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1. Ofgem warns of power shortages on mainland Britain in the coming decade. The 
regulator said the industry needed £200bn of investment by 2020.
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/low/business/8494899.stm

2. Correction: The term “contrary to the SAGE recommendations”, applied 
(news292.6) to the 400kV single-circuit powerline in Northern Ireland, was not the 
best description. SAGE did not recommend that there should be no new single-circuit 
400kV lines, only that electricity companies should be encouraged to use optimal 
phasing for double-circuit lines. A new single-circuit line may be against the spirit of 
that recommendation but not the letter. 

3. While the increased spread of EMF from a single-circuit line should be noted, the 
impact does depend on the proximity of housing. It would not normally be preferable 
to have a more expensive and visually intrusive double-circuit 400kV line where a 
single-circuit line would do, rather the reverse. In the Northern Ireland example, 
however, there is a case for suggesting a double-circuit 275kV line, which would give 
valuable additional security to the cross-border connections. The weakness of those 
connections has been a factor restricting sensible alternatives for Donegal, which 
otherwise might have been fed from Coolkeeragh in NI. 

4. The DoE Planning Service in Northern Ireland confirm that there were errors in the 
local adverts relating to the NIE interconnector (news292.4). The errors were in the 
advert for a separate application for a Mechanical and Biological Treatment (MBT) 
Plant, not in the advert for the interconnector, although the errors confused the two. 
The Planning Service says that this doesn’t require re-advertising the interconnector, 
but they will re-advertise the MBT application correctly. The Environmental 
Statement for the Interconnector was advertised in three province-wide newspapers on 
22 January, with 4 weeks for responses on the ES specifically, expiring 19 February. 
The Planning Service says that “the Department is required to take account of any 
written objections received prior to the determination of any planning application”. 
However, consideration of the time-limited responses to the ES may be an important 
stage in the determination process.

5. The deadline for the DECC consultation on the draft National Planning Statement 
(NPS) on Electricity Networks Infrastructure is 22 Feb, about a week away. The draft 
NPS is called EN-5, part of a suite including EN-1 on overarching strategy. In turn, 
EN-1 refers to the Electricity Networks Strategy Group (ENSG) and its Vision for 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/low/business/8494899.stm


2020 (of which there is a 29-page summary version, a longer full version, and an 
addendum to 2030). See revolt news286, 283, 274 etc and the DECC consultation site
https://www.energynpsconsultation.decc.gov.uk/

6. Notes of two concerns for possible response to DECC are at APPENDIX A below. 
Any feedback from readers on these issues would be welcome, before a response is 
finalised later next week.

*****
*****

APPENDIX A   Two concerns on the draft NPS EN-1 and EN-5

Concern 1   Provision for strategic consultation and objection.

The proposed arrangements seem to reserve strategic decision for industry and 
government to make together without input from the affected public. 

For example, alternative electricity transmission infrastructure strategies involving 
under-sea cables carrying bulk power from north to south, along either or both east 
and west coasts, need to be considered in a sufficiently broad strategic context. The 
Beauly-Denny proposal in Scotland was considered in too narrow a context by too 
narrow an authority (the Scottish Executive). 

The Electricity Networks Strategy Group (ENSG), and its report Our Electricity 
Transmission Network: A Vision for 2020 (V2020), occupy a key position giving 
advantage to industry interests, to the practical exclusion of the public (and hence the 
public interest) at this important strategic stage. The ENSG membership as detailed 
on page 25 of V2020 consists entirely of industry and government (including the 
regulator) members (12 industry, 5 government, 1 regulator), with industry 
numerically dominant. 

The significance of this industry-led strategy can be seen in the extract from its 
Foreword: “A key step in ensuring that the projects identified by the Energy Networks 
Strategy Group can be built on time is the Government’s further work on simplifying  
and streamlining the GB planning regime and integrating this process with the 
National Policy Statements.” 

This seems tantamount to industry deciding the projects out of the public view, and 
government procedures facilitating these projects, leaving only minor local variations 
to be open to meaningful public consultation. EN-5 2.1.1 says “In the light of this, the  
IPC should start its assessment of applications for infrastructure covered in this NPS on  
the basis that need has been demonstrated.” It is one thing to establish need for general 
reinforcement, another to establish need for each specific project. Imposing need for a 
project as a given obstructs genuine consideration of proper strategic alternatives.

EN-1 3.1 says “The Government believes that it must set the strategic framework …” 
That is acceptable and helpful. It would not be practical to debate the strategic 
framework repeatedly for every project. There seem to be three levels:

• Overarching strategic framework
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• Strategic choice of projects, given the framework 
• Local determination of projects and their site-specific variations, given overall 

need for each specific project
I am concerned that the middle level may be determined by industry without 
consultation or challenge in the public interest.

EN-1 3.1 concludes “The IPC does not need to consider the relative advantages of  
one technology over another given the Government’s view that companies should be 
permitted to determine the individual projects to bring forward within the strategic  
framework set by the Government, taking account of the clear benefits of a diverse 
energy mix.” It would be unfortunate if this was used to exclude discussion of partial 
or whole underground or undersea alternatives for specific powerline proposals. 
While it may be reasonable to avoid repeating strategic considerations of, say, nuclear 
versus other generation, such exclusion would not reasonably apply to powerline 
technologies. Objectors should be entitled to advance reasonable technological 
alternatives as a matter of project-specific impact.

EN-1 3.8.8 says “Government believes this work [the ENSG 2020 document] 
represents the best available view of the optimum strategy for reinforcing electricity  
network infrastructure in order to achieve the UK’s renewable energy and security of  
supply targets, and will therefore be relevant to the IPC’s consideration of electricity  
network proposals.” It may be the best available, but it is a view of interested industry 
parties without testing against other relevant public interests. This seems to give carte  
blanche to commercial interests to determine projects at the middle level outlined 
above. 

There could be value in public interest groups having a meaningful input to the 
formation of such strategies as V2020. For example they might ask questions about 
sensitivity to variations in underlying assumptions, such as security standards and 
economy of scale for under-sea and underground cabling.

In a similar way, government seems to defer to commercial interests in respect of 
holistic versus fragmented consideration of projects (EN-5 2.3.2) with reference to the 
ENSG and its document ENSGR 2009-22. These should not be matters for the 
commercial bodies to arrange privately with the IPC in the absence of views 
representing other public interests.

A further example is in EN-5 2.7.7, which cites only National Grid estimates of 
relative costs of undergrounding. This is a controversial and rapidly changing topic in 
which other commercial bodies have significantly different estimates. It seems that 
EN-5 is somewhat partisan in citing only one source and, moreover, enshrining its 
estimates within the draft NPS itself, giving them undue force. Likewise part 2.7.9 
shows the now familiar one-sided “swathe” argument without explaining that the 
impact is essentially temporary during the construction period and that the effect after 
that is remarkably benign.

The NPS documents themselves appear to be subject to Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (SEA), but these are essentially at the level of procedure rather than 
strategy. This SEA does not appear to provide appropriate scrutiny of key strategic 
developments such as those in V2020.



In conclusion on this concern, I submit that the above-mentioned sections of EN-1 
and EN-5 should be rewritten to allow for taking into account other public interests in 
the strategic choice of projects and in matters such as cumulative and holistic 
assessment of projects, rather than leaving it to the financially interested commercial 
parties. Those particular examples of partisan passages drawn from commercially 
interested parties should be re-written accordingly.

Concern 2   EMFs

EN-5 part 2.9 has four pages on EMFs (electric and magnetic fields). EMFs from 
powerlines are real (known) and measurable exposures to residents living nearby, for 
whom there is a persistent significant statistical association across the world with 
childhood leukaemia, sufficient for the WHO International Agency for Research on 
Cancer (IARC) to classify such exposures as a possible human carcinogen (category 
2B). There is widespread scientific evidence giving rise to associations and concerns 
regarding other health impacts, including for example Alzheimer ’s disease for which 
there are significant statistical associations in meta-analyses taken across several 
studies. 

While the establishment position remains that the risk, if any, is small (based only on 
childhood leukaemia), this should not be a zero consideration. Even if small, any such 
impact should, following the EU Directive 97/11/EC on EIA, be considered in 
combination with all other impacts. This could tip the balance in, say, a choice 
between two routes. In addition, public perception of possible health impacts should 
be a material planning consideration, also to be taken in combination.

EN-5 in effect recommends adhering only to ICNIRP guidelines, which take no 
account of the acknowledged possible health impacts at lower levels including the 
IARC classification as a possible carcinogen. This is an irrational omission in EN-5. 
For example, EN-5 2.9.17 advises against re-routing or undergrounding solely on the 
basis of EMF exposure, which gives a prejudicially dismissive impression and 
neglects to envisage that EMF impacts should properly, in the sense of 97/11/EC, be 
taken in combination with all other impacts, including visual impacts. It is entirely 
feasible that undergrounding might in some situations be considered where there 
would otherwise be a combination of visual and EMF impacts, whereas the present 
wording of EN-5 would (mis)lead the reader towards a contrary view.

In conclusion on EMFs, it is recommended that EN-5 part 2.9 should be re-written to 
allow expressly for consideration of possible health impacts and public perception of 
possible health impacts, which should be considered cumulatively in combination 
with other impacts of particular projects. It would be fair and helpful to give the 
combination of EMF exposure, public perception and visual impact as an example 
where the combination may be a consideration.

*****


