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Appendix 2: Cumbria County Council response to NWCC Stage 2 
Consultation.
Comments of members arising from Local Committee briefings and 
workshops held during September and October 2014

1. Carlisle Local Committee

(a) Note of workshop - 9th September 2014

The need for the project to connect the proposed new 3.4GW nuclear power 
station at Moorside (adjacent to Sellafield) was accepted by Members.

It was recognised that cost is a major factor and that the cost of the project 
would be recovered through electricity bills and therefore needed to be kept 
down.  

A discussion took place about the cost differences between the onshore, 
onshore with tunnel and offshore options.  The substantial additional cost 
associated with undergrounding the line was also identified.  

There was a suggestion that the route both north and south should run 
entirely offshore so as to avoid the majority of negative impacts on Cumbria. 
The technical difficulties of an offshore connection using HVDC were 
introduced and accepted by members, and it was generally agreed that this 
option was not realistic.  No nuclear power station has previously been 
connected by this technology, nor has a connection of this size ever been built 
before using HVDC.

There was concern about the environmental impact of the project and 
Members felt that the line should be as unobtrusive as possible, using low 
height pylons (including ‘T’ pylons) and undergrounding.  The potential for 
rationalisation of existing overhead lines together with construction of the new 
400kV line was generally viewed as a positive if it resulted in a reduction in 
the number of pylons and less overall visual and landscape impact.

A comment was made that the tunnel option under Morecambe Bay should 
include the potential to accommodate road traffic.

There were no detailed views from Members on the route options in Section 
C2 to the west of Carlisle – the only section of the route which falls within the 
Carlisle district boundary.

(b) Carlisle Local Committee meeting - 18th September 2014 (extract from 
Minutes) 

Members RESOLVED, that:
(1) the report be noted; 
(2) the views of the Local Committee at its seminar on 9 September 
(appended to the report) be incorporated within the County Council’s formal 
response to the Stage 2 Consultation.
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2. Barrow Local Committee

(a) A workshop was held on 17th September 2014, the outcome of which 
is fully reflected in the minutes of the Local Committee meeting below.

(b) Barrow Local Committee meeting – 19th September 2014 (extract 
from Minutes)

Members had a detailed discussion on their formal response to the Stage 2
consultation and RESOLVED, that:

(1) the need for the project to connect the proposed new 3.4 GW nuclear 
power station at Moorside (adjacent to Sellafield) was agreed;

(2) the following views of the Local Committee be incorporated within the 
County Council’s formal response to the Stage 2 Consultation:-

(a) the ‘onshore with tunnel’ option was agreed as the best option. This avoids 
the environmental and practical challenges associated with a route through 
the South Lakes following the A590 and continuing around Morecambe Bay, 
which Members opposed. The technical risks and cost of the offshore option 
is understood;
(b) the preferred tunnel head location at Roosecote was supported and felt to 
be the best location to provide land for construction, provide rail and port 
access, and minimise environmental impacts that would arise from the more 
easterly route options;
(c) the line should be as unobtrusive as possible, using low height lattice 
pylons and undergrounding in certain circumstances. The Paradise area, 
north of Ireleth was suggested as a location where undergrounding may be 
appropriate;
(d) the potential for rationalisation of existing overhead lines together with 
construction of the new 400kV line was generally viewed as a positive if it 
resulted in a reduction in the number of pylons and less overall visual and 
landscape impact. Rationalisation should not be limited to the preferred route 
corridor. The importance of maintaining a reliable 132kV supply to the 
industrial areas of Barrow was stressed and the need for the other 132kV line 
to the west of Barrow to provide network resilience was highlighted;
(e) the tunnel option under Morecambe Bay should include the potential to 
accommodate road traffic, though the majority of Members felt that the WYG 
peer review of the tunnel option should be awaited. The substantial extra cost 
of building a bigger tunnel(s) was acknowledged. There was overall support 
for making use of the tunnel for other services, coupled with recognition of 
National Grid’s timetable for completing the project waiting the outcome. 
There was also a suggestion that a bridge across Morecambe Bay could 
deliver a range of benefits ie cable route, transport corridor and tidal or wave 
energy generation;
(f) the issues of jobs, supply chain, training and apprenticeships should be 
picked up by National Grid at an early opportunity. This is particularly relevant 
given the number of similar construction and engineering projects which will 
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be competing for skilled labour at the same time. An early outline from 
National Grid regarding the skills, job numbers and timing should be provided;
(g) consideration of the accommodation and social infrastructure impacts of 
the development should take place at an early date. This is particularly 
relevant for the tunnel construction, which will have a significant workforce 
based in the area for a number of years. The regeneration and legacy benefits 
arising from construction need serious consideration;
(h) in the event that construction impacts on the highway network, the 
developer should be asked to mitigate any damage caused to local roads. 
This may be secured by means of a S106 planning obligation;
(i) the potential for Community Benefits should be explored with a view to this 
being used, for example, to improve country lanes as work progresses;
(j) a bridge crossing of the Duddon Estuary should be considered. This could 
carry the cables across the estuary and avoid sensitive area south of 
Broughton. It would also provide a major improvement to the highway 
network;
(k) the electrification of the railway to Barrow should be pursued strongly 
given the scale of development being proposed in Barrow and West Cumbria. 
This should ensure the retention of services to Manchester Airport;
(l) improvement of transport network is essential to facilitate movement of the 
workforce;
(m) central government investment is needed to support the major 
infrastructure being hosted by Cumbria. Infrastructure concerns include 
health, education and housing, as well as transport.

3. Allerdale Local Committee

(a) Allerdale Local Committee meeting – 18th September 2014 (extract 
from Minutes)

A discussion followed in which Members’ voiced their concerns:
 timescales did not allow Members to consider the important issue 

sufficiently
 very high voltage power lines
 effect of the pylons on people living nearby and associated health risks
 adverse impact on communities, ecology, the landscape and heritage
 major issue for [Solway Firth] AONB and LDNP
 width of the proposed route corridors was 1-3 km, which was not 

sufficiently specific. 

Members’ initial views on the proposals were:
 although more expensive, the preferred option would be to 

underground sections of the route
 preferred pylon option would be 50m conventional lattice – although 

these would have a huge impact, they would be spaced further apart 
than current pylons

 additional consideration of pylon design in specific areas, eg housing 
estate
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 3 power lines currently run down the preferred route corridor – replace 
two or three of these lines with the new power line 

 provision of long-term community benefits, eg cyclepath, improved 
rights of way.

Members requested additional information on which communities and 
numbers of residents would be affected.

The Area Support Manager (South) would arrange a meeting with Copeland Local 
Committee to jointly discuss the proposals further. Action: KJ

RESOLVED, that the report be noted and Members’ views incorporated within the 
County Council’s formal response to the Stage 2 Consultation.

4. Copeland Local Committee 

(a) Copeland Local Committee meeting – 29th September 2014 (extract 
from Minutes)

A workshop was being arranged for Allerdale and Copeland Local Committee
Members with National Grid; which would be followed by a further Workshop 
with officers to discuss the proposed routes in more detail and give Members 
as much information as possible.

Further issues for consideration included a well thought out transport strategy;
accommodation for workers; workforce profile, encouraging National Grid to 
use local labour, apprenticeships, and supply chain opportunities.

Members supported nuclear new build and recognised the need for new grid 
links in order to facilitate this. However, Members were extremely concerned 
that the need for a full and comprehensive consultation process had been 
underestimated. This was a huge issue for local people, and there would be a 
significant reaction from local communities. The people of Copeland were 
dealing with the massive issues of decommissioning, nuclear new build, 
National Grid, and the United Utilities pipeline.

Members were concerned that economic benefits for the area were 
maximised, for example an underground route travelling South through 
Copeland could be used to provide a roadway, which a Member described as 
much needed to improve access to and through the area; similarly, a 
carriageway could be included in the tunnel proposed to Heysham.

Members were very concerned at the lack of information provided so far, and 
that the 12-week consultation process had already been running for 4 weeks. 
Local people needed to be involved in the consultation process, which ended 
before the next Copeland Local Committee meeting. The Workshop with 
National Grid should be arranged as soon as possible, to enable Members to 
consult with local people, and feed their issues and concerns into the process.
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The local Member advised that Duddon Valley residents were extremely 
concerned by the proposals.

Officers confirmed that National Grid would be happy to take a late 
submission from the County Council. With regard to future planning 
applications, it was not possible to preserve the proposed routes at this point 
in time.

Members requested that National Grid held separate workshops for Allerdale 
and Copeland Local Committee Members in order to consider fully the issues 
for both areas.

RESOLVED, that:
(1) the report be noted
(2) authority be delegated to Members attending the workshop with National
Grid to represent the views of the Local Committee, to be incorporated within 
the County Council’s formal response to the Stage 2 Consultation.

(b) Local Committee workshop – 22nd October 2014
There was a concern expressed about the potential conflict with providing a 
view on the project and sitting on development control and regulatory 
committee. DH outlined the NSIP process and confirmed that pre-
determination is not an option.

It was acknowledged that the project was driven by the potential development 
at Moorside, however, a question was raised about the additional capacity 
that the line would support with specific regard to offshore wind 
developments. RP suggested that although the new local network would not 
support development equivalent to that of an additional 3.4GB power station 
there was scope to connect future suppliers and the wider network would be 
sufficient to accommodate additional wind generation.

Members requested clarification of what would be covered under the NSIP, 
and specifically if any substation or associated development was required 
would this be through the local planning system.  WB [National Grid]  
confirmed that any substation development would be included in the process 
as ‘associated development’. This would include any ENW works. National 
Grid then suggested that substation works were likely to include; an extension 
at Harker, new development at Stainburn, internal upgrade at Egremont and 
new development at the location of the tunnel head. 

Concern was expressed regarding the cumulative impact of vertical 
infrastructure in many locations, and specifically in Section B1, around the 
Lowcra area. There was a suggestion that rationalisation of existing lines 
would be a key consideration, and every opportunity should be explored to 
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reduce the wirescape in this section, including rationalisation along route 
corridor B1.1. 

More information was requested about the islets that would be required to 
provide tunnel ventilation and emergency access in Morecambe Bay.  RP 
outlined the main details and officers provided further detail.

Discussion took place around the socio-economic impacts of the development 
on Cumbria. Members highlighted the issue of labour force opportunities for 
local workers and companies. It was felt that there needs to be a 
consideration of the skills required and a joined up discussion with education 
and training providers to ensure that the workforce is suitably skilled to meet 
the demand. This understanding needs to consider and include discussion on 
the cumulative impact of other future developments such as nuclear new build 
and other major projects. It was considered that this work needs to be carried 
out as soon as possible to ensure that local people and business can up-skill 
and gain the opportunities provided from the NWCC project.  The competition 
for available skills was also raised as an issue.

It was stated that any discussions regarding skills requirements and training 
should tap into existing projects and involve Cumbria County Council’s 
economic development team. GE suggested that she would pass on the 
contact details to National Grid to begin this discussion. 

Further Discussion

National Grid then left the room and further discussion was facilitated by 
Cumbria County Council Officers to provide further detail on the route and 
explore any issues in more depth.

The issues of supply chain and skills development was discussed further. The 
importance of this issue was emphasised, in order that the project provided an 
economic benefit and legacy for the local area. It was considered important to 
consider;

 The combination of projects and skills required in Cumbria, and wider 
UK;

 The challenge of demographic change in Cumbria (falling working aged 
population);

 Discussion with schools and training provider so that they can provide 
the correct training and skills. This needs to be done as soon as 
possible. 
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Members expressed concern that if the correct skills were not developed, 
local businesses would miss out and developments may go elsewhere.  GE 
will speak to Caroline Sutton through the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) 
to ensure that a message about future career opportunities reaches schools.

Concern was raised regarding the possible cumulative impact of the new 
route with existing vertical infrastructure, including wind developments. This 
has the potential for significant impact on local communities. The Cumulative 
Impact of Vertical Infrastructures Study was raised by members as a tool for 
assessing the route and the impacts. It was confirmed by officers that the 
study has informed specialist landscape assessments and therefore is 
important evidence for Route Corridor Consultation Response and in the next 
stage of project development.  

Concern was raised about the ability to protect the emerging route corridors 
from development in the time taken to gain development consent. 
Safeguarding the route should be highlighted as an issue to include in the 
Council response for National Grid to consider. 

Members raised transport as a key area that needs to be considered. The 
current network is considered to be constrained, and therefore road upgrades 
will be needed to facilitate the project and minimise the negative impact on 
local communities. It was suggested that the Council has produced work to 
highlight specific issues and ‘pinch point’ on the road network and therefore it 
would be useful to include reference to this in the response to the Route 
Corridor Studies. 

5. South Lakeland Local Committee

(a) Note of Workshop 23rd September 2014

The need for the project to connect the proposed new 3.4GW nuclear power 
station at Moorside (adjacent to Sellafield) was accepted by Members.

The ‘onshore with tunnel’ option was supported as the preferred option.  This 
avoids major environmental impacts and practical challenges associated with 
an onshore route around Morecambe Bay, which Members are strongly 
opposed to.  The onshore south option was considered to be highly 
detrimental to the environment and local economy.

Members were very concerned about the impact of the taller pylons required 
for the new connection.  New pylons should be kept away from communities 
and should be sensitively sited.  The potential for rationalisation of existing 
overhead lines together with construction of the new 400kV line was generally 
viewed as a positive if it resulted in a reduction in the number of pylons and 
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less overall visual and landscape impact.  Consideration should be given to 
removing more than one existing ENW line where this can be achieved.

The cumulative impacts of the proposals when coupled with windfarm 
developments in the area need to be considered.

The preferred route connecting to a tunnel head location at Roosecote was 
supported.  This was felt to be the best location to provide land for 
construction, provide rail and port access, and minimise environmental 
impacts that would arise from the more easterly route options.

Members felt that the line should be sited as unobtrusively as possible, with 
creative use of mitigation, including undergrounding beneath roads.   

There was overall support for making use of the tunnel for other services and 
that it should be seen as a long term investment.  Concern was expressed 
about the islets required to provide tunnel ventilation and emergency access 
in Morecambe Bay.  Members said that images of the proposed islets would 
be helpful to understand the visual impact.  The impact on internationally 
designated bird habitats would need to be considered carefully.  

It was suggested that a bridge across the Duddon Estuary could be an 
alternative option, carrying the cables and creating a direct road or rail route 
to Millom.  This would improve transport infrastructure on the West Cumbrian 
coast and avoid the sensitive route options near Broughton.

Members were keen to see consideration of the housing and social 
infrastructure impacts of the development.  This is particularly relevant for the 
tunnel construction, which will have a significant workforce based in the area 
for a number of years.  

In the event that construction impacts on the highway network, the developer 
should be asked to mitigate any damage caused to local roads.  This could be 
secured by means of a S106 planning obligation which should be pursued by 
the County Council at the Examination stage.

The electrification of the railway to Barrow should be pursued strongly given 
the scale of development being proposed and the need to maximise transport 
movements by rail. 

(b) South Lakeland Local Committee – 30th September 2014 (extract from 
Minutes)

During discussion Members reiterated some of the views expressed at the
workshop. They pointed out that the opportunity should be taken to design the
tunnel so as to “future-proof” its use for other purposes (if the tunnel option 
was pursued). They also stressed that the upgrade of the electricity 
transmission system should not be looked at in isolation as it provided the 
opportunity for other aspirations to be realised, such as improved rail 
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infrastructure. The point was also made that local MPs needed to see the 
collective benefits and push for wider options.

RESOLVED that:
(a) the report be noted;
(b) the views expressed at the meeting, and at the workshop on 23rd 
September, in relation to the North West Coast Connections Project be 
incorporated within the County Council’s formal response to the Stage 2 
Consultation.


