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Ardleigh Parish Council Response to National Grid (NG) Scoping Report 
1. Introduction and general observations 

1.1. Ardleigh Parish Council responded in full to the NG East Anglia GREEN consultation in June 2022, 
this document provides our comments to the Planning Inspectorate on the National Grid request 
for a Scoping Opinion for an Environmental Statement.     

1.2. As stated in our June 2022 response ’given the proposed position of the substation(s) within our 
Parish, and the overhead line and/or underground cabling required to connect to that substation, 
it is clear that Ardleigh would be uniquely and profoundly affected by these proposals, should 
they go ahead.  There would be cables crossing our Parish in two directions, with a double line/ 
pinch point through Ardleigh approaching the proposed substation.  In effect three sides …of 
Ardleigh village, would be skirted or crossed. These lines/ cabling would be close to the Ardleigh 
conservation area, many homes and our village primary school and pre-school. The lines/ cables 
would cut through valued prime farmland and landscape and any pylons (up to 27 are proposed 
in our parish) would visible from nearly all parts of our beautiful, rural and relatively ‘flat’ parish 
adjoining the Dedham Vale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.’ 

1.3. Ardleigh Parish Council endorses the position of the Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons campaign 
group. The group’s response to the Scoping Report is attached to this document and we ask that 
it forms part of our own response. The report makes specific reference Ardleigh ‘It is imperative, 
too, that the ES will consider the impact of the doubling back effect of pylons at Ardleigh, which 
leaves residents living in a ‘V’ of pylons’ 

1.4. As the Local Council representing residents within Ardleigh, we are concerned that our 
communities, landscape and wider environment would be changed forever, and for the worse, 
by the proposals.  We therefore believe that the environmental scoping exercise needs to ensure 
a more  forensic examination of the impacts in and around Ardleigh and the wider Tendring 
peninsular, given the combination of pylons, multiple substations and underground cabling, to 
connect to off-shore wind farms, which are proposed. 

1.5. The description of the section of the route p33 of Scoping Report, in our view, underplays the 
significance of the impact on Ardleigh and misses key features- including Ardleigh Reservoir, 
Local Green Spaces and barely mentions the historic settlement of Ardleigh itself. ‘From the 
Colchester and Tendring boundary southeast of Langham, the Scoping Report Corridor heads east 
crossing the B1029 at Dedham road. The underground cabling would likely transition back to OHL 
lines at this point. It then continues between Foxash and Ardleigh, crossing the A137 at Harwich 
road. Shortly after it crosses a railway line. The Scoping Report Corridor then enters the area 
where the proposed Tendring 400kv connection substation would be situated. The Scoping Report 
Corridor then heads west back the same way where it re-crosses the railway line, A 137 and B 
1029, but this time head straight west, and crosses an unnamed river connected to the Ardleigh 
reservoir before exiting the section at the boundary between Tendring and Colchester.’  

1.6. It is inevitable that the proposed pylons would be close to housing in the heart of Ardleigh 
village and visible from almost all of our parish, including within the conservation area.  The 
maps included in the report seem not clearly show Ardleigh (eg images 3.4 and 3.5 show the 
proposed site of the proposed substations closer to Lawford/ ‘Foxash Estate’- which is a 
scattered rural development of former Land Settlement Association  smallholdings in both 
Ardleigh and Lawford parishes). The legend ‘Ardleigh’ showing somewhat to the north and west 
of our centre of population/ village centre. The position of Ardleigh Reservoir looks to be to the 
south/east of the A137 yet it is actually located to the north/west. This is very confusing and 
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misleading and it gives the impression that the proposed substation area is more ‘remote’ than it 
actually is. 

1.7. Further, a number of important heritage and tourism assets in our Parish have not been included 
in the report (eg Green Island Gardens). 

1.8. As previously stated in recent consultations impacting our Parish (including those of wind farm 
operators), we support the calls for a strategic off shore solution and continue to call on all 
parties (including off shore windfarm providers, battery storage providers, local authorities and 
the government) to work together and, if necessary, to update the regulatory framework, to 
enable a genuinely strategic and collaborative approach to the issue of energy supply and to 
ensure that future consultations provide a full range of considered and costed options.  

1.9. Since the original NG East Anglia (GREEN) consultation, both Five Estuaries and North Falls 
windfarms have consulted on their own proposals.  It is clear from the level of detail provided in 
their consultation documents that they expect the NG substation to be situated on the edge of 
Ardleigh and that they are expected (and expecting) to connect to it! Once decisions are made 
for these windfarms to make landfall in Tendring (which is the only option under consideration), 
then it appears that NG will have to push ahead with its EA GREEN plans.  Alternatives do not 
appear to have been considered properly at any stage, let alone consulted on.  No changes that 
we can discern to proposals for the areas around Ardleigh appear to have been made following 
the summer 2022 consultation. 

1.10. Furthermore, despite the widespread and strong opposition to the initial consultation, 
the scoping report suggests that NG is pushing ahead with the original proposals- permitting 
offshore-generated power to be brought onshore a considerable distance from where it is 
ultimately needed, building new huge transmission substations on agricultural land, then 
connecting to 180km of new and unsightly pylons.  The full environmental impact has not been 
calculated, the project, despite its name, is anything but ‘green’. 

1.11. There is not public confidence that NG is conducting its consultations fairly, openly and 
with all the legal requirements in place.  In fact, many residents feel that the East Anglia GREEN 
project is largely a fait accompli.  It is therefore imperative that the Planning Inspectorate ensure 
that the Environmental Scoping exercise includes all of the relevant considerations and that 
this exercise is seen to consider the full and wide environmental and social implications of the 
proposals incorporating the Pylons, all Substations and associated infrastructure. 

1.12. We will not repeat general points in our submission, but will focus below on some 
specific issues affecting Ardleigh which we feel should form part of the Environmental Scoping 
process. 

2. Specific issues and concerns for Ardleigh which should be included in the scope 
2.1. Full consideration of the cumulative environmental impacts for our Parish, and its residents, of 

two lines of Pylons, multiple substations, new battery storage and links to off-shore windfarms.  

2.2. Impact on views into and out of the Ardleigh conservation area and to and from Local Green 
Spaces, including those within the emerging Ardleigh Neighbourhood Plan. These must include, 
but not be limited to, the public footpaths around the village centre/ conservation area, site of 
ancient monument, Ardleigh Reservoir- including approved extension- and the lake and 
footpaths behind Ardleigh Primary School. 

2.3. Full consideration of the short, medium and long term implications  in Ardleigh including the 
construction phases of noise, traffic and disruption to residents, visitors and local businesses as 
well as wildlife, water and drainage. This would involve scoping back in several areas proposed 
to be out of scope (see below), 
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2.4. Full consideration of the impact and siting of the proposed substations.  
2.4.1. For example, details of the choice of location for substation is given in  3.6 of the report. 

‘While Zone A as a whole was considered less preferable from a landscape and visual 
perspective compared to Zone C when considering the substation in isolation, when account 
was taken of the 400kV OHLs, Zone A would require the shortest length of connection. The 
cost for a substation at Zone A would be between approximately £16 million and £20 million 
less than that for a substation at any of the other zones.’  

2.4.2. This strongly suggests that cost, rather than environmental impact, was the driver in the 
choice of substation locations.  The  overhead lines, which this proposal would provide the 
‘shortest length of connection’ to, will take two lines of pylons directly through and around 
the heart of our Parish. This needs proper impact assessment. 

2.4.3. It is worth noting that an offshore grid would negate the need for additional substations as 
well as the double row of pylons, although probably beyond the scope of the current 
consultation, this option has not been properly considered. 

2.5. The scoping report refers to the topography of the wider geographical area as ‘predominantly 
flat and low-lying comprising of large-scale arable fields with clusters of urban and rural 
settlements’ and ‘The majority of the Project would be located in land that is categorised on 
provisional ALC mapping as Grade 3 agricultural land or higher quality’. (Scoping report 1.3) 
Ardleigh Parish and the contiguous areas proposed for substations could be described in exactly 
this way. We would ask for the scope to include whether the visual impact in such a low lying 
area and loss of agricultural capacity can be justified/ mitigated. 

2.6. Our proximity to the Dedham Vale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty was noted in earlier 
consultation, the single viewpoint, selected by NG in the scoping report for our Parish, is at the 
edge of the AONB.  Further consideration needs to be given to extending the underground 
elements to beyond the AONB and to avoid a double row of pylons right through Ardleigh.  The 
fact that no changes to the original proposals for Ardleigh are discernable since the original 
consultation in June is of particular concern.  Why is only one option still on the table? Other 
options and variants must be scoped in.  For the connections between the windfarm landfall and 
the proposed Tendring substation all cabling would be underground.  Why has NG not included 
at least some additional underground cabling (and the associated environmental implications) in 
the options under consideration?  

2.7. Ardleigh Reservoir should be included in sites designated for biodiversity and all relevant 
diversity and habitat  assessments, regardless of its technical/statutory status (we don’t 
understand why it is not already on the list).  It is a wildlife haven with many resident and 
migrating birds, plus bats, newts etc.  Regular and/or seasonal sightings include osprey, bittern 
and great crested newts.  The purple swathe passes directly over the northern edge of the 
reservoir (not over an ‘unnamed river’ as suggested on p33 of the scoping report, the swathe 
appears to cross the reservoir itself). Further, the site of the approved new reservoir and Public 
Open Space should be included (see 2.8 below). 

2.8. The development would have a substantial detrimental impact on planned Public Open Space / 
Country Park (per approved application ESS/57/04/TEN) due to be located in very close 
proximity of the proposed pylons (potentially crossing the site). In c. 2010, planning permission 
was granted by Essex County Council for a major extension of Ardleigh Reservoir. A new area of 
Public Open Space - in conjunction with new habitat creation - was proposed as a fundamental 
part of this application. As part of the planned Public Open Space, a new circular footpath link 
would be introduced around the perimeter of the reservoir, accessible from the adjacent car 
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park. This would be designed to facilitate safe public access to the reservoir by all residents, 
including disabled people and those with mobility restrictions. This need to be scoped in! 

2.9. Much of Ardleigh is designated for potential minerals extraction and has various active sites 
including several close to the proposed routes. It is important that the relevant authorities and 
operators are included in discussions about the potential impacts of the scheme in our area. 

2.10. Several areas of potential environmental impact are proposed to the scoped out of the 
project as a whole, as a minimum, we would like to see the following scoped back in for 
Ardleigh and the areas around the proposed sub-stations (if not for the whole project) since the 
impact of a concentrated area of activity (overground and underground cabling, construction 
and delivery of additional substations) is likely to be greater around Ardleigh than in other 
locations. 

• Agriculture and Soils 
o Effects on soil quality associated with ecosystem services during operation. 

• Air Quality 
o Effects from construction dust. 
o Effects from generators during construction. 
o Effects of operational vehicle emissions. 

• Ecology and Biodiversity 
o Effects of ancient woodland, important hedgerows protected species etc close to the 

substations and Ardleigh Reservoir during construction and operation. 
• Geology and Hydrogeology 

o All areas currently scoped out should be scoped back in for Ardleigh, including sites of 
minerals extraction and site of new reservoir. 

• Health and Wellbeing. 
o We consider that separate health and wellbeing ES chapter should be required. 

alongside consideration within the relevant other headings.  Specific consideration to 
the area around Ardleigh including cumulative effects. 

• Historic Environment 
o Physical effects on archaeology and built heritage in and around Ardleigh during 

construction and operation. 
• Hydrology and land Drainage 

o All areas currently scoped out should be scoped back in for Ardleigh. 
• Landscape and Visual 

o Effects on visual receptors and landscape within the settlements of Ardleigh, and its 
neighbouring parishes, and in other parishes close to the Dedham Vale AONB. 

• Noise and Vibration 
o Effects from traffic vibration during construction 
o Effects of noise from substations, overhead lines, CSEC and underground cables 

during operation. 
o Effects of vibration during operation. 
o Effects of noise and vibration associated with maintenance activities during 

operation. 
• Socio-economic, Recreation and Tourism 

o Effects on the local economy and employment during operation. 
• Traffic and Transport 

o Effects of traffic and transport during operation. 
Ardleigh Parish Council December 2022
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Response to National Grid (NG) Scoping Report1 
15 November 2022 

 

 

We bring issues to the attention of the Inspector that we believe render the entire consultation 
invalid. As a consequence, this SR, if accepted, would result in a legally deficient ES and 
consultation. We set out three main areas of concern, with details in the pages that follow: 

• Main alternatives to EAG & continuing deficiencies in NG’s process 
Charles Banner KC’s opinion concluded that the non-statutory consultation was deficient 
due to ‘after-the-event rationalisation of alternatives’ and failure against two of the Gunning 
Principles. Mr Banner warned that unless remedied, the consultation risked infecting later 
stages. That is what we see now, in the Scoping Report. It is a continuation of a deficient 
process. It addresses none of the issues raised relating to selection of or consultation on 
alternatives. NG now breaches a third Gunning principle – the requirement to give 
conscientious consideration to consultation responses. We continue to maintain that the 
consultation must be re-opened to give stakeholders a full range of alternatives for 
consultation at a stage when options have not already been foreclosed. 

 
• Cumulative impacts of energy transmission infrastructure in the region 

ESNP is supportive of wind energy. However, excess power from North Sea wind farms must 
be transmitted out of East Anglia to London and southern England. That power makes 
landfall in Norfolk, Essex and Suffolk, with adverse impacts on the environment & 
communities. Despite evidence from National Grid ESO6 in 2020 that a fully integrated 
offshore grid would be a deliverable alternative that is better for consumers, the 
environment and communities, instead, EAG is the proposed solution (and an offshore 
option not consulted on). These energy projects and EAG cannot be considered in isolation. 
They are functionally interdependent and inextricably linked. There is a clear causal 
connection between the two. The ES must therefore scope in the cumulative, in- 
combination effects with wind farms that connect into EAG. 

 
• Topics that should be scoped in to the Environmental Statement (ES) 

We set out which scoped-out topics we believe must be scoped in to the ES and recommend 
others to be scoped in. 

 
 

1EAG Energy Enablement (GREEN) Project | National Infrastructure Planning (planninginspectorate.gov.uk) 
2 220616_ESNPFinalSubmission.pdf (pylonseastanglia.co.uk) 
3 220616_CharlieBannerOpinion.pdf (pylonseastanglia.co.uk) 
444 220616_Pylons_EA_2500_Responses.pdf (pylonseastanglia.co.uk) 
5 EN020027-000012-EAGN - Scoping Report (including appendices B to K).pdf (planninginspectorate.gov.uk) 
6 download (nationalgrideso.com) 

Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons (ESNP) is the umbrella group for communities along NG’s 180km ‘East 
Anglia GREEN’ (EAG) pylons route. Our petition, signed by 22,000, called for an offshore grid. On 16 
June we submitted an 80-page response2 to the non-statutory consultation. It detailed numerous 
environmental (and other) issues. With it we submitted a legal opinion3 from Charles Banner KC and 
a survey completed by 2,500 people4. We are yet to receive a response from National Grid. Our 
submissions have not been referred to or the issues addressed in the Scoping Report5 (SR). 

http://www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk/
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/eastern/east-anglia-green-energy-enablement-green-project/?ipcsection=docs
https://pylonseastanglia.co.uk/news_documents/220616_ESNPFinalSubmission.pdf
https://pylonseastanglia.co.uk/news_documents/220616_CharlieBannerOpinion.pdf
https://pylonseastanglia.co.uk/news_documents/220616_Pylons_EA_2500_Responses.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020027/EN020027-000012-EAGN%20-%20Scoping%20Report%20(including%20appendices%20B%20to%20K).pdf
https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/183031/download
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1. Main Alternatives to EAG and continuing deficiencies in NG’s 
process 

Deficiencies with the consultation process mean that the SR cannot be considered 
valid. 

Legal deficiencies 

It is clear from the SR that NG is doubling down on its ‘after-the-event rationalisation’ and failure 
against two of the Gunning Principles which led Charles Banner KC in an opinion for ESNP to 
conclude that the non-statutory consultation was deficient7. Mr Banner further concluded that the 
deficiencies of the consultation meant that it cannot be relied upon at statutory consultation stage: 

“Further, there is a real risk that the legal deficiencies in the current consultation will, if left 
uncorrected, will infect the later statutory consultation (which would in turn mean that the 
intended DCO application cannot lawfully be accepted by the Planning Inspectorate). As a 
minimum, the options which have already been improperly foreclosed would need to be revisited 
and consulted upon with a demonstrably open mind, providing the public with sufficient 
information to have a fair opportunity to advocate the alternatives discussed above.” 

Specifically, Mr Banner noted that the rationale given so far for discounting the alternatives would 
not justify excluding them from the category of “reasonable alternatives” for the purposes of the EIA 
Regulations. 

The result is that the contents of the Scoping Report cannot be relied upon and that an ES which 
results from this process will be deficient. 

Summary of relevant conclusions in ESNP submission 

In brief, to assist the Inspector(s), in our submission to the non-statutory consultation we concluded: 

12.1 The East Anglia GREEN consultation must be abandoned. As demonstrated in this document, 
and supported by the opinion of Charles Banner QC, it is significantly and fundamentally deficient. 
It cannot be used to inform future consultations, nor to support a Development Consent Order 
application to the Planning Inspectorate. 

12.2 We have the following recommendations: 

12.2.1 National Grid must first demonstrate the need for this project. 

12.2.2 Decision criteria must be objective and set out in advance. Results must be justified 
and testable. Any new consultation must be re-run and adhere to the Gunning Principles. 

12.2.3 A new consultation must take into account the Offshore review, the new 
(accompanying) Network Options Assessment and the Sea Link consultation. 

12.2.4 National Grid must present options with full cost breakdown, setting out 
environmental, socio-economic, heritage and health impact of each, plus impact to the AONB. 
Cost must be presented in a transparent, accurate and unbiased manner. Cost of mitigation must 
be included and comparison of risks of each project with climate change and extreme weather 

 
7 in an opinion for Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons on 10 June 22 220616_CharlieBannerOpinion.pdf 
(pylonseastanglia.co.uk) 
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must be set out. Stakeholders need to see an evidenced appraisal of options covering lifetime 
costs, technical complexity, impact on security of supply, delivery and planning risks. 

12.2.5 The following options must be presented for consultation: Strategic offshore grid; 
options such as following existing power lines or infrastructure (rail/A12); undergrounding; T- 
pylons. National Grid profitability for each option must be presented for transparency. Ofgem and 
independent review must be performed throughout the process. 

NG’s Main Alternatives Considered 

Despite the legal opinion and our detailed submission, Chapter 3, Main Alternatives Considered, in 
the SR demonstrates that NG is continuing to move forward with the very same process which was 
found to be deficient. 

New alternative proposed by NG post-consultation but not consulted on 

Since the closure of the non-statutory consultation, NG has prepared a quasi-offshore option8 for 
MPs of the OFFSET group. That has not been consulted on and there was very limited information 
to support the option. 

In fact, the letter to OFFSET states “It would have been disingenuous for us to present an offshore 
option to the public for consultation feedback, knowing this did not comply with the framework 
requirements.” It is referred to in paragraph 3.3.9 of the Scoping Report as an alternative dismissed. 
The ‘framework’, relates to the National Policy Statement (NPS) EN-5, which does not as stated by 
NG, prevent offshore development. It merely says that overhead lines will often be a starting point. 

NG goes on to say, “…decisions made will be reconsidered and backchecked throughout the process, 
having regard to consultation responses and other relevant information (policy and regulation), none 
of the conclusions should be seen as final.” 

So, in fact, the post-consultation, quasi offshore option, continues NG’s post-justification of a prior 
decision to choose an onshore, overhead lines option, with consultation limited to the ‘purple 
swathe’ preferred route. 

NG continues to fail to acknowledge that the alternatives it has dismissed have never been 
presented to the public for consultation. All decisions have been made by NG without external 
stakeholder review. The result is that NG also now falls foul of a third Gunning Principle: 
“conscientious consideration’ must be given to the consultation responses before a decision is made.” 

This is despite NG noting the requirement in NPS EN-5 to set out cost and benefits of alternatives, 
particularly economic and environmental, in paragraph 2.3.2 of the Scoping Report yet has neglected 
to do so to date: 

“2.3.2 Section 3.7 in EN-1 states that current scenarios show significant potential increases in 
generation and changes in direction of net electricity flows from Eastern England to centres of 
demand in the Midlands and South-East England and that these kinds of flows of power cannot be 
accommodated by the existing network and new lines would have to be built. It also 
acknowledges in paragraph 3.7.10 that “in most cases, there will be more than one technological 
approach by which it is possible to make such a connection or reinforce the network (for example, 

 
 
 

8 download (nationalgrid.com) 

http://www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk/
https://www.nationalgrid.com/electricity-transmission/document/146091/download


4 

www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk 
 

ESSEX SUFFOLK NORFOLK PYLONS 
 

 

 

by overhead line or underground cable) and the costs and benefits of these alternatives should 
be properly considered as set out in EN-5 before any overhead line proposal is consented” 

This is in distinct contrast from the approach taken in the north of England by National Grid. We set 
out in Appendix A a case study of an EIA in Cumbria. It demonstrates that alternatives were properly 
considered with stakeholders from the outset. Ruling out alternatives on the basis of cost without 
first subjecting them to environmental assessment and consultation, means that the “costs and 
benefits” cannot properly be considered as the scoping report acknowledges is required by EN-5. 
Without an EIA and consultation informed assessment of the environmental differentials between 
the alternatives, it cannot properly or lawfully be determined if the difference in cost outweighs the 
difference in environmental impacts, or vice versa. 

Solution? 

We believe that the SR as submitted will lead to a deficient ES. 

NG cannot continue its pre-determined course of action in breach of Gunning Principles. 

We re-iterate the words of Charles Banner KC, “As a minimum, the options which have already been 
improperly foreclosed would need to be revisited and consulted upon with a demonstrably open 
mind, providing the public with sufficient information to have a fair opportunity to advocate the 
alternatives discussed above.” 
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2. Cumulative Impacts of energy infrastructure in the region 
 

NG must ensure that the cumulative impacts of energy projects in the region are 
considered fully. 

Scoping Report Chapter 17, Cumulative Impact 

The SR states that there are intra- and inter-project impacts, and it is inter-project impacts that 
concern us in relation to this Scoping report, “Inter-project effects (also referred to a ‘cumulative 
effects’, Planning Inspectorate, 2019) occur when a resource or receptor or group of receptors is 
potentially affected by more than one development at the same time and the impacts act together 
additively and/or synergistically (IEMA, 2011)” 

Guidance and background 
Planning Inspectorate guidance on cumulative impact9 sets the background, saying: 

“1.5 NPS EN-1 paragraph 4.2.6 goes on to state that the Secretary of State should consider how 
the “accumulation of, and interrelationship between effects might affect the environment, 
economy or community as a whole, even though they may be acceptable when considered on an 
individual basis with mitigation measures in place.” 

 
1.6 The NPSs variously state that applicants should, amongst other matters, consider mitigation 
for cumulative effects in consultation with other developers; assess cumulative effects on health; 
give due consideration to other NSIPs within their region; consider positive and negative effects; 
and consider environmental limits (e.g. the potential for water quality effects to arise due to 
incremental changes in water quality).” 

 
NG itself notes (under section 13.2 Regulatory and planning policy context) that NPS EN-5 says, 

“2.8.2 Cumulative landscape and visual impacts can arise where new overhead lines are required 
along with other related developments such as substations, wind farms and/or other new sources 
of power generation.” 

Functional interdependence of projects 

EAG cannot be considered in isolation from many of the other energy infrastructure projects in the 
region. 

The project is required to remove excess power generated by offshore wind farms from the region. 
In all NG Future Energy Scenarios10 the East of England will be a power exporting region. 

EAG’s website states that, “A need11 was identified to resolve electrical boundary issues in East 
Anglia. There are three onshore power boundaries where additional system flexibility is required to 
ensure that power generated in the area from offshore windfarms and nuclear generation has more 
ways to flow into the wider transmission network during maintenance or faults on the system.” 

 
 

9 Advice Note Seventeen: Cumulative effects assessment relevant to nationally significant infrastructure 
projects | National Infrastructure Planning (planninginspectorate.gov.uk) 
10 https://www.nationalgrideso.com/research-publications/etys/electricity-transmission-network- 
requirements/east-england-boundaries 
11 EAG frequently asked questions | National Grid ET 

http://www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk/
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/legislation-and-advice/national-policy-statements/
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/legislation-and-advice/advice-notes/advice-note-17/
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/legislation-and-advice/advice-notes/advice-note-17/
http://www.nationalgrideso.com/research-publications/etys/electricity-transmission-network-
http://www.nationalgrideso.com/research-publications/etys/electricity-transmission-network-
https://www.nationalgrid.com/electricity-transmission/network-and-infrastructure/infrastructure-projects/east-anglia-green-faqs
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EAG has ‘functional interdependence’ with projects such as North Falls and Five Estuaries, currently 
at non-statutory consultation stage, who have been told by NG that who have been told that their 
connection point will be EAG. Equinor’s two projects currently at DCO stage with PINS are also 
dependent on EAG. Functional interdependence is set out in case law. (Burridge v Breckland DC 
201312 and Wingfield, R v Canterbury City Council 201913) 

For example: 

“63. The question as to what constitutes the 'project' for the purposes of the EIA Regulations is a 
matter of judgment for the competent authority, subject to a challenge on grounds of Wednesbury 
rationality or other public law error.” and “64. Relevant factors may include: iii) Functional 
interdependence - where one part of a development could not function without another, this may 
indicate that they constitute a single project (Burridge at [32], [42] and [78]);” 

In addition, a Scoping Opinion by the Planning Inspectorate for a Proposed North Wales Connection 
found that, “The ES should give equal prominence to any development which is related with the 
proposed development to ensure that all the impacts of the proposal are assessed.” 

It also said that, “In assessing cumulative impacts, other major development should be identified 
through consultation with the local planning authorities and other relevant authorities on the basis 
of those that are [amongst others]: 

• Projects on the National Infrastructure’s programme of projects.” There are a number of NSIPs 
energy projects in East Anglia. 

Therefore, EAG cannot be considered in isolation and offshore wind farms at consultation and DCO 
stage must be scoped in to the Environmental Statement. 

Thus we also believe that the Zones of Influence identified by NG in its Scoping report (in particular 
30km Ecology and Biodiversity and 3km for Landscape and Visual) for will have to be extended to 
include coastal north Norfolk and coastal Suffolk and Essex. 

We believe that EAG cannot be considered in isolation of the upstream projects it supports. This 
must be factored in to the cumulative impacts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12 Burridge v Breckland District Council | [2013] EWCA Civ 228 | England and Wales Court of Appeal (Civil 
Division) | Judgment | Law | CaseMine 
13 Wingfield, R (On the Application Of) v Canterbury City Council [2019] EWHC 1975 (Admin) (24 July 2019) 
(bailii.org) 

http://www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk/
https://www.casemine.com/judgement/uk/5a8ff7b360d03e7f57eb1550
https://www.casemine.com/judgement/uk/5a8ff7b360d03e7f57eb1550
https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2019/1975.html
https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2019/1975.html


7 

www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk 
 

ESSEX SUFFOLK NORFOLK PYLONS 
 

 

 

3. Topics that should be scoped in to the ES 
We set out below: 

• Whole topics to be scoped back in 
• Sub topics to be scoped back in 
• Additional topics to be scoped in 
• Additional comments relating to scoped in topics 

i. Whole topics scoped out 
Vulnerability to Climate Change 

We disagree with NG that risk to infrastructure from climate change should be scoped out – it must 
be scoped in and alternatives including offshore and underground compared. Our reasoning is that 
on 27 October 2022, a Parliamentary Committee14 concluded: 

• the UK’s net-zero targets require the electrification of huge amounts of energy demand 
across the country and that this exposes the power system to enhanced vulnerabilities: 
electricity pylons and cables are more prone to disruption from extreme weather than gas, 
which relies mainly on underground pipes rather than overhead power cables. 

• the energy sector was subject to an “adaptation shortfall” in relation to lightning, high winds 
and storms. 

ii. Sub topics scoped out that should be scoped in 
We list below elements scoped out of the SR that we believe must be scoped in. 

 

Scoped out: Why scope in? 
Potential impacts on surface water are scoped 
out for biodiversity receptors in the ES during 
construction. 

Watercourses are already stressed and in poor 
condition and this should be scoped in, 
irrespective of CoCP. Directional drilling should 
be considered in sections where cut trenches 
for underground cable are near watercourses. 

Other notable mammals (brown hare (Lepus 
europaeus), hedgehog (Erinaceus europaeus), 
and harvest mouse (Micromys minutus)) 

The fact that NG notes that negative impacts 
could occur to ‘other notable mammals’ during 
construction (loss of habitat/habitat 
fragmentation/noise/light) means that this 
must be scoped back in. This, from the SR, 
indicates the level of disruption expected just 
for the haul roads: “A temporary haul route 
would be constructed to provide access for 
construction vehicles along the working areas 
and to minimise impacts of construction traffic 
using the local road network. The position of 
the haul route would be determined as the 
Project evolves, the location would be assessed 
and presented in the ES. It is currently assumed 
that temporary haul route would have the 
topsoil stripped and hardcore placed on top of 
the subsoil, this would be delivered to site by 
Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGV). It would be sited 

 
14 Readiness for storms ahead? Critical national infrastructure in an age of climate change (parliament.uk) 

http://www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk/
https://committees.parliament.uk/publications/30507/documents/175976/default/
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 where possible to make use of existing access 
tracks where possible and avoid sensitive 
ecological locations and water crossing where 
possible. 4.5.6 The haul route for the OHL would 
be typically 12m wide to allow for a running 
track, topsoil storage and passing places where 
required (formed with imported stone and 
geogrid)”. Underground sections require a 
swathe of up to 100metres wide (according to a 
National Grid webinar, Spring 22). 

Existing environment and views – construction 
and operation (inc. maintenance) 13.9.12 
Effects on visual receptors located outside of 
the ZTV are therefore proposed to be scoped 
out of the ES. 

The 41 visual receptors selected by NG 
(Appendix H) are wholly inadequate for a 
180km project with 50-metre high pylons. We 
have mapped NG’s receptors and supporters 
across Essex, Suffolk and Norfolk have added 
key visual receptors that NG must include 
irrespective of Zone of Theoretical Visibility. 
Local residents have the knowledge of lines of 
sight and areas of greatest impact. 

"Significant visual effects on people travelling 
by train on the Greater Anglia railway network 
are not anticipated due to the speed of travel, 
therefore this is proposed to be scoped out." 
(Scoped in, Wales) 

This is clearly ludicrous. It must be scoped 
back in and we note that the visual receptors 
refer to trains anyway. Note that in North 
Wales, visual impact of pylons on rail travellers 
was scoped in. It must include the Sudbury to 
Marks Tey line – the famous Lovejoy line. 

Bat activity surveys Where it is considered that 
habitat impacts would have a significant 
potential adverse effect on bats, bat activity 
surveys would be undertaken to establish a 
baseline. Based on the information outline in 
Section 8.12.42, it is considered that impacts 
on foraging and commuting bats can be scoped 
out for the sections of overhead line 

Bats forage over a very wide area. They will be 
impacted by the construction of the pylons due 
to loss of habitat (specifically, in SR: Direct 
severance/ fragmentation of woodland and 
linear habitat features (e.g., hedgerows and 
watercourses). Direct loss of woodland with 
good connectivity to the wider landscape), 
noise and light. There can be no sections of 
the line scoped out and a 10km assessment 
area must be set – as in North Wales’s pylons 
project scoping. So-called temporary impacts 
could have permanent impact on bat colonies. 
Some impacts will be permanent, when habitat 
is lost for good.The habitat avoidance policy set 
out by NG is already proposed to be breached 
in at least one place: in Aldham, Essex, where 
the pylons will pass directly over woodland. 
There needs to be a full assessment of habitat 
impact and it is imperative that bat activity 
surveys must be scoped back in. 

http://www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk/
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iii. Additional topics to be scoped in 
Existing infrastructure 

The Scoping Report must scope in impact of existing infrastructure on communities who risk being 
sandwiched between the proposed pylons and existing pylons or roads/rail e.g: 

• There is existing electricity transmission and distribution equipment in the study area 
including 400kV and 132kV OHL’s and the 400kV substations at Norwich Main, Bramford and 
Tilbury 

• Thurrock section EAG There are also three existing OHL which run through this area along 
the Scoping Report Corridor. 

• The Braintree section contains existing 400kV OHL’s and near to Chelmsford there are 400kv 
and 132k OHL’s. 

• The Babergh section west of Ipswich and the Great Leighs section north of Chelmsford 
contain two OHL’s within the corridor of search. 

It is imperative, too, that the ES will consider the impact of the doubling back effect of pylons at 
Ardleigh, which leaves residents living in a ‘V’ of pylons: 

 

 
iv. Additional comments relating to scoped in topics 

 
Visual receptors 

 
We believe that the 41 visual receptors put forward by NG are wholly insufficient. They leave huge 
unassessed gaps along the route and many very key sites of importance unaccounted for. We have 
therefore asked our supporters to log key visual receptors in their own area that should be scoped in 
to the ES. 

 
The results are available on a map that we have created, and we would be delighted to supply the 
full list to the Inspector(s) if required. 

 
Map of visual receptors submitted by the public: 
https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/edit?mid=1cu- 
HdnJdQKeHpzCiH0TWokTQmpSlAyY&usp=sharing 

http://www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk/
https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/edit?mid=1cu-HdnJdQKeHpzCiH0TWokTQmpSlAyY&usp=sharing
https://www.google.com/maps/d/u/0/edit?mid=1cu-HdnJdQKeHpzCiH0TWokTQmpSlAyY&usp=sharing
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Undergrounding of cables – swathe width 
 

The area of impact for the purposes of assessment of undergrounding cables must be set at the 
maximum of the several set out by NG. The SR report states a swathe of only 40-m wide is required 
for undergrounding. The non-statutory consultation documentation noted c60m-wide. At a NG 
webinar, Spring 2022, we were told that a swathe of up to 100m-wide is required. For the purposes 
of the ES, the swathe width must be assumed to be 100-m to ensure that all construction damage to 
ecology, habitats and archaeology is factored in. 

Impact on farms 

The impact of the 12-metre wide access roads must be scoped in to the ES. These roads will 
damage habitat and lead to security issues for land-owners. The impact of walkers using these 
roads to access previously undisturbed areas of countryside on wildlife must be assessed. 

http://www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk/
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Appendix A 
Cumbria15 – how alternatives should be consulted on 

The below is taken from National Grid’s Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report and 
Appendices for North West Coast Connections, Cumbria, in 2012. It highlights starkly the difference 
between the approach taken in East Anglia, where only one route has been pre-determined and 
presented for consultation. In Cumbria, by way of comparison, a variety of alternatives were 
discussed with stakeholders from the outset and those alternatives narrowed down through the 
process of consultation: 

“Strategic Options (2009 to 2012) 

After establishing the need for new 400kV connections, National Grid worked together with 
local authorities from across Cumbria and Lancashire, as well as many prescribed and non- 
prescribed organisations, to explore the different options available for connecting the new 
generating capacity to the NETS. The outcome of this work helped to identify six high level 
options that represented potential solutions for making the connections needed in the 
North West. 

2.2.3 In October 2012, following the completion of consultation on the possible strategic 
reinforcement options to meet the connection need, National Grid published a Strategic 
Options Report (SOR) (Ref. 2.4) for the Project. The SOR outlined six Strategic Options for 
electricity transmission system reinforcement in the North West identified by National Grid, 
and set out National Grid’s appraisals of each of the options. 

2.2.4 The six options were: 

1. Option 1 – Twin South Onshore (four onshore circuits south from Moorside); 

2. Option 2 – Twin South Offshore (four offshore circuits south from Moorside); 

3. Option 3 – Cumbria Ring Onshore South (two circuits north from Moorside, either 
onshore (3a) or offshore (3b) and two onshore circuits south from Moorside); Chapter 2 The 
Proposed Development 2-3 

4. Option 4 – Cumbria Ring Offshore South (two circuits north from Moorside, either 
onshore (4a) or offshore (4b) and two offshore circuits south from Moorside); 

5. Option 5 – Twin North and North-South (four circuits north from Moorside, either 
onshore (5a) or offshore (5b) and two circuits south from Harker); and 

6. Option 6 – Twin North and East-West (four circuits north from Moorside, either onshore 
(6a) or offshore (6b) and two circuits east from Harker plus 275kV to 400kV uprating of 
North East ring. 

2.2.5 The appraisals reported in the SOR considered the Strategic Options in terms of 
environmental, socio-economic, technical and cost factors, and took into account 
consultation feedback.” 

 
 
 

15 EN020007-000050-NWCC EIA Scoping Report (Main_Report_and_Appendices).pdf 
(planninginspectorate.gov.uk) 

http://www.pylonseastanglia.co.uk/
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020007/EN020007-000050-NWCC%20EIA%20Scoping%20Report%20(Main_Report_and_Appendices).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN020007/EN020007-000050-NWCC%20EIA%20Scoping%20Report%20(Main_Report_and_Appendices).pdf
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