
these effects should be a priority, with consideration given to the feasibility of 
removing/undergrounding both existing 132kV lines. 

6.6 It is not considered that the ‘T’ pylon would be appropriate in this area, given 
their visual similarity to the medium scale wind turbines which are becoming 
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more prevalent, and the elevated, skyline location of key sections of the route. 
Lower height lattice style pylons may be appropriate, to reduce potential 
longer distance views. Consideration should be given to undergrounding the 
prominent, elevated sections of the 400kV line.

Ecology

6.7 The RCS considers Route Corridor A1.1 to be the most preferable option with 
respect to ecology and for the section overall. As micro-siting is possible at 
the next stage the emerging route corridor preference in relation to ecology is 
considered acceptable. However, it must be acknowledged that it is not clear 
whether or not this option crosses areas of peat. The location of peat along 
this route could affect the assessment but this is only likely if large areas of 
peat exist which cannot be avoided.

6.8 In addition, survey of the Cumbria Wildlife Trust (CWT) site at Clints Quarry 
(Egremont) could reveal the absence of great crested newt; thereby the 
baseline and assessment of route performance could change. 

6.9 In terms of ecological mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the 
next stage taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report. 

6.10 The appraisal considers that Low Church Moss SSSI could be avoided, 
although the actual route will need to link with the location of the future sub-
station in the vicinity of Moorside nuclear power station. Mitigation is likely to 
be required if option A1.2 is used as this passes within 500m of known great 
crested newt breeding pools and habitat. At this stage the extent of mitigation 
which may be required is not known but it would seem possible and 
preferable to avoid any adverse effect on the great crested newt pond through 
avoidance, rather than having to translocate the population.  

Cultural Heritage

6.11 Route Corridor A1.1 is identified as the preferred option the for cultural 
heritage topic and is also preferred overall. Given this there is no conflict 
between the topic and overall project. Based on the evidence outlined in the 
RCS, it is considered that National Grid’s emerging preference has been 
correctly identified with in the RCS, given that the route corridor will result in 
fewer potential negative effects on designated assets than corridor A1.2.

6.12 The use of opportunity corridors would minimise the proliferation of overhead 
lines in multiple locations and enable the removal of some existing 132kV 
overhead lines. This is not considered to be a residual benefit, but would 
reduce the potential harm.   
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6.13 In terms of archaeological and heritage mitigation the majority of measures 
will need to be addressed at the next stage. A detailed programme of 
assessment will be identified as part of a scoping study and then completed. 
This should consider both physical effects on assets and effects on the setting 
of assets. The assessment should be completed in sufficient detail to allow 
the identification of appropriate micro-siting of pylons to avoid or reduce 
heritage impacts. A detailed programme of further evaluation and mitigation 
should be developed at this stage on an asset by asset basis.

Section A1  - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural 
heritage Conclusion

6.14 The RCS identifies A1.1 as the emerging preferred route corridor for the 
Moorside to Egremont section. Cumbria County Council accepts the RCS 
assessment of the route corridor options in Section A1, and it is considered 
that with appropriate mitigation A1.1 performs best across the range of topic 
areas. Specific mitigation measures have been set out in the discussion 
above, while further measures that should be considered are detailed in 
Section 17.0 of this report. 

6.15 The impact of the development suggests that a number of issues will need to 
be addressed either through consideration of detailed routing and appropriate 
mitigation to ensure that the development of Route Corridor A1.1 is 
acceptable.

6.16 It is considered that detailed assessment of the preferred route corridor will be 
key to ensuring that the specific routing of overhead lines and siting of pylons 
is appropriate. Scoping of assessment methodology will be required to ensure 
that the route takes account of the important issues and receptors in the next 
stage of the NWCC project, and adopts the most appropriate route, and 
mitigation measures. National Grid should seek early dialogue with 
stakeholders, including Cumbria County Council on the detailed routing and 
mitigation that will be required to ensure that the effect of the upgraded 
overhead line is acceptable.

6.17 As a general principle the use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given 
the clear potential to rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in 
order to reduce the impact on the communities and economic receptors along 
the route. 

6.18 From consideration of the RCS it is clear that a key form of mitigation will 
include maximising the rationalisation of pylons and overhead lines. This form 
of mitigation will be key to reducing the residual negative impacts across a 
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range of topics including; landscape and visual impact; ecology; cultural 
heritage as well as the impact on communities along the emerging route 
corridor. The Council’s assessment of the landscape and visual impact of the 
Route Corridor A1.1 concluded that the construction of a line of 400kV pylons 
will exacerbate already significant landscape and visual effects upon key 
landscape designations, and visual receptors. Given this there is a clear 
imperative to remove/underground more than one existing line to reduce the 
residual negative effect on the area.  

6.19 Furthermore, detailed pylon siting, screen planting, technology choice and 
appropriate construction management will be key to ensuring that the effects 
of the upgraded overhead line are acceptable. 

7.0 Section A2 - Egremont to Whitehaven/Cleator Moor

Landscape and Visual

7.1 The RCS concludes that section A2.1 is preferable from a landscape and 
visual perspective, given this is also the overall emerging option of the 
section, there is no conflict. It is considered that based on the evidence 
presented the emerging preferred option represents the best of the routes 
presented. The RCS concludes that whilst A2.1 will result in greater impacts 
upon the St Bees Heritage Coast than other route corridors, the other options 
would result in greater impact upon local settlements, notably Bigrigg and 
Moor Row.

7.2 Considering the route corridor options and evidence presented, it is accepted 
that A2.1 is preferable, given the significant impacts on local residents from 
A2.2 and A2.4. However, as with A1, whereas A2.1 may represent the 
preferred option of those presented in the RCS, it is nonetheless important to 
note that the construction of a line of 400kV pylons along this route will 
exacerbate already significant landscape and visual effects upon key 
landscape designations, and visual receptors. Mitigation of these effects 
should therefore be a priority. In particular, consideration should be given to 
the feasibility of removing/undergrounding both 132kV lines, should new high 
voltage pylons be constructed. 

7.3 Additionally, it is not considered that the ‘T’ pylon would be appropriate in this 
area, given their visual similarity to the medium scale wind turbines which are 
becoming more prevalent, and the elevated, skyline location of key sections of 
the route. Lower height lattice style pylons may be appropriate, to reduce 
potential longer distance views. 
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7.4 This section also includes an area of line in an elevated position which is very 
prominent on the skyline, and which affects the setting of the St Bees 
Heritage Coast. This is considered to be a ‘pinch point’ where undergrounding 
should be considered.

Ecology

7.5 The RCS considers five different route options for Section A2, and Route 
Corridor A2.1 is selected as the preferred option overall and with respect to 
ecology. This route follows an opportunity corridor and is considered by the 
assessment to have the fewest negative ecological effects. However, this 
route will affect replanted woodland on an Ancient Woodland Site with a 
potential requirement to coppice or remove trees. 

7.6 It is understood that options other than A2.1 could lie within 500m of the 
known great crested newt breeding pond, but with detailed siting at the next 
stage it may be possible to avoid any damage to habitats within this 500m 
buffer. If this is the case the emerging preference in relation to ecology could 
be argued to be either A2.2 or A2.4 so as to avoid loss of trees in Low Walton 
Wood at Linthwaite, and given that they do not introduce additional overhead 
lines.

7.7 Furthermore, A2.1 cannot easily be mitigated and would potentially also 
disrupt wildlife corridor continuity and commuting along the woodland edges, 
due to the impact on the woodland site. If trees need to be felled or kept short 
in order to let the lines pass over this will affect the ecological value of the 
woodland – unless felling creates an increase in biodiversity due to additional 
habitat creation. 

7.8 Although it should be noted that replacing the 132kV along these eastern 
routes by the higher 400kV could slightly benefit the bird populations visiting 
Longlands lake which lies immediately to the east of the existing overhead 
lines. Furthermore, the rationalisation of existing pylons and lines should be 
explored to reduce the potential effect on bird population. 

7.9 The most important ecological receptor to consider at the northern end of the 
A2 route section is the hen harrier. The RCS states (Section 6.12.2) that A2.1 
will perform well in regard to potential for effects on Hen Harrier Protection 
Zone, the reasoning behind this assessment is not clear as all the route 
options are located in the same area in the north of A2. The same section 
states that A2.1 remains distant from locally, nationally and internationally 
designated sites but all other options also seem to avoid these sites, although 
pass closer to river Ehen Special Area of Conservation (SAC).
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7.10 However, on balance, it is considered that National Grid’s preferred route 
corridor is unlikely to have an over-riding adverse effect on ecology to the 
extent that another option should be adopted.

7.11 Areas of peat may be present and will need to be avoided. This is unlikely to 
be significant enough to alter the emerging preference unless avoidance at 
the micro-siting stage is not possible. In terms of ecological mitigation much of 
this will need to be addressed at the next stage taking into account the 
discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this report. 

7.12 Mitigation in respect of the proximity of the great crested newt breeding pond 
is likely to be possible at the mica-siting stage by avoidance of terrestrial 
habitat in close proximity to the pools.  

Cultural Heritage

7.13 The RCS concludes that section A2.3 and A2.5 are equally preferred in terms 
of cultural heritage. This is considered an appropriate conclusion due to the 
avoidance of effects on the setting of the Grade II* Listed Netherend 
Farmhouse. Other route corridors would all result in an increased negative 
effect on Netherend Farmhouse, although as this asset setting has already 
been affected by a 132kV power line the change to existing baseline 
conditions are less than would be anticipated from a new line in the same 
location. It is generally considered that based on the evidence presented the 
assessment of the emerging preferred options are acceptable. 

7.14 However, the RCS concludes that on balance the overall emerging route 
corridor for the section is A2.1. As set out above Route Corridor A2.1 has the 
potential to result in an increased negative effect on Netherend Farmhouse. 
Given that the setting of this asset is already affected by a 132kV power line 
the change to existing baseline conditions are less than would be anticipated 
from a new line. Furthermore, as suggested in the RCS there may be scope 
for rationalisation of the existing line and optimising the location of pylons to 
address concerns. The extent to which this can be achieved is uncertain at 
this stage, and will rely on the overall assessment of a detailed route and 
discussion regarding rationalisation and undergrounding of existing 
infrastructure.

7.15 In terms of archaeological and heritage the majority of mitigation measures 
will need to be addressed at the next stage. A detailed programme of 
assessment will be identified as part of a scoping study and then completed. 
This should consider both physical effects on assets and effects on the setting 
of assets. The assessment should be completed in sufficient detail to allow 
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the identification of appropriate micro-siting of pylons to avoid or reduce 
heritage impacts. 

Section A2  - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural 
heritage Conclusion

7.16 The RCS identifies A2.1 as the emerging preferred route corridor for the 
Egremont to Whitehaven/Cleator Moor section. Cumbria County Council 
accepts that the RCS assessment of the route corridor options in Section A2 
is on balance appropriate and it is considered that with appropriate mitigation 
A2.1 has the potential to perform best across the range of topic areas. 

7.17 It is considered that detailed assessment of the preferred route corridor will be 
key to ensuring that the specific routing of overhead lines and siting of pylons 
is appropriate. Scoping of assessment methodology will be required to ensure 
that the route takes account of the important issues and receptors in the next 
stage of the NWCC project, and adopts the most appropriate route, and 
mitigation measures. National Grid should seek early dialogue with 
stakeholders, including Cumbria County Council on the detailed routing and 
mitigation that will be required to ensure that the effect of the upgraded 
overhead line is acceptable.

7.18 From consideration of the RCS it is clear that a key form of mitigation will 
include maximising the rationalisation of pylons and overhead lines. There is a 
clear requirement in some locations to investigate removal/undergrounding of 
multiple lines to reduce the residual negative effect. This form of mitigation will 
be key to reducing the residual negative impacts across a range of topics 
including; landscape and visual impact; ecology; cultural heritage as well as 
the impact on communities along the emerging route corridor. As a general 
principle the use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given the clear 
potential to rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in order to 
reduce the impact on the communities and economic receptors along the 
route. 

7.19 Furthermore, from a landscape and visual perspective the negative impact on 
the setting of the St Bees Heritage Coast, suggest that this area should be 
considered from undergrounding of new line.   

7.20 Specific mitigation measures have been set out in the discussion (above), 
while further measures that should be considered are detailed in Section 17.0 
of this report.

Section B - Whitehaven to Aspatria
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7.21 The Section B Search Area is located broadly between Whitehaven in the 
south of the area, extending northward to the Aspatria area. 

Section B1 - Whitehaven to Stainburn/Dea

Landscape and Visual

7.22 National Grid have identified the need to protect key views from the Lake 
District National Park, and highlight the location of settlements as being of key 
importance in the identification of route corridors. The presence of visual 
receptors using roads and railways, and the location of existing and 
consented wind farms have been taken into consideration. 

7.23 This response makes use of the Cumulative Impact Assessment of Vertical 
Structures Study (2014) has been produced by Cumbria County Council and 
other partners to assess the cumulative impact of vertical infrastructure in 
Cumbria and North Lancashire. It is clear from this work that in some cases, 
the cumulative impact of following the existing route corridor would be very 
significant.

7.24 B1.1 and B1.2 traverse an area which is relatively densely developed, to the 
east of the major settlements of Whitehaven and Workington. The route 
corridor passes in very close proximity to a number of small settlements. Both 
are visible from sections of the A595 corridor through the area, although B1.1 
is located closer to the route, resulting in greater impact. The cumulative 
impact study identifies that users of the A595 currently experience significant 
effects from vertical infrastructure along extensive sections of the route. 

7.25 B1.1 would directly affect more settlements than B1.2 – which passes through 
a less intensively developed area to the east. However, the area through 
which B1.2 passes, between Gilgarran and Stainburn, has been subject to 
significant levels of wind turbine development. The Winscales wind farm is the 
most notable. It is also key to note that a number of individual turbines have 
been recently consented and/or constructed in this location, as well as the 
Potato Pot wind farm. A further proposal, for four turbines on the Lillyhall 
landfill site is currently the subject of appeal, having been refused by the local 
planning authority largely on cumulative impact grounds. The cumulative 
visual impact upon the small settlements in this area, in particular Gilgarran 
and Branthwaite, as well as local landscape character is therefore a key 
concern.

7.26 B1.3 would result in fewer cumulative effects, but would involve the 
construction of a line of pylons in closer proximity to the LDNP, through an 
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area of previously undeveloped countryside.

7.27 The RCS indentifies B1.2 as the preferred route corridor option in terms of 
Landscape and visual impact and overall. Based on the evidence set out in 
the Study it is considered that this is the most appropriate choice in landscape 
and visual terms, given the implications of the alternatives. However, it is clear 
that this route risks exacerbating already significant cumulative impacts in this 
location. It is therefore key that opportunities are taken to mitigate the impact 
of the development of this route, through appropriate micro-siting, screening 
planting and/or sections of undergrounding of the new line, together with 
rationalisation of existing overhead lines. Section 17.0 of this report sets out 
further options that will form the basis of the mitigation where it is required.

Ecology

7.28 The RCS concludes that from an ecology perspective Route Corridor B1.1 is 
the preferred option for B1 Search Area. This is considered to be an 
appropriate conclusion based on the evidence and assessment carried out in 
the RCS. It is accepted that B1.2 and B1.3 are considered likely to have a 
greater impact on hen harriers, as they both run through the protection zone, 
and also affect woodlands and other local designated sites. The ecology 
preferred option is in conflict with National Grid’s overall preferred Route 
Corridor for B1 which is B1.2. However, B1.2 is marginally less preferable, 
and with appropriate detailed survey work, routing and mitigation at Stage 3, it 
is considered that there is potential emerging overall preference could be 
made acceptable. The emerging preference may also be subject to re-
assessment at a later date following the outcome of the bird surveys.

7.29 It must be acknowledged that it is not clear whether or not this option crosses 
areas of peat. The location of peat along this route could affect the 
assessment but this is only likely if large areas of peat exist which cannot be 
avoided.

7.30 In terms of ecological mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the 
next stage taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report.

Cultural Heritage

7.31 The emerging preference of route corridor B1.2 is considered an appropriate 
conclusion. Although the Route corridor does not follow the opportunity 
corridor for its entirety, the corridor will affect less designated assets of the 
highest significance and less designated assets overall than Route Corridors 
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B1.1 and B1.3. 

7.32 In terms of mitigation the majority of measures will need to be addressed at 
the next stage, through a detailed programme of assessment identified as part 
of a scoping study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report.  

Section B1 - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural heritage 
Conclusion

7.33 The RCS identifies B1.2 as the emerging preferred route corridor for the 
Whitehaven to Stainburn section. Cumbria County Council accepts the RCS 
assessment of the route corridor options in Section B1, and it is considered 
that with appropriate mitigation B1.2 performs best across the range of topic 
areas. Specific mitigation measures have been set out in the discussion 
above, while further measures that should be considered are detailed in 
Section 17.0 of this report. 

7.34 The impact of the development suggests that a number of issues will need to 
be addressed either through consideration of detailed routing and appropriate 
mitigation to ensure that the development of Route Corridor B1.2 is 
acceptable.

7.35 Overall it is considered that detailed assessment of the preferred route 
corridor will be key to ensuring that the specific routing of overhead lines and 
siting of pylons is appropriate. Scoping of assessment methodology will be 
key to ensuring that the route takes account of the important issues and 
receptors in the next stage of the NWCC project, and adopts the most 
appropriate route, and mitigation measures. It is considered that National Grid 
should seek early dialogue with stakeholders, including Cumbria County 
Council on the detailed routing and mitigation that will be required to ensure 
that the effect of the upgraded overhead line is acceptable.

7.36 From consideration of the RCS it is clear that a key form of mitigation will 
include maximising the rationalisation of pylons and overhead lines. This form 
of mitigation will be key to reducing the residual negative impacts across a 
range of topics including; landscape and visual impact; ecology; cultural 
heritage as well as the impact on communities along the emerging route 
corridor. The RCS identified the area to the east of Workington as a being 
particularly sensitive to cumulative impact. Removing overhead lines by 
measures such as undergrounding of existing and planned lines, in addition to 
other mitigation measures will be required if development is to be acceptable. 
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7.37 As a general principle the use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given 
the clear potential to rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in 
order to reduce the impact on the communities and economic receptors along 
the route. However, in some locations where there are multiple existing lines 
the resultant configuration of cables at differing height could potentially result 
in greater collision risk to Special Protection Area (SPA) birds, and may also 
exacerbate landscape and visual issues. Given this there is a clear 
requirement in some locations to investigate maximising the removal of 
overhead lines to reduce the residual negative effect.

7.38 Furthermore, detailed pylon siting, screen planting, technology choice and 
appropriate construction management will be key to ensuring that the effects 
of the upgraded overhead line are acceptable. 

Section B2 - Stainburn/Dean to Tallentire

Landscape and Visual

7.39 Route Corridor B2.1 is identified as the preferred route by the RCS in terms of 
landscape and visual impacts. It is also favoured as the overall preferred route 
and as such there is no conflict. 

7.40 Whilst B2.1 affects more settlements than the alternatives, as with other 
sections, National Grid conclude that the net impact of increasing the height of 
an existing 132kV line is preferable to developing a new line through 
previously undeveloped countryside. B2.2 through to 2.5 would also result in 
greater impacts upon the National Park, being located in closer proximity. 

7.41 The existing cumulative impact arising from vertical infrastructure is already 
significant along corridor B2.1. Multiple 132kV lines run in parallel for much of 
the corridor. The setting of Workington, in the southerly part of the corridor, is 
already significantly affected by numerous turbine developments and pylons 
that are visible on the outskirts of the settlement. In this area undergrounding 
of certain sections of the new route should be considered. In addition, 
National Grid’s assessment has been undertaken on the assumption that a 
single line of 132kV pylons would be replaced by a 400kV line. In locations 
that are already subject to significant cumulative impact such as B2, 
rationalisation and/or undergrounding of existing lines should undertaken 
where feasible and appropriate.  

7.42 Furthermore, if route corridor option B2.1 is pursued, it is key that suitable 
mitigation measures are put in place, in order to prevent any exacerbation of 
cumulative effects. The use of lower height pylons in the area to the south 
may help to screen views from the outskirts of Workington. Screen planting 
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may also be appropriate – given the plantations characteristic of this area. 
Section 17.0 of this report sets out further options that will form the basis of 
the mitigation where it is required. 

Ecology

7.43 The RCS concludes that from an ecology perspective Route Corridor B2.1 is 
preferred option for B2 Search Area. This is considered to be an appropriate 
conclusion based on the evidence and assessment carried out in the RCS. As 
B2.1 is the overall preferred option there is no conflict from the topic based 
preference. However, it must be acknowledged that it is not clear whether or 
not this option crosses areas of peat. The location of peat along this route 
could affect the assessment but this is only likely if large areas of peat exist 
which cannot be avoided.

7.44 In terms of ecological mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the 
next stage taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 

Cultural Heritage

7.45 The RCS suggests that Route Corridor B2.3 is considered the best performing 
option from a cultural heritage perspective. This preference is in conflict with 
the overall preferred route corridor B2.1. Furthermore, based on the evidence 
presented with in the RCS it is not considered to be a robust assessment, 
therefore at this stage it is not possible to form a preference from a cultural 
heritage point of view. 

7.46 The RCS states that effects on key designated assets from Route Corridor 
B2.3 are neutral (paragraph 7.11.47), however, the Council considers that at 
this stage of assessment this conclusion is too strong. The sieving exercise at 
this stage has focussed on assets within 1km of the corridor and there 
remains potential that other assets outside this could be affected.

7.47 In addition the potential effects of Route Corridor B2.3 upon the Grade II 
Listed Buildings at Dovenby has not been assessed or taken into account. 

7.48 The assessment of the Route Corridor Options B2.1 and B2.2 should also be 
reappraised in light of the Grade II Listed Buildings within the route corridor. 
Re-assessment should then consider whether the predicted adverse effects 
on the single assets of the Grade I Listed Church of St Mungo’s and two 
Grade II Listed Buildings at Seaton for Route Corridor Options B2.1 and B2.3 
outweigh any identified effects on additional Grade II Listed Buildings at 
Dovenby for Route Corridor Option B2.3.
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7.49 The implication of these issues on the overall route selection is limited. In 
terms of impacts, it is likely that detailed and appropriate mitigation measures 
could be used to address the negative residual effect of route corridor 
development. The majority of mitigation measures will need to be addressed 
at the next stage, through a detailed programme of assessment identified as 
part of a scoping study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of 
this report.  

Section B2 Conclusion

7.50 The RCS identifies B2.1 as the emerging preferred route corridor for the 
Stainburn to Tallentire section. While Cumbria County Council generally 
accepts the RCS assessment of the route corridor options, it is considered 
that the cultural heritage assessment is not robust. The implication of this on 
overall route selection is, however, limited. In terms of impacts on cultural 
heritage it is likely that detailed and appropriate mitigation measures could be 
used to address the negative residual effect of route corridor development. 

7.51 Specific mitigation measures have been set out in the discussion above, while 
further measures that should be considered are detailed in Section 17.0 of 
this report. 

7.52 The potential impact of the development suggests that a number of issues will 
need to be addressed through consideration of detailed routing and 
appropriate mitigation to ensure that the development of the route corridor is 
acceptable.

7.53 Overall it is considered that detailed assessment of the preferred route 
corridor will be key to ensuring that the specific routing of overhead lines and 
siting of pylons is appropriate. Scoping of assessment methodology will be 
key to ensuring that the route takes account of the important issues and 
receptors at the next stage of the project, in order to develop the most 
appropriate route and mitigation measures. National Grid should seek early 
dialogue with stakeholders, including Cumbria County Council on the detailed 
routing and mitigation to ensure that the effect of the upgraded overhead line 
is acceptable.

7.54 As a general principle the use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given 
the clear potential to rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in 
order to reduce the impact on the communities and economic receptors along 
the route. However, in some locations where there are multiple existing lines 
the resultant configuration of cables at differing height could potentially result 
in greater collision risk to SPA birds, and may also exacerbate landscape and 
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visual issues. Furthermore, given that the corridor is already significantly 
affected by numerous turbine developments and pylons, cumulative impact is 
a significant concern. In this area undergrounding of certain sections of the 
new route should be considered, while there is also a clear requirement in 
some locations to investigate removal and/or undergrounding of more than 
one line to reduce the residual negative effect.

7.55 Maximising the rationalisation of existing pylons and overhead lines will be 
key to reducing the residual negative impacts across a range of topics 
including; landscape and visual impact; ecology; cultural heritage as well as 
the impact on communities along the emerging route corridor. 

7.56 Furthermore, detailed pylon siting, screen planting, technology choice and 
appropriate construction management will be key to ensuring that the effects 
of the upgraded overhead line are acceptable. 

Section B3 - Tallentire to Aspatria

Landscape and Visual

7.57 The RCS concludes that from a landscape and visual perspective Route 
Corridor B3.2 is preferred for B3 Search Area. This is considered to be an 
appropriate conclusion based on the evidence and assessment carried out in 
the RCS. All of the route corridors would affect settlements. B3.2 is preferred 
by National Grid as it follows a slightly more direct route, and as alternative 
routes would create an additional overhead line to the south, resulting in an 
‘encircling’ effect upon a number of settlements. Additionally, they would 
introduce development into a previously undeveloped area.

7.58 The setting of the Lake District National Park and Solway AONB are key 
considerations along this corridor. All of the route corridor options present 
potential cumulative impact issues, both with major wind farms (Wharrels Hill, 
Tallentire and Warwick Hall) and the existing multiple 132kV lines which 
traverse the Section.

7.59 The cumulative impact of vertical infrastructure upon receptors along this 
corridor is again already highly significant. Users of the A596 experience 
significant sequential cumulative effects and residents of Prospect, Hayton 
and Aspatria are also affected to a significant degree. As previously noted in 
regard to B1 and B2, mitigation measures should be undertaken to prevent 
exacerbation of these significant effects. Opportunities to remove or 
underground existing lines should, where appropriate be taken.  
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7.60 Given that an increase in pylon height along corridor B3.2 may affect the 
setting of the Solway Coast AONB lower pylons should be considered for this 
section. 

7.61 Section 17.0 of this report sets out further options that will form the basis of 
the mitigation where it is required. 

Ecology

7.62 The RCS concludes that from an ecology perspective Route Corridor B3.2 is 
preferred option for B3 Search Area. This is considered to be an appropriate 
conclusion based on the evidence and assessment carried out in the RCS. 
However, it must be acknowledged that it is not clear whether or not this 
option crosses areas of peat. The location of peat along this route could affect 
the assessment but this is only likely if large areas of peat exist which cannot 
be avoided.

7.63 In terms of ecological mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the 
next stage taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report.

Cultural Heritage

7.64 The RCS concludes that from a cultural heritage perspective Route Corridor 
B3.2 is preferred option for B3 Search Area. Given this is the same as the 
overall emerging Route Corridor preference there is not a conflict. This is 
considered to be an appropriate conclusion based on the evidence and 
assessment carried out in the RCS.  It reflects the route with the least number 
of new effects on the most significant heritage assets and limits the potential 
effect upon the WHS buffer zone in comparison to other options.

7.65 In terms of mitigation the majority of measures will need to be addressed at 
the next stage, through a detailed programme of assessment identified as part 
of a scoping study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report.  

Section B3 Conclusion

7.66 The RCS identifies B3.2 as the emerging preferred route corridor for the 
Tallentire to Aspatria section. Cumbria County Council accepts the RCS 
assessment of the route corridor options in Section B3, and it is considered 
that with appropriate mitigation B3.2 performs best across the range of topic 
areas. 
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7.67 The potential impact of the development suggests that a number of issues will 
need to be addressed through consideration of detailed routing and 
appropriate mitigation to ensure that the development of the route corridor is 
acceptable. Scoping of assessment methodology will be key to ensuring that 
the route takes account of the important issues and receptors at the next 
stage of the project in order to develop the most appropriate route, and 
mitigation measures. National Grid should seek early dialogue with 
stakeholders, including Cumbria County Council on the detailed routing and 
mitigation that will be required to ensure that the effect of the upgraded 
overhead line is acceptable.

7.68 Maximising the rationalisation of pylons and overhead lines will be key to 
reducing the residual negative impacts across a range of topics including; 
landscape and visual impact; ecology; cultural heritage as well as the impact 
on communities along the emerging route corridor. The RCS and the 
Council’s assessment have identified the area as a being particularly sensitive 
to cumulative impact. Removal of existing overhead lines, by rationalisation 
and/or undergrounding of lines should be undertaken where feasible and 
appropriate.   In addition to other mitigation measures will be required if 
development is to be acceptable. 

7.69 As a general principle the use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given 
the clear potential to rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in 
order to reduce the impact on the communities and economic receptors along 
the route. However, in some locations where there are multiple existing lines 
the resultant configuration of cables at differing height could potentially result 
in greater collision risk to SPA birds, and may also exacerbate landscape and 
visual issues. Given this there is a clear requirement in some locations to 
investigate removal and/or undergrounding of all overhead line to reduce the 
residual negative effect.

7.70 Furthermore, detailed pylon siting, screen planting, technology choice and 
appropriate construction management will be key to ensuring that the effects 
of the upgraded overhead line are acceptable. 

7.71 Specific mitigation measures have been set out in the discussion above, while 
further measures that should be considered are detailed in Section 17.0 of 
this report.

Section C - Aspatria to Harker substation, Carlisle 

7.72 The Section C Search Area is located broadly between Aspatria in the west 
and Harker, north of Carlisle in the east. The area extends north east for 
approximately 36km from the end of Section B at Blennerhasset to a point 
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5km east of Carlisle. 

Section C1 - Aspatria to Wigton

Landscape and Visual
7.73 Cumulative impact arising from vertical infrastructure including pylons and 

wind turbines has been highlighted as a growing concern in Cumbria, and will 
therefore play a key role in establishing the ultimate route and nature of the 
grid connection. The RCS considers the potential cumulative issues with 
turbines and other pylons; however, given that the study identifies broad route 
corridors these have not had a key influence the route corridor choices. 

7.74 Cumbria County Council and other partners have produced the Cumulative 
Impact Assessment of Vertical Structures Study (2014) to assess the 
cumulative impact of vertical infrastructure in Cumbria and North Lancashire. 
It is clear from this work that in some cases, the cumulative impact of 
following the existing route corridor would be very significant. For both C1.1 
and C1.2, the increased height of the 400kV lines is judged to increase the 
combined effects of the overhead lines, with an increase in visual tension 
arising as a result of different pylon designs situated in close proximity to one 
another. The landscape, visual and cumulative effects of C1.2 are judged to 
be greater, given that it introduces a new section of 400kV line, perpendicular 
to the existing line, into a currently undeveloped area. Adverse effects would 
result upon the settlements in proximity, although this would vary locally 
according to land cover and topography. 

7.75 National Grid have assessed the majority of the landscape types through 
which the route corridors pass in Section C1 as being of low/medium and 
medium landscape and visual sensitivity to overhead lines. This is consistent 
with the findings of the Cumulative Impact Study. The location of settlements, 
in particular Baggrow, Blencogo, Blennerhasset, Bromfield, Langrigg, 
Waverton and Waverbridge is highlighted as being of key importance in route 
corridor selection, although it is noted that the presence of other visual 
amenity receptors such as road and rail users had not been an important 
influence on route corridor identification.

7.76 The Cumulative Impact Study identifies the landscape character areas 
through which the route corridors pass as experiencing significant cumulative 
effects from vertical infrastructure. Furthermore, it suggests the key 
settlements and transport routes that would be likely to be subject to 
cumulative impact. Both of the options identified would add to the cumulative 
effects experienced by these receptors. This may be mitigated through the 
use of the lower pylons. The use of ‘T’ pylons may add to the cumulative 
effect with wind turbines in particular, given their structural similarity to turbine 
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towers.

7.77 It is accepted that in terms of landscape and visual impacts Route Corridor 
C1.1 is the preferable of the two options in Section C1. Given the distance 
from the Solway AONB and Lake District National Park, the effects upon 
national landscape designations are judged to be minimal. Visibility is noted 
from the A596, which runs parallel to the route corridors, and potential 
cumulative effects with wind turbines highlighted. 

7.78 Whilst it is agreed that corridor C1.1 represents the better of the two options, 
there are several issues that need to be addressed at the next stage of the 
NWCC project to ensure that the impact of the route can be made acceptable. 
Section 17.0 of this report sets out further options that will form the basis of 
the mitigation where it is required. 

Ecology

7.79 In terms of ecology the RCS concludes that the best performing route corridor 
is C1.1, and given this is the same as the overall emerging route corridor 
preference there is not a conflict. However, it must be acknowledged that it is 
not clear whether or not this option crosses areas of peat; if this is the case, 
and peat cannot be avoided through micro-siting, the options may need to be 
re-assessed. The emerging preference may also be subject to re-assessment 
at a later date following the outcome of the bird surveys.

7.80 In terms of ecological mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the 
next stage taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report.

Cultural Heritage

7.81 The RCS identifies an emerging preference for route corridor C1.1. This is 
considered to be an appropriate conclusion based on the evidence and 
assessment presented. This follows the existing opportunity corridor and 
avoids the introduction of infrastructure where there is currently none close to 
Blennerhasset Conservation Area that would occur with Option C1.2. 

7.82 In terms of mitigation the majority of measures will need to be addressed at 
the next stage, through a detailed programme of assessment identified as part 
of a scoping study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report.  
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Section C1  - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural 
heritage - Conclusion

7.83 The RCS identifies C1.1 as the emerging preferred Route Corridor for the 
Aspatria to Wigton section. Cumbria County Council accepts the RCS 
assessment of the route corridor options in Section C1, and it is considered 
that with appropriate mitigation C1.1 performs best across the range of topic 
areas. Specific mitigation measures have been set out in the discussion 
above, while further measures that should be considered are detailed in 
Section 17.0 of this report. 

7.84 The potential impact of the development suggests that a number of issues will 
need to be addressed either through consideration of detailed routing and 
appropriate mitigation to ensure that the development of Route Corridor C1.1 
is acceptable. Scoping of assessment methodology will be key to ensure that 
the route takes account of the important issues and receptors at the next 
stage of the project in order to develop the most appropriate route and 
mitigation measures. National Grid should seek supports early dialogue with 
stakeholders, including Cumbria County Council on the detailed routing and 
mitigation that will be required to ensure that the effect of the upgraded 
overhead line is acceptable.

7.85 Maximising the rationalisation of pylons and overhead lines will be key to 
reducing the residual negative impacts across a range of topics including; 
landscape and visual impact; ecology; cultural heritage as well as the impact 
on communities along the emerging route corridor. As a general principle the 
use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given the clear potential to 
rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in order to reduce the 
impact on the communities and economic receptors along the route. However, 
in some locations where there are multiple existing lines the resultant 
configuration of cables at differing height could potentially result in greater 
collision risk to SPA birds, and may also exacerbate landscape and visual 
issues. Given this there is a clear requirement in some locations to investigate 
removal of more than one line to reduce the residual negative effect.

7.86 Furthermore, detailed pylon siting, screen planting, technology choice and 
appropriate construction management will be key to ensuring that the effects 
of the upgraded overhead line are acceptable. 
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Section C2 - Wigton to Harker substation, Carlisle

Landscape and Visual

7.87 National Grid state that the identified route corridors seek to minimise impacts 
upon the setting of the Solway Coast AONB and the Lake District National 
Park, however, Section C2 passes in close proximity. Furthermore, a total of 
31 settlements are directly affected, falling within 1km of the route corridors. 
All of the options identified would result in a degree of landscape and visual 
impact.

7.88 Cumulative impact arising from vertical infrastructure including pylons and 
wind turbines has been highlighted as a growing concern in Cumbria, and will 
therefore play a key role in establishing the ultimate route and nature of the 
grid connection. The RCS considers the potential cumulative issues with 
turbines and other pylons, however, given that the study identifies broad route 
corridors these have not had a key influence on choices. Cumbria County 
Council and other partners have produced the Cumulative Impact 
Assessment of Vertical Structures Study (2014) to assess the cumulative 
impact of vertical infrastructure in Cumbria and North Lancashire. It is clear 
from this work that in some cases, the cumulative impact of following the 
existing route corridor would be very significant. The Cumulative Impact Study 
identifies a number of areas where cumulative impacts are already significant, 
which would be affected by the preferred route corridor as identified by 
National Grid. In these areas, there is a strong rationale to pursue alternative 
connection options, such as undergrounding.  

7.89 The setting of Carlisle is also a key consideration. This is identified as a 
landscape area experiencing effects of ‘great significance’ to the north of 
Carlisle. Currently there is a significant number of overhead lines to the north 
and west of the city, as a result of the cumulative effects of a number of low 
voltage lines, and the high voltage line running north-south, which passes 
through Harker. In addition, the Cumulative Impact Study identifies a number 
of turbine developments which have resulted in major cumulative effects upon 
the western approaches to the city in particular. 

7.90 Given the proximity of Section C2 to the Solway AONB, the effect upon the 
setting of the AONB, cumulatively and individually, is a key consideration. An 
additional 132kV line runs in parallel to the east of the identified opportunity 
corridor, but this has not been identified as a potential option by National Grid. 
From a landscape and visual perspective following this corridor may result in 
fewer impacts upon the AONB, and would appear to affect mainly industrial 
areas to the north of Carlisle. Further consideration of the relative merits of 
this option, in conjunction with other key topic areas may therefore be 
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worthwhile.

7.91 The RCS concludes that C2.8 is the preferred route in terms of landscape and 
visual effects. This emerging route corridor preference is generally 
appropriate, given the route which would result in the least landscape and 
visual effects in relative terms based on the information available at this stage. 
The sensitivity of the landscape to pylon development is judged by National 
Grid to be generally higher to the north, towards the AONB. This is consistent 
with the Council’s Cumulative Impact Study. Given this, the more southerly 
routes are judged to be preferable in terms of landscape character, and 
potential impact upon the AONB. The northerly options would also introduce 
pylons into previously undeveloped areas, and necessitate more changes of 
direction than the southerly options, in conflict with the industry standard 
practice (Holford rules).

7.92 The emerging preferred option is the straightest and shortest route, and 
makes use of opportunity corridors for its entire length. 

7.93 Whilst it is agreed that corridor C2.8 represents the best option of the 
alternatives suggested, there are several issues that need to be addressed at 
the next stage of NWCC project to ensure that the impact of the route can be 
made acceptable.

7.94 The area to the north and west of Carlisle can be regarded as a ‘pinch point’ 
and it is therefore important that the upgrade should not exacerbate the 
already significant cumulative effects being experienced in this area. From a 
landscape and visual perspective the use of undergrounding may therefore be 
an appropriate mitigation in this area, however, this will have to be balanced 
against the appropriateness of this mitigation for other topic areas. 
Furthermore, the rationalisation and/or removal of existing overhead lines in 
this area in conjunction with the proposed high voltage grid upgrade should be 
pursued where possible. Section 17.0 of this report sets out further options 
that will form the basis of the mitigation where it is required. 

Ecology

7.95 In terms of ecology the RCS concludes that the best performing Route 
Corridor is C2.2 driven by a large extent by the potential for a lower interaction 
with goose and swan flyway and foraging areas. However, it is not clear 
whether or not this option crosses areas of peat. If the route corridor does 
interact with areas of peat, and the areas of peat cannot be avoided through 
micro-siting, the options may need to be re-assessed. The emerging 
preference may also be subject to re-assessment at a later date following the 
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outcome of the bird surveys.

7.96 The ecology preferred option is in conflict with National Grid’s overall 
preferred route corridor for C2 which is C2.8. However, C2.8 is only 
marginally less preferable, and with appropriate detailed routing and 
mitigation at Stage 3 the emerging preference in relation to ecology and 
overall is considered acceptable. 

7.97 In terms of ecological mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the 
next stage taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report. 

7.98 In Section C2 particular attention will need to be given to the concentrations of 
migratory shorebirds and waders, and wintering wildfowl, shorebirds, waders 
and gulls. There is a higher risk where power lines are located immediately 
over watercourses such as over the Eden. Wintering geese and Whooper 
swans are more prone to collisions due to high wing loading and less 
manoeuvrability in flight, and feeding behaviour. Significant impacts where 
concentrations of migratory shore birds and waders fly over in spring and 
autumn.   

7.99 Removal of existing 132kV overhead lines in opportunity corridors has been 
cited by the RCS as of benefit to wildfowl in terms of minimising potential 
effects of bird strike.  The addition of bird visibility markers is also considered 
appropriate to minimise this risk. Where the 400kV follows the opportunity 
corridor of two 132kV lines, the RCS suggest that only one of the 132kV lines 
will be removed. The resultant configuration of cables at differing height could 
potentially result in greater collision risk due to the vertical extent of ‘barrier’ 
being increased for example in the northern section around Harker (all C2 
options). Given this there is a clear requirement to investigate rationalisation 
and/or removal of both existing lines to reduce the residual negative effect. 

7.100 Pylon selection is also an important consideration from an ecological point of 
view; the 400kV lattice towers are preferable in terms of SPA birds due to the 
higher visibility, greater height of the cables, and greater spacing. However by 
replacing the existing 132kV there will be additional areas of habitat disturbed 
temporarily during installation and removal. Use of T-pylons may require 
permanent access tracks for maintenance and, if this is the case, are unlikely 
to be a preferred option from the ecological point of view. 

7.101 Furthermore, construction management will need to include appropriate 
provisions to prevent contamination of watercourses along with other 
measures to be considered at the appropriate stage. The River Eden crossing 
will potentially impact on some qualifying features of this SAC which will need 
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to be addressed, particularly during installation and removal of existing lines 
and towers

Cultural Heritage

7.102 The RCS suggests that Route Corridor C2.8 is considered the best 
performing option from a cultural heritage perspective and also overall. This is 
considered to be an appropriate conclusion; therefore, there is no conflict 
between this topic area and the overall route corridor choice. In terms of 
cultural heritage C2.8 was marginally preferred over C2.1 and C2.2, and while 
it is acknowledged that these routes would have a similar effect on the 
Frontiers of the Roman Empire (Hadrian’s Wall) WHS, buffer zone and 
Scheduled Monuments, C2.8 takes a more direct route thereby reducing the 
potential effects on other assets. The remaining route options (C2.3 to C2.7) 
would have greater impact given the requirement to route the line through a 
corridor where no overhead lines currently exist and take a parallel route to 
the assets, rather than a perpendicular route.

7.103 In terms of mitigation the majority of will need to be addressed at the next 
stage, through a detailed programme of assessment identified as part of a 
scoping study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report. 

Section C2  - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural 
heritage – Conclusion

7.104 The RCS identifies C2.8 as the emerging preferred route corridor for the 
Wigton to Harker substation, Carlisle section. Cumbria County Council 
accepts the RCS assessment of the route corridor options in Section C2, and 
it is considered that with appropriate mitigation C2.8 performs best across the 
range of topic areas. Specific mitigation measures have been set out in the 
discussion (above), while further measures that should be considered are 
detailed in Section 17.0 of this report. 

7.105 The potential impact of the development suggests that a number of issues will 
need to be addressed through consideration of detailed routing and 
appropriate mitigation to ensure that the development of Route Corridor C2.8 
is acceptable. Scoping of assessment methodology will be key to ensuring 
that the route takes account of the important issues and receptors at the next 
stage of the project in order to develop the most appropriate route and 
mitigation measures. National Grid should seek supports early dialogue with 
stakeholders, including Cumbria County Council on the detailed routing and 
mitigation that will be required to ensure that the effect of the upgraded 
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overhead line is acceptable.

7.106 Maximising the rationalisation of pylons and overhead lines will be key to 
reducing the residual negative impacts across a range of topics including; 
landscape and visual impact; ecology; cultural heritage as well as the impact 
on communities along the emerging route corridor. As a general principle the 
use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given the clear potential to 
rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in order to reduce the 
impact on the communities and economic receptors along the route. However, 
in some locations where there are multiple existing lines the resultant 
configuration of cables at differing height could potentially result in greater 
collision risk to SPA birds, and may also exacerbate landscape and visual 
issues. Given this there is a clear requirement in some locations to investigate 
maximising the removal and/or undergrounding overhead lines to reduce the 
residual negative effect.

7.107 Furthermore, detailed pylon siting, screen planting, technology choice and 
appropriate construction management will be key to ensuring that the effects 
of the upgraded overhead line are acceptable. 

Onshore South with Tunnel Group 

Section D – Moorside to Silecroft

7.108 The Section D Search Area is located between the site of the proposed 
Moorside nuclear power station, in the north of the search area, and Silecroft, 
to the south. 

Section D1 – Moorside to Ravenglass

Landscape and Visual

7.109 In terms of Landscape and visual impact the RCS concludes that Route 
Corridor D1.1 is the best performing, therefore is the emerging preference. 
This accords with National Grid’s overall preference for the section, so there is 
no conflict from a topic specific perspective. 

7.110 Based on the assessment set out in the Study, the Council considers that 
D1.1 would result in the least impact in landscape and visual terms, despite 
this there is potential for negative effects on seascape, and the National Park. 
However, it is important to note that the existing 132kV line currently 
generates adverse impacts upon the National Park. It is judged that the 
proposed development of an overhead route would exacerbate this effect. As 
there is little scope to mitigate these impacts through the use of alternative 
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pylon designs, and/or screen planning. It is therefore considered that 
undergrounding of this section of 400kV route should be prioritised. 
Furthermore, consideration must be given to removing and/or undergrounding 
of existing lines in order to reduce this effect.

Ecology

7.111 The RCS concludes that Route Corridor D1.1 is the best performing in terms 
of ecology and therefore is the emerging preference. It is also the emerging 
preference for the section overall. It is considered that with appropriate 
mitigation and micro-siting at the next stage the emerging route corridor 
preference (D1.1) is considered the only acceptable route.

7.112 Both routes follow the damper depressions on low lying fields west of 
Waberthwaite so the effect will be the same for both options. Should the 
preferred option cross any areas of peat which cannot be avoided through 
micro-siting, this emerging route preference may need to be re-assessed.

7.113 The option D1.2 passes through Drigg Coast SAC, could potentially result in 
indirect effects on the Marine Conservation Zone, and would affect areas 
known for supporting important populations for Natterjack toads and great 
crested newts, as well as European protected habitats which are qualifying 
features of the SAC. As alternative routes are possible this route is unlikely to 
be acceptable under the Habitats Regulations due to the potential for likely 
significant effects on qualifying features of the SAC and hence potential for 
adverse effect on site integrity. In addition it could have adverse effects on 
nationally important populations of European protected species. On the basis 
the RCS has selected D1.1 as the only acceptable option. 

7.114 In terms of ecological mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the 
next stage taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report. Removal of existing 132kV overhead lines in opportunity corridors has 
been cited as of benefit to wildfowl in terms of minimising potential effects of 
bird strike.  Addition of bird visibility markers is also considered appropriate to 
minimise this risk. Micro-siting following the next stage may also allow 
avoidance of damage to Hallsenna Moor SSSI/NNR. 

Cultural Heritage

7.115 The RCS suggests that Route Corridor D1.1 is considered the best 
performing option from a cultural heritage perspective and also overall. This is 
considered to be an appropriate conclusion, as this option makes greatest use 
of the opportunity corridor and the more direct route.
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7.116 In terms of mitigation the majority will need to be addressed at the next stage, 
through a detailed programme of assessment identified as part of a scoping 
study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this report. 

7.117 Given the potential for adverse impact on heritage assets the RCS identifies 
the use of ‘T-pylons’ as a potential mitigation measure to reduce visibility and 
hence effects on setting. The appropriateness of this as a mitigation technique 
will need to be assessed on a case by case basis once the preferred route is 
identified. The use of screen planting to minimise visibility of pylons and 
hence mitigate effects on the setting of heritage assets has been identified as 
a possible mitigation measure. 

Section D1  - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural 
heritage – Conclusion

7.118 The RCS identifies D1.1 as the emerging preferred route corridor for the 
Moorside to Ravenglass section. Cumbria County Council generally accepts 
that the RCS assessment of the route corridor options in Section D1 is 
appropriate and it is considered that with appropriate mitigation D1.1 has the 
potential to perform best across the range of topic areas. Specific mitigation 
measures have been set out in the discussion (above), while further 
measures that should be considered are detailed in Section 17.0 of this 
report. 

7.119 Detailed assessment of the preferred route corridor will be key to ensuring 
that the specific routing of overhead lines and siting of pylons is appropriate. 
Scoping of assessment methodology will be key to ensuring that the route 
takes account of the important issues and receptors at the next stage of the 
project, in order to develop the most appropriate route and mitigation 
measures. National Grid should seek early dialogue with stakeholders, 
including Cumbria County Council on the detailed routing and mitigation that 
will be required to ensure that the effect of the upgraded overhead line is 
acceptable.

7.120 From consideration of the RCS it is clear that an important form of mitigation 
will include maximising the rationalisation of pylons and overhead lines. There 
is a clear requirement in some locations to investigate removal and/or 
undergrounding of multiple lines to reduce the residual negative effect. This 
form of mitigation will be key to reducing the residual negative impacts across 
a range of topics including; landscape and visual impact; ecology; cultural 
heritage as well as the impact on communities along the emerging route 
corridor. As a general principle the use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is 
supported given the clear potential to rationalise the number of pylons and 
overhead lines in order to reduce the impact on the communities and 
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economic receptors along the route. 

7.121 From a landscape and visual perspective it is considered that despite D1.1 
being the best performing overall route corridor there is potential residual 
negative impact on seascape and the setting of LDNP. It is further 
acknowledged that the existing line has adverse impacts upon the National 
Park. Therefore, given that the development of an additional overhead route 
would exacerbate this effect, mitigation, including the landscape benefits of 
undergrounding, must be considered to reduce the impacts of both the 
existing and proposed lines.  

Section D2 - Ravenglass to Silecroft

Landscape and Visual

7.122 In terms of Landscape and visual impact the RCS concludes that Route 
Corridor D2.1 is the best performing, therefore is the emerging preference. 
This accords with National Grid’s overall preference for the section, so there is 
no conflict from a topic specific perspective. 

7.123 Based on the assessment set out in the Study, it is considered that D2.1 
would result in the least impact in landscape and visual terms, due to 
relatively fewer negative effects upon the National Park, and settlements. 
However, the likely impacts on Section D2.1 are very similar to those 
expressed for D1.1. Namely, that the proposed upgrade on the existing line 
would exacerbate adverse impacts upon the National Park. Similarly there is 
little scope to mitigate these impacts through the use of alternative pylon 
designs, and/or screen planning, as this would not be characteristic of this 
area.  It is therefore considered that in terms of landscape, undergrounding of 
this section of route should be prioritised.

7.124 Furthermore, the Cumulative Impact Assessment of Vertical Structures Study 
(2014) demonstrates that this area is already experiencing significant 
cumulative effects from vertical infrastructure. Therefore, any additional 
development is likely to be very significant

Ecology

7.125 The RCS concludes that Route Corridor D2.1 is the best performing in terms 
of ecology and therefore is the emerging preference. It is also the emerging 
preference for the section overall. It is considered that with appropriate 
mitigation and micro-siting at the next stage, the emerging preferred route 
corridor is acceptable.  
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7.126 D2.1 is preferred as it involves removal of 132kV overhead line whereas D2.2 
involves a new section with associated fragmentation and loss of habitat. D2.2 
also closely follows the course of the Eskmeals Pool with potential for roosting 
birds on the low lying fields and used as a wildlife corridor, hence installation 
of a ‘new’ vertical structure along this watercourse is likely to result in greater 
biodiversity impacts than making use of the existing and opportunity corridor 
D2.1.  Both routes follow the damper depressions on low lying fields north of 
Stubbs Place so the effect will be the same for both options.

7.127 Should the preferred option cross any areas of peat which cannot be avoided 
through micro-siting, this option may need to be re-assessed. Water 
Environment has only considered baseline water quality and makes little 
reference to any water quality issues in the consideration of route options.

7.128 In terms of ecological mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the 
next stage taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report. 

7.129 Removal of existing 132kV overhead lines in opportunity corridors has been 
cited as of benefit to wildfowl in terms of minimising potential effects of bird 
strike.  This is accepted and the removal of existing overhead lines is 
encouraged. Addition of bird visibility markers is also considered appropriate 
to minimise this risk.  

Cultural Heritage

7.130 The RCS suggests that Route Corridor D2.1 is considered the best 
performing option from a cultural heritage perspective and also overall. This is 
considered to be an appropriate conclusion, as this option makes greatest use 
of the opportunity corridor and has the potential to affect less designated 
assets.

7.131 Given the potential for adverse impact on heritage assets the RCS identifies 
the use of ‘T-pylons’ as a potential mitigation measure to reduce visibility and 
hence effects on setting. The appropriateness of this as a mitigation technique 
will need to be assessed on a case by case basis once the preferred route is 
identified. The use of screen planting to minimise visibility of pylons and 
hence mitigate effects on the setting of heritage assets has been identified as 
a possible mitigation measure. 

7.132 In terms of mitigation the majority of will need to be addressed at the next 
stage, through a detailed programme of assessment identified as part of a 
scoping study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
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report. 

Section D2  - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural 
heritage Conclusion

7.133 The RCS identifies D2.1 as the emerging preferred route corridor for the 
Ravenglass to Silecroft section. Cumbria County Council generally accepts 
that the RCS assessment of the route corridor options in Section D2 is 
appropriate and it is considered that with appropriate mitigation D2.1 has the 
potential to perform best across the range of topic areas. Specific mitigation 
measures have been set out in the discussion (above), while further 
measures that should be considered are detailed in Section 17.0 of this 
report. 

7.134 Detailed assessment of the preferred route corridor will be important to ensure 
that the specific routing of overhead lines and siting of pylons is appropriate. 
Scoping of assessment methodology will be key to ensuring that the route 
takes account of the important issues and receptors at the next stage of the 
project in order to develop the most appropriate route and mitigation 
measures. National Grid should seek early dialogue with stakeholders, 
including Cumbria County Council on the detailed routing and mitigation that 
will be required to ensure that the effect of the upgraded overhead line is 
acceptable.

7.135 From consideration of the RCS it is clear that a key form of mitigation will 
include maximising the rationalisation of pylons and overhead lines. There is a 
clear requirement in some locations to investigate removal of multiple lines to 
reduce the residual negative effect. This form of mitigation will be key to 
reducing the residual negative impacts across a range of topics including; 
landscape and visual impact; ecology; cultural heritage as well as the impact 
on communities along the emerging route corridor. As a general principle the 
use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given the clear potential to 
rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in order to reduce the 
impact on the communities and economic receptors along the route. 

7.136 From a landscape and visual perspective the Council considers that despite 
D2.1 being the best performing overall route corridor there is potential residual 
negative impact on seascape and the setting of LDNP. It is further 
acknowledged that the existing line has adverse impacts upon the National 
Park. Therefore, given that the development of an additional overhead route 
would exacerbate this effect, mitigation, including the landscape benefits of 
undergrounding, must be considered to reduce the impacts of both the 
existing and proposed lines.. Furthermore, the Cumulative Impact 
Assessment of Vertical Structures Study (2014) demonstrates that this area is 
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already experiencing significant cumulative effects from vertical infrastructure. 
Therefore, any additional development is likely to be very significant.

7.137 The effect on the LDNP and other tourism receptors is of prime concern and 
therefore landscape mitigation measures that can reduce the landscape 
impact of the line, will in turn limit the effect on these attractions. Further 
evidence is required to fully assess the impact of new infrastructure on 
economic activity, including tourism and the LDNP. 

Section E – Silecroft to Lindal in Furness

7.138 Section E Search Area is starts broadly between Silecroft in the south west 
and Lindal in Furness, to the east where it joins the next section (H).

Section E1 – Silecroft to Duddon

Landscape and Visual

7.139 Route Corridor E1.1 is judged by National Grid to be the overall preference in 
landscape and visual terms. This also accords with the emerging overall 
Section preference. It is considered that the RCS assessment and conclusion 
is considered on balance, to be appropriate. However, the impacts of E1.1 
remain notable. The existing 132kV line currently affects the setting of the 
National Park, and is prominent from the lower slopes of Black Combe, as 
well as sections of the A595. 

7.140 It is noted that whilst it is likely to result in a greater impact upon the Lake 
District National Park, E1.2 and E1.3 would affect more receptors in 
settlements (notably Millom), result in greater cumulative effects with the wind 
farms at Haverigg, and impact more significantly upon seascape, as well as 
creating a new line of pylons through previously undeveloped land. From a 
landscape and visual perspective, this is clearly a pinch point, and as such, 
undergrounding of this section of route would be preferable. Section 17.0 of 
this report sets options that will form the basis of mitigation where it is 
required. 

Ecology

7.141 The RCS concludes that Route Corridor E1.1 is the best performing in terms 
of ecology and therefore is the emerging preference. It is also the emerging 
preference for the section overall. It is considered that with appropriate 
mitigation and micro-siting at the next stage the emerging route corridor 
preference E1.1 is considered to be the most preferable route suggested.  
This route would result in fewer effects on CWS sites along the Duddon 
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Estuary and will not pass across the Duddon Estuary SPA.  It is also a shorter 
route and would result in removal of the existing 132kV. It also passes further 
inland avoiding potential Natterjack toad and SPA bird habitats closer along 
the coast. This route also avoids peat to the western side of Duddon Estuary.

7.142 It appears that peat has been left off the soils and geology overview map. 
Peat has not been considered consistently in the soils and geology sections 
and the ecology sections for each route option. Designated sites which are 
over peat are discussed under ecology; other peat areas appear in the soils 
and geology sections which do not necessarily include the designated nature 
conservation areas on peat. Water Environment has only considered baseline 
water quality and makes no reference to water quality issues in the 
consideration of route options. It would be useful to cross-reference the water 
quality aspects with the ecological constraints.

7.143 Deep peat in Duddon Mosses SSSI is presently undergoing restoration and 
potentially the removal of the 132kV could help with this process provided that 
the peat below is not disturbed. Option E1.1 would have to be sited so as not 
to cross the mosses here but this appears to be possible as the corridor is 
reasonably wide at this point. Crossing the Duddon Mosses with a single span 
400kV cable would not be desirable where there is wet woodland habitat as 
there may need to be clearance of a wide path through the trees. On the other 
hand the restoration of the peat has involved removal of forestry so if the 
woodland is not part of the natural habitat removal of forestry with care could 
also benefit peat restoration. The micro-siting options need to be considered 
in detail at the next stage, and Habitats Regulations Assessment is likely to be 
required.

7.144 Removal of existing 132kV overhead lines in opportunity corridors has been 
cited as of benefit to wildfowl in terms of minimising potential effects of bird 
strike.  Addition of bird visibility markers is also considered appropriate to 
minimise this risk. There is likely to be movement of SPA birds between the 
Morecambe Bay and Duddon estuaries and also potentially along the coast to 
Ravenglass. There is also use made of the coastal and floodplain grazing 
marsh (CFGM) along the Duddon estuary which could be adversely affected 
by siting the corridor at E1.2 or E1.3. Locations of undesignated peat may 
also need to be considered.

7.145 At risk in particular are concentrations of migratory shorebirds and waders, 
and wintering wildfowl, shorebirds, waders and gulls. There is a higher risk 
where power lines are located immediately over watercourses i.e. over the 
Duddon. Wintering geese and Whooper swans more prone to collisions due to 
high wing loading and less manoeuvrability in flight. Potential for significant 
impacts where concentrations of migratory shore birds and waders fly over in 
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spring and autumn.   

7.146 Furthermore, construction management will need to include appropriate 
provisions to prevent contamination of watercourses along with other 
measures to be considered at the appropriate stage. 

7.147 In terms of general ecological mitigation much of this will need to be 
addressed at the next stage taking into account the discussion set out in 
Section 17.0 of this report.

Cultural Heritage

7.148 The RCS identifies an emerging preference for route corridor E1.1. This is 
considered to be an appropriate conclusion despite this route resulting in an 
increase in negative effects on designated assets of the highest significance. 
These effects are considered to be much lesser in extent compared to both 
Route Corridors E1.2 and E1.3. 

7.149 In terms of mitigation the majority of measures will need to be addressed at 
the next stage, through a detailed programme of assessment identified as part 
of a scoping study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report.  

7.150 The use of screen planting to minimise visibility of pylons and hence mitigate 
effects on the setting of heritage assets has been identified as a possible 
mitigation measure. It is acknowledged within paragraph 12.7.76 that this 
unlikely to be an effective measure where monuments are extensive, in close 
proximity such as Millom Castle and/or landscapes are open. This impact of 
the route will have to be addressed on a case by case basis once the specific 
preferred route is identified

Section E1 - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural heritage 
-  Conclusion

7.151 The RCS identifies E1.1 as the emerging preferred route corridor for the 
Silecroft to Duddon section. Cumbria County Council accepts the RCS 
assessment of the route corridor options in Section E1, and it is considered 
that with appropriate mitigation E1.1 performs best across the range of topic 
areas. However, are a number of issues will need to be addressed through 
consideration of detailed routing and appropriate mitigation to ensure that the 
development of Route Corridor E1.1 can be made acceptable.

7.152 Scoping of assessment methodology will be key to ensuring that the route 
takes account of the important issues and receptors in the next stage of the 



Appendix 1

Page 49 of 61

project, and adopts the most appropriate route and mitigation measures. 
National Grid should seek supports early dialogue with stakeholders, including 
Cumbria County Council on the detailed routing and mitigation that will be 
required to ensure that the effect of the upgraded overhead line is acceptable.

7.153 As a general principle the use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given 
the clear potential to rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in 
order to reduce the impact on the communities and economic receptors along 
the route. Maximising the rationalisation of pylons and overhead lines will be 
key to reducing the residual negative impacts across a range of topics 
including; landscape and visual impact; ecology; cultural heritage as well as 
the impact on communities along the emerging route corridor. 

7.154 The Council’s assessment of the landscape and visual impact of the Route 
Corridor E1.1 concluded that although preferable to other options the 
construction of a line of 400kV pylons will exacerbate already significant 
landscape and visual effects upon key landscape designations such as the 
LDNP, and visual receptors. It is suggested that where appropriate 
underground routing of new line should be investigated. 

7.155 Detailed siting if also required to ensure that E1.1 would not result in 
acceptable adverse impacts on international, national and local designations. 
Careful consideration should be given to the Duddon Mosses and as such it is 
considered that a Habitats Regulations Assessment is likely to be required.

7.156 Furthermore, detailed pylon siting, screen planting, technology choice and 
appropriate construction management will be key to ensuring that the effects 
of the upgraded overhead line are acceptable. Specific mitigation measures 
have been set out in the discussion above, while further measures that should 
be considered are detailed in Section 17.0 of this report. 

Section E2 - Duddon to Lindal in Furness

Landscape and Visual

7.157 The RCS concludes that Route Corridor E2.1 is preferable from a landscape 
and visual perspective; however, it does not express an overall Section 
preference based on the potential serious nature and complexity of the 
impacts in the area.

7.158 It is considered that on balance the conclusion reached in the RCS is broadly 
acceptable based the evidence and assessment in the RCS. However, in 
landscape and visual terms, both of these routes would impact upon the A595 
corridor north of Lindal, where vertical infrastructure is prominent, notably 
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through wind farms located on the high fells, and through pylons which are 
sited along the narrow coastal plain, impacting upon coastal views. 
Northwards of Kirkby in Furness, E2.2 would then pass in closer proximity to 
the LDNP, and the settlement of Broughton in Furness. Given these factors, 
and the creation of a new route across previously undeveloped land, it is 
considered that the net adverse effects of this route would outweigh those of 
E2.1.

7.159 This route passes through a very sensitive area of landscape. Wider 
environmental constrains (ecological and archaeological) may prevent 
undergrounding the line in this location – although this would be preferable 
from a landscape and visual perspective. Mitigation may involve the use of 
lower height pylons along this section of route.

7.160 Section 17.0 of this report sets options that will form the basis of the mitigation 
where it is required. 

Ecology

7.161 The RCS concludes that Route Corridor E2.2 is the best performing in terms 
of ecology and therefore is the emerging preference, however, given the clear 
landscape issues that are associated with E2.2 the RCS does not suggest a 
preference for Section E2. 

7.162 The RCS has identified E2.2 for ecological reasons to provide an alternative 
route that avoids important ecological areas. Importantly the route which 
passes further north to avoid impacts on the Duddon Mosses. Based on the 
evidence and assessment focusing on Duddon Mosses SAC and SSSI within 
the RCS it is considered that E2.2 provides the preferred route corridor from 
an ecological perspective. 

7.163 Installation of any new foundations for E2.1 within the SAC and creation of 
new access tracks during installation and maintenance of the towers and 
cables is unlikely to be acceptable on these peat habitats, and the Habitats 
Regulation Assessment would potentially demonstrate that this route could 
have an adverse effect on site integrity. 

7.164 In terms of ecological mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the 
next stage taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report. 

7.165 Deep peat in Duddon Mosses SSSI is presently undergoing restoration and it 
is mentioned that potentially the removal of the 132kV could help with this 
process provided that the peat below is not disturbed. However the process of 
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removing the cables and towers is itself likely to damage the peat, and alter 
the hydrology. It is likely that the actual foundations would have to remain in 
situ to avoid further damage. It is doubtful whether sufficient mitigation could 
be provided for the route option 2.1 so as not to have a significant adverse 
effect the SAC habitats. 

7.166 The RCS considers that south of Kirby-in-Furness both E2.1 and E2.2 are 
relatively unconstrained, from an ecological viewpoint (Paragraph 12.11.41). 
However, it appears that this corridor may pass within 500m of known 
Natterjack toad breeding habitats immediately south of Kirby-in-Furness. 
Micro-siting of the towers and any access tracks etc could avoid sensitive 
habitat but it should be acknowledged that Natterjack toads can make use of 
terrestrial habitat for foraging, refugia and hibernation 500m at least from their 
breeding pools. Therefore, further surveys will be required at the next stage to 
establish the spatial extent of their habitats in these locations.  

7.167 In addition, it appears that peat has been left off the soils and geology 
overview map. Peat has not been considered consistently in the soils and 
geology sections and the ecology sections for each route option. Designated 
sites which are over peat are discussed under ecology; other peat areas 
appear in the soils and geology sections which do not necessarily include the 
designated nature conservation areas on peat. Water Environment has only 
considered baseline water quality and makes no reference to water quality 
issues in the consideration of route options. It would be useful to cross-
reference the water quality aspects with the ecological constraints.

7.168 Removal of existing 132kV overhead lines in opportunity corridors has been 
cited as of benefit to wildfowl in terms of minimising potential effects of bird 
strike.  Addition of bird visibility markers is also considered appropriate to 
minimise this risk. There is likely to be movement of SPA birds between the 
Morecambe Bay and Duddon estuaries, and also potentially along the coast 
to Ravenglass. 

7.169 At risk in particular are concentrations of migratory shorebirds and waders, 
and wintering wildfowl, shorebirds, waders and gulls. There is a higher risk 
where power lines are located immediately over watercourses i.e. over the 
Duddon. Wintering geese and Whooper swans more prone to collisions due to 
high wing loading and less manoeuvrability in flight. Potentially significant 
impacts may occur where concentrations of migratory shore birds and waders 
fly over in spring and autumn.  
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Cultural Heritage

7.170 The RCS suggests that Route Corridor E2.1 is considered the best performing 
option from a cultural heritage perspective. The RCS does not provide a 
preference for this route corridor, given the number of important issues 
identified in the area. Therefore, there is no conflict between this topic area 
and the overall route corridor choice. The corridor is the most direct route and 
utilises an existing opportunity corridor. Option E2.2 would be likely to result in 
a greater extent of new effects in relation to designated heritage assets.

7.171 In terms of mitigation the majority of measures will need to be addressed at 
the next stage, through a detailed programme of assessment identified as part 
of a scoping study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report. 

7.172 The identification of the use of a monopole pylon has been identified as a 
potential mitigation measure to reduce visibility and hence effects on setting. 
The appropriateness of this as a mitigation technique will need to be 
assessed on a case by case basis once the preferred route is identified.

7.173 The use of screen planting to minimise visibility of pylons and hence mitigate 
effects on the setting of heritage assets has been identified as a possible 
mitigation measure. It is acknowledged within paragraph 12.11.64 that this 
unlikely to be an effective measure where monuments are extensive and/or 
landscapes are open. The appropriateness of this as a mitigation technique 
will need to be assessed on a case by case basis once the preferred route is 
identified. 

Section E2  - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural 
heritage Conclusion

7.174 The RCS does not identify an emerging preferred route corridor for the 
Duddon to Lindal in Furness section. This conclusion is accepted given the 
significant sensitivities and complexity associated with the area. The RCS and 
Cumbria County Council’s assessment of the route corridors suggest that 
both options have potentially unacceptable impacts. In terms of landscape 
and visual, E2.1 is preferred due the lower impact on the LDNP and several 
settlements, while from the perspective of ecology; E2.2 is a challenging, but 
preferred route. The implications of selection of either route is therefore 
undesirable based on the level of evidence available at this stage as either 
could result in significant negative effect on designations of the highest level 
of protection. 
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7.175 Therefore, it is suggested that both route options be taken forward  and 
should be subject to detailed survey and assessment of specific routing 
before a preference can be established, and appropriate mitigation 
developed. Where it is established through further work that both routes will 
have unacceptable effects, and mitigation is not possible, a further route or 
delivery technology such as undergrounding (where appropriate) must be 
explored.   

7.176 As a general principle the use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given 
the clear potential to rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in 
order to reduce the impact on the communities and economic receptors along 
the route. This form of mitigation will be key to reducing the residual negative 
impacts across a range of topics including; landscape and visual impact; 
ecology; cultural heritage as well as the impact on communities along the 
emerging route corridor. However, in some locations where there are multiple 
existing lines the resultant configuration of cables at differing height could 
potentially exacerbate landscape and visual issues. Given this there is a clear 
requirement in some locations to investigate maximising the removal of 
existing overhead lines to reduce the residual negative effect.

7.177 Furthermore, detailed pylon siting, screen planting, technology choice and 
appropriate construction management will be key to ensuring that the effects 
of the upgraded overhead line are acceptable. General mitigation measures 
that should be considered are detailed in Section 17 of this report. 

7.178 It is considered that detailed assessment of the preferred route corridor will be 
key to ensuring that the specific routing of overhead lines and siting of pylons 
is appropriate. Scoping of survey and assessment methodology will be key to 
ensuring that the route takes account of the important issues and receptors at 
the next stage of the project in order to develop the most appropriate route 
and mitigation measures. National Grid should seek early dialogue with 
stakeholders, including Cumbria County Council on the detailed routing and 
mitigation that will be required to ensure that the effect of the upgrade is 
acceptable.

Section H - Lindal in Furness to Heysham

7.179 The search area for Section H is defined by its boundary to its north and west, 
in the general area of Lindal in Furness, and by the eastern shore of 
Morecambe Bay between Carnforth in the north and Heysham and Overton in 
the south east. The search area extends across part of the Heysham 
peninsula.
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Section H1 – Lindal in Furness to Morecambe Bay

Landscape and Visual

7.180 The RCS notes that the presence of settlements, notably Barrow in Furness, 
Lindal in Furness, Stainton with Adgarly, Gleaston, Scales, Little Urswick, 
Great Urswick, Leece, Rampside, Roosecote, Baycliff, Newbiggin and 
Aldingham have been key considerations in route siting.

7.181 Whilst H1.1 and 1.2 would potentially affect more visual receptors, passing in 
closer proximity to the main settlements of Barrow and Dalton in Furness, 
National Grid consider these preferable to the alternatives presented, due to 
the relative sensitivity of the landscape affected by H1.3 and 4 (rolling 
limestone hills), the creation of a new line of pylons through this landscape, 
and the effects upon the scattered smaller settlements within this area, such 
as Stainton with Adgarly. H1.1 and 1.2, by contrast, follow an existing corridor, 
which although relatively longer, is straighter, and is more closely related to 
the urban area. H1.1 would terminate with a tunnel head siting area situated 
in an area which is more industrial in nature than H1.2. Given this, H1.1 is 
identified as National Grid’s preference in landscape and visual terms.

7.182 Whilst this is accepted in principle, the impacts upon Barrow and Dalton in 
Furness are potentially extensive, due to the amount of residents potentially 
affected. Given this, opportunities to mitigate the impact of the proposed new 
line, including; reducing in the existing overhead lines through undergrounding 
and/or removal of lines and the use of lower height pylons, should be 
considered. Section 17.0 of this report sets options that will form the basis of 
the mitigation where it is required. 

Ecology

7.183 The RCS concludes that Route Corridor H1.1 and associated Tunnel Head 
Outline Siting Area H1T1 is considered to be the preferred option from the 
ecological viewpoint. After consideration of the four routes and siting options it 
is not possible to select a preference without further detailed survey evidence. 

7.184 The RCS preferred option results in use of land parallel to the coast between 
Cavendish Dock and Roosecote Sands and the main Morecambe Bay site for 
route corridor H1.1 which could impact on SPA bird flight lines between 
roosting and foraging areas. There are also in-combination effects of other 
vertical structures along this route. H1T1 to H1T3 also involve tunnel head 
locations in areas of Coastal and Floodplain Grazing Marsh. 
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7.185 H1T4 avoids Coastal and Floodplain Grazing Marsh and also the route 
corridor H1.4 is located much further north, is shorter and hence possibly 
does not present such a barrier to movement of birds between Morecambe 
Bay to Cavendish Dock and the Duddon estuary.  H1T2 is further removed 
from the designated sites but may still lie across flight lines; H1T3 is also 
close to the bay and may be located in fields used by SPA birds. This is close 
to Newbiggin where there is important roosting habitat for birds including 
migratory species. 

7.186 Options H1.1 to H1.3 involve some or total replacement of one of the existing 
132kV overhead lines with a 400kV overhead but in all cases there will be a 
132kV left resulting in a greater extent of vertical barrier. In the case of the 
route H1.4 there would be no removal of 132kV so for a short section there 
would be 3 overhead lines which would present a greater potential impact. 
However this would be over a shorter distance and located further north up 
the estuary so possibly less of an obstacle to SPA birds, though detailed 
surveys will be required to assess this effect. It is considered that the relative 
effects of the four options on SPA birds can only be addressed with any 
confidence through more detailed ornithological survey work. Without this 
detailed evidence it is not possible to select a preferred route. 

7.187 Furthermore, the RCS places weight on the impact of H1.4 on the Stainton 
Quarry and Bolton Heads CWS/LPO, and the fact that these sites could not 
be avoided during micro-siting (Paragraph 13.7.39). However, there does 
appear to be a possible route spanning across the B road running between 
the two sites, or indeed to the east of the limestone pavement area. Should 
this be proven the assessment carried out in the RCS would need to be 
revised and following this the preferred route choice re-assessed accordingly.  

7.188 At this stage without detailed survey work related to SPA birds a route 
preference cannot be stated. Additionally more work is required to understand 
the potential to avoid other sites such as the Stainton Quarry and Bolton 
Heads CWS. 

7.189 In terms of ecology the preferred option need to be subject to detailed survey 
and assessment of specific routing. If it is established through further work 
that the route will have unacceptable effects, and mitigation is not possible, a 
further route or delivery technology must be explored.  Mitigation much of this 
will need to be addressed at the next stage taking into account the discussion 
set out in Section 17.0 of this report.
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Cultural Heritage

7.190 The RCS concludes that Route Corridor H1.2 and Outline Siting Head H1T2 
is the best performing option from a cultural heritage perspective. This route 
option utilises an opportunity corridor for the majority of the route and has a 
lesser potential for effects on designated assets at Roosecote and Rampside 
than Option H1.1. This is considered to be an acceptable conclusion based on 
the RCS assessment. 

7.191 The overall RCS preferred route is for Option H1.1. This topic based conflict is 
not considered to be a significant issue as H1.1 (and H1.T1) will still be 
acceptable in heritage terms. Particularly if options for micro-siting of pylons 
and the tunnel head are utilised in the central part of the tunnel head siting 
area.

7.192 The excavation of the tunnels is considered to be at sufficient depth that it will 
not have any effects on archaeological remains within the onshore areas once 
the initial entrance location has been constructed.

7.193 In terms of mitigation the majority of measures will need to be addressed at 
the next stage, through a detailed programme of assessment identified as part 
of a scoping study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report.  

Section H1  - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural 
heritage – Conclusion

7.194 The RCS identifies Route Corridor H1.1 and H1T1 as the emerging preferred 
route corridor for the section between Lindal in Furness to Morecambe Bay. 

7.195 Cumbria County Council’s assessment of route corridors and tunnel head 
outline siting areas largely concur with National Grid’s assessment of the 
emerging preference. In terms of ecology the preferred route needs to be 
subject to detailed survey and assessment of specific routing. If it is 
established through further work that the route will have unacceptable effects, 
and mitigation is not possible, a further route or delivery technology must be 
explored.  

7.196 As a general principle the use of an ‘opportunity corridor’ is supported given 
the clear potential to rationalise the number of pylons and overhead lines in 
order to reduce the impact on the communities and economic receptors along 
the route. This form of mitigation will be key to reducing the residual negative 
impacts across a range of topics including; landscape and visual impact; 
ecology; cultural heritage, as well as the impact on communities along the 
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emerging route corridor. However, in some locations where there are multiple 
existing lines the resultant configuration of cables at differing height could 
potentially exacerbate landscape and visual issues. Given this there is a clear 
requirement in some locations to investigate maximising the removal of 
existing overhead lines to reduce the residual negative effect.

7.197 Furthermore, detailed pylon siting, screen planting, technology choice and 
appropriate construction management will be key to ensuring that the effects 
of the upgraded overhead line are acceptable. General mitigation measures 
that should be considered are detailed in Section 17 of this report. 

7.198 It is considered that detailed assessment of the preferred route corridor will be 
key to ensuring that the specific routing of overhead lines and siting of pylons 
is appropriate. Scoping of survey and assessment methodology will be key to 
ensuring that the route takes account of the important issues and receptors at 
the next stage of the project in order to develop the most appropriate route 
and mitigation measures. National Grid should seek early dialogue with 
stakeholders, including Cumbria County Council on the detailed routing and 
mitigation that will be required to ensure that the effect of the upgrade is 
acceptable.

7.199 Mitigation measures that should be considered are detailed in Section 17.0 of 
this report

Section H2 – Morecambe Bay Middleton substation, near Heysham

Landscape and Visual

7.200 The landward parts of H2 are located in Lancashire. The part of the route 
which falls within Cumbria is located under Morecambe Bay, and as such, the 
landscape and visual impacts upon the county are mainly limited to those 
which would arise as a result of the islets associated with tunnel ventilation 
shafts and emergency exits, visible from areas overlooking and within the 
Bay.

7.201 H2.1 emerges as a slight preference in this respect, due to the greater 
distance of the islets from key visual receptors in the LDNP and 
Arnside/Silverdale AONB.  The assessment and conclusion reach in the RCS 
are generally accepted in this regard. The islets could be designed so as to 
appear naturalistic, in order to mitigate any adverse effects.

7.202 Section 17.0 of this report sets out options that will form the basis of the 
mitigation where it is required. 
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Ecology

7.203 The RCS concludes that the tunnel route H2.1 is the best performing route 
from an ecological point of view and overall. This is accepted based on the 
evidence and assessment provided, given that this option allows islets 
associated with the technology to be located outside the SPA/Ramsar site in 
the deeper sea of Morecambe Bay, although this could still have adverse 
effects on the Morecambe Bay SAC.

7.204 In terms of ecological mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the 
next stage taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report.

Cultural Heritage

7.205 There has been no detailed assessment of the Tunnel Route Corridor Options 
therefore no preference for the tunnel options as a result of heritage 
considerations is identified. Heritage is not considered to be a determining 
factor in the identification of a preferred route option for this Area.

7.206 The conclusion that tunnel entrance location H2T1 is acceptable in heritage 
terms is considered appropriate.

7.207 The excavation of the tunnels is considered to be at sufficient depth that it will 
not have any effects on archaeological remains within the onshore areas once 
the initial entrance location has been constructed.

7.208 In terms of mitigation the majority of measures will need to be addressed at 
the next stage, through a detailed programme of assessment identified as part 
of a scoping study and following the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this 
report.  

Section H2  - Landscape and visual impact, ecology and cultural 
heritage Conclusion

7.209 The landward parts of H2 are located in Lancashire. The part of the route 
which falls within Cumbria is located under Morecambe Bay, and as such the 
impacts on Cumbria are mainly limited to those which would arise as a result 
of the islets associated with tunnel ventilation shafts and emergency exits, 
visible from areas overlooking and within the Bay. The islets are likely to be 
located more than 5km offshore and so will be unlikely to lead to negative 
residual impact on Cumbria.
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7.210 The RCS concludes that the tunnel route H2.1 is the best performing route. It 
is considered that, based on the assessment and evidence presented in the 
RCS and taking the section in isolation, this is the most appropriate Route 
Corridor. However, given that development of H2.1 requires a connection with 
either H1.1(H1T1) or H1.2 (H1T2), any consideration of this route most be 
viewed in combination with Section H1 and the previous discussion. 

7.211 In terms of mitigation much of this will need to be addressed at the next stage 
taking into account the discussion set out in Section 17.0 of this report. 

Route Corridor Mitigation - Stage 2

7.212 At this stage, National Grid has not set out mitigation that will be required in 
detail. However, the possible requirement for measures to mitigate the impact 
of the Project has been taken into account in appraising the identified 
connection options.  In doing so, the RCS takes a high-level view of what 
mitigation measures would be appropriate in any given area, and to mitigate 
impacts within any given subtopic.  Where specific mitigation issues have 
been raised by the Council’s assessment, these are outlined in the relevant 
sections; however, there are a number of more general mitigation measures 
that will be important in facilitating an acceptable development. These are 
outlined in the following section and will be key to securing appropriate 
development consent at the next stage.

7.213 National Grid should from the earliest opportunity seek to work with partners, 
including Cumbria County Council to understand the implications of route 
development and develop an appropriate impact mitigation strategy that will 
ensure acceptable development

Landscape and Visual

7.214 In the majority of cases, the net impact of an increase in height of pylons 
resulting from following an ‘opportunity corridor’ is judged to be less significant 
than pursuing an alternative option which would involve developing a new 
corridor across previously undeveloped land. Given this, the preference in 
landscape and visual terms is generally to follow the existing 132kV route 
corridor. Whilst this approach would appear logical in the majority of cases, 
further evidence, such as photomontages and/or zone of theoretical visibility 
analysis illustrating the cumulative effects of several lines of pylon of different 
types to substantiate this view is required. 

7.215 It is considered that where there is more than one operating 132kV overhead 
line National Grid should where possible seek to maximise rationalisation and 
removal. Every opportunity should be explored to reduce the current and 
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future level of vertical infrastructure in the route corridors. Furthermore, 
consideration should also be given to the potential removal of lower voltage 
overhead wires in the vicinity of the route corridors, especially where 
rationalisation would improve important and sensitive landscapes such as the 
Solway Coast AONB and LDNP. Therefore, it is expected that National Grid 
and relevant infrastructure providers such as Electricity North West Ltd 
engage with the County Council at an early opportunity to maximise 
rationalisation, removal and undergrounding of existing lines and 
infrastructure. 

7.216 In certain ‘pinch points’, it is vital that the upgrade of the connection should 
not exacerbate the already significant cumulative effects being experienced in 
this area. It is clear that the landscape, visual and cumulative effects of the 
introduction of a line of high voltage pylons would result in particularly 
significant adverse effects upon receptors and landscape character. Where 
these situations would be difficult to mitigate through the use of alternative 
pylon design and/or screening planting, alternative connection options, 
principally undergrounding, should be prioritised. From a landscape and visual 
perspective the use of undergrounding may therefore be an appropriate 
mitigation in these situations, however, this will have to be balanced against 
the appropriateness of this mitigation for other topic areas. 

7.217 Some landscape and visual issues may be mitigated through the use of lower 
height pylons. However, each case will need to be judged on its merits as in 
some cases use of different pylon type may exacerbate negative impacts, for 
example the use of ‘T’ pylons may add to the cumulative effect with wind 
turbines in particular, given their structural similarity to turbine towers

Ecology

7.218 In terms of ecological mitigation it is accepted that much of this will need to be 
addressed at the next stage once the micro-siting of the cable lines has been 
agreed following more detailed survey findings on the ground.

7.219 In some instances, removal of existing 132kV overhead lines in opportunity 
corridors has been cited by the RCS as of benefit to wildfowl in terms of 
minimising potential effects of bird strike.  Where the 400kV follows the 
opportunity corridor containing multiple existing overhead lines, the RCS 
assumption is that only one of the 132kV lines will be removed. The resultant 
configuration of cables at differing height could potentially result in greater 
collision risk due to the vertical extent of ‘barrier’ being increased. Given this 
there is a clear requirement in some locations to maximise removal of existing 
lines to reduce the residual negative effect.
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7.220 Pylon selection is also an important consideration from an ecological point of 
view; the 400kV lattice towers are preferable in terms of ecology due to the 
higher visibility, greater height of the cables, and greater spacing. If the use of 
T-pylons requires permanent access tracks for maintenance, they are unlikely 
to be a preferred option from the ecological point of view.

7.221 Construction management will need to include appropriate provisions to 
prevent contamination of watercourses along with other measures to be 
considered at the appropriate stage. This is the case during installation and 
removal of existing lines and towers, or for undergrounding of lines.

Cultural Heritage

7.222 In terms of mitigation, the majority of measures will need to be addressed at 
the next stage. A detailed programme of assessment will have to be identified 
as part of a scoping study and then completed. This should consider both 
physical effects on assets and effects on the setting of assets. The 
assessment should be completed in sufficient detail to allow the identification 
of appropriate micro-siting of pylons to avoid or reduce heritage impacts. A 
detailed programme of further evaluation and mitigation should be developed 
at this stage on an asset by asset basis.

7.223 The use of a T-pylon has been identified as a potential mitigation measure to 
reduce visibility and hence effects on setting. The appropriateness of this as a 
mitigation technique will need to be assessed on a case by case basis once 
the preferred route is identified.

7.224 The use of screen planting to minimise visibility of pylons and hence mitigate 
effects on the setting of heritage assets has been identified as a possible 
mitigation measure. It is acknowledged within the RCS Option Appraisal 
Summary Tables that this unlikely to be an effective measure where 
monuments are extensive and/or landscapes are open. The appropriateness 
of this as a mitigation technique will need to be assessed on a case by case 
basis once the preferred route is identified.

7.225 The use of opportunity corridors would minimise the proliferation of overhead 
lines in multiple locations and enable the removal of some existing 132kV 
overhead lines. This is not considered to be an overall benefit, but would 
reduce the potential harm.   


