Mr. Peter Bryant

Senior Project manager

National Grid Hinkley C Connection Project

PO Box 5689

London

W1A 4FG

30 December 2009  

Dear Mr. Bryant

National Grid’s Hinkley C Connection Project

Thank you for your letter of the 17 December 2009 and the enclosed Strategic Optioneering Report. This was helpful in that it gives more insight into the process which has led to the options presented at the various briefings and exhibitions. At the same time, it gives rise to a number of further questions. I wish to respond under three separate headings: Assumptions about Energy Strategy and Connection Requirements; Evaluation of Options; Choice of possible overhead routes.

Assumptions about Energy Strategy and Connection Requirements
There is an inherent contradiction in National Grid claiming that it has the specific remit to provide an efficient energy connection system to match the planned power output of Hinkley C, but basing that on speculative assumptions about energy strategy for the region.  For example, 3.18 (p10) states that the required transmission capacity is not based on the parallel running of Hinkley Point B and C, yet 4.8 (p17) clearly states that the ‘optioneering exercise’ assumed precisely that scenario. The proposed new connection is scheduled for 2015. Hence the network is assumed to cope with connections to Pembroke Power Station in 2011/12, Rhigos (2012), Margam (2013), Abernedd (2013 onwards) and the Atlantic Array (2014), totalling almost 5GW, without the proposed Hinkley to Seabank connection. So why are these power generators listed as justification for a 10GW capacity new line? 
The report is based on the strategy looking at the South West Region and South Wales together. It is clear from 3.34 (p.14) that the main reason for new NG lines is a change of policy in making this region a major exporter of energy (especially to London). There has never been a real public debate about energy generation and distribution policy. It is my view that the current rush for a new generation of nuclear power stations is the result of government failure over the past 25 years to invest in renewable sources of energy, encourage local micro-generation projects with favourable feed-in tariffs and a lack of confidence in achieving energy efficiency and reduction in demand. Hence the NG project is based on a ‘belt and braces’ assumption of providing excess capacity. Much of this vast investment and environmental damage is purely to ensure stability at exceptional peak periods which may coincide with low output from wind generation. This could be overcome by utilising a network of reserve power generators already available from major regional companies (such as the Water companies).

Evaluation of Options

Even though this takes up the major part of the report, it appears to give selective information, short of detailed evidence. It has a distinct feel of ‘these are the conclusions on which we will base our facts’ about it. In particular, I find the following aspects far from satisfactory:

1
There were originally 20 options, including several which were clearly not system compliant and would be discounted. However, overhead High Voltage DC was not even considered amongst the 20 options. It does feature in a letter from David Mercer to Dr. Liam Fox MP (dated 16 December 2009), but is dismissed as being uneconomic over a distance of 50km. That is true, of course, but HVDC connections are likely to become more widely used across the EU and I would like to see a consideration of this line being part of a wider future system.

2
The report is based on the need to regard South Wales and the South West as a combined energy generation and distribution system. In 3.11 (p8), it is stated that existing 400kV tunnel circuit will need upgrading, probably by establishing a new tunnel. It is implied that this work will have to be done anyway as new generators in Wales come on stream between 2012 and 2016. Yet the need for this upgrade is used as an argument against Option H5 (HVDC subsea cable from Hinkley to Aberthaw) and is presumably included in the £2bn estimated cost. It is also not clear why H5 would have implications for Severn Barrage upstream, except possibly for one of the ‘lagoon’ options. This logical option is discounted purely on grounds of cost and I would wish to see a detailed breakdown of how the cost figures have been estimated. 

3
The report claims in 5.15 (p21) that HVDC options H5 and H6 are technically challenging. Presumably this was also the case for cross-channel HVDC line at that time. If one discounts options because the exact equivalent has not yet been done, there can never be any advance in technology. It is also difficult to see why the ‘tidal environment’ of the Bristol Channel poses greater problems than the Straits of Dover, which is one of the busiest shipping lanes in the world. The potential problem with option H6 relating to the deep water channel at Avonmouth could be overcome by bringing the line onshore on the south side of the entrance to the docks.

4
The options proposed by National Grid, H10 and H10a in the report, have been given different estimated costs in different briefings/correspondence. It should be relatively easy to give full details of what is and is not included in the estimate, especially as this is existing technology. Clearly, any new tunnel link across the Severn is not included, while it was included in the cost of H5, yet it is likely to be done anyway within the next decade. The difference between H10 and H10a is only £42m. Yet this is supposed to include the cost of taking down the existing Western Power 132KV line (50km), acquiring land for an enlarged substation in Congresbury (the report refers to Churchill, but it is just within the parish of Congresbury), building a 400kV spur to the substation, then Western Power building a new 132kV connection between the Congresbury and Weston-super-Mare substations. I simply do not believe that all this can be done for £42m. In general, my impression is that the costs of the preferred option have been understated, while the costs of the undersea options have been inflated and I would need a lot more detail to be convinced otherwise.
5
The assessment of options totally ignores concerns about possible health effects and there is no mention of this anywhere under 2.6, 2.7 or the Schedule 9 Statment (2.8). The National Grid briefing paper on the Draper report says:

 This 2005 study, also known as the Draper study, looked at 33000 cases of childhood cancer from 1962 to 1995 and the distance of their address at birth from the nearest 275kV or 400kV power line. It found an association between childhood leukemia and these power lines (1.7 fold increase near the power lines, less further away). But this association extended too far (600m) from the lines  to be caused by magnetic fields. There is no simple explanation for these findings and the paper concludes:'We have no simple explanation for our results in terms of causation by magnectic fields or association with other factors.'
This can be put another way:
  

 After studying 33000 childhood cancer reports over thirty years, a statistical link was found between childhood leukaemia and proximity to high voltage power lines. The closer the children lived to the lines, the greater the statistical link (up to 1.7 times, or 70% increase in those living closest), and the increase in leukaemia cases became vanishingly small only at a distance of 600m away from the power lines. As yet, there is no explanation of why these electromagnetic fields would cause childhood leukaemia, but we have not found any other common environmental or genetic factors with which to link the increased numbers of cases.  

It is totally unacceptable for National Grid to use the lack of causal link as an excuse for ignoring the increased risk of leukaemia for children living close to 275kV and 400kV power lines.

It is my belief that we are being presented with the limited option of overhead 400kV AC routes purely on the basis of short term economic expediency. The government and National Grid have clearly prioritised the assumed growth in energy requirement of London and the South East above environmental, health and amenity considerations for the population of North Somerset. Hence they are opting for the cheapest 20th century technology. Energy costs are bound to rise anyway. Even if were to accept the figure of £1bn extra cost of an HVDC undersea connection, the ‘one off’ extra cost to the consumer would be worth the long term benefits and most customers in this area would be only too willing to pay the difference.  
Choice of possible overhead routes (‘Corridors 1 and 2’)
It is with some reluctance that I am responding to the choice of routes presented by National Grid, for all the reasons given above. I am quite convinced that the right solution is an HVDC link. The Corridor options are set out in a way that is bound to set the views of different communities against each other. Corridor 2 with all its optional routes is given as a single option. It is not obvious why sections of the Corridor 2 route could not be combined with section of Corridor 1 (option 1B) route.
 I am making my response as ward member for Congresbury, referring here to documentation given in the briefing papers and at the exhibition. 

Corridor 1 (Option 1A) would have considerable harmful effects for Congresbury and its surroundings. The existing 132kV line runs adjacent to Moorland Park. This is a Roma/gypsy settlement which has grown over the years and now has the population of 200-250, including about 60 children. Constructing a 400kV power line in close proximity of this settlement would be totally irresponsible. The required separation of 600m is not possible within corridor 1.  If option 1A was chosen with a route close to Moorland Park, I would expect a legal challenge to be mounted by the Gypsy Council of Great Britain on grounds of racial discrimination and human rights legislation. Bringing the new line closer to the village, would take it within corridor 2 (Strawberry line route), which is also totally unacceptable. It would bring it close to the Station Close affordable housing estate and within 600m of St. Andrew’s School.  

The construction of the extra 400kV spur to the enlarged substation at Congresbury (Churchill) would also cause major problems. Since the 132kV line cannot be taken down till the new line is built on one side or the other, the new line would be constructed either very close to the settlement at Brinsea or to Churchill Green, where Churchill Community School is situated. Neither of these options is acceptable. In fact, the 132kV spur would almost certainly be retained by Western Power to connect to the Weston substation. Any other route would come right to the edge of our village.  
Hence the preferred overhead option for residents of my ward is corridor 2 (adjacent to M5 route, not the other alternatives).

However, I would strongly urge National Grid to re-open the original option H5 of HVDC link Hinkley to Aberthaw or a modified version of H6.

Yours sincerely

Tom Leimdorfer

Councillor,  Congresbury Ward 

