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Dear Sir
 
Please find attached my written representations in respect of EA1N and EA2.
Ref
2002 3274              
2002 3276
 
As you can imagine its taken a huge effort from all concerned has been made by many to put
their representations together.
As has been apparent from the open forum hearings the strength of feeling against this project
from the costal community and is extremely deeply felt . I sincerely hope that unlike in 99% of
DCO which have been assessed by the Inspectorate  they will listen to these voices and accept
that the harm of what is proposed outweighs the benefit and that a recommendation for refusal
will we submitted to the Minister.
 
 
Yours Faithfully
 
Luigi Beltrandi
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Summary:  
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SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT 
 
ROCHDALE ENVELOPE AND TECHNICAL SCRUTINY 
 
CUMMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
 
DEFER DUE TO EMERGING NATIONAL GRID PROPOSALS and BEIS  REVIEW 
 
 
Dear Sir   
 
RE:  DCO Applications EA1N EA2  
 
My name is  lu ig i  Beltrandi I  l ive at 6 Church Road Fr iston IP17 1PU my house is  
about 500 Metres as the crow fl ies from the proposed land s ide substation 
development.  
 
I  would l ike  to  conf ine my statement  to  land use and genera l  comments  on the 
locat ion of  the impact of  the substat ion development on the v i l lage of  Fr iston as  
I  a lso  support  the v iews of  SASES,  SEAS,  a l l  the other  local  Act ion groups and 
statements  made at  the recent  publ ic  hear ings.  
 
We are scrut iniz ing these appl icat ions part ly  because of  a  change of  t ransmiss ion 
current  within the cable  corr idor  to  the gr id connect ion at  Branford.   
 
What  was non-mater ia l  amendment is  in  fact  a  mater ia l  chance as  least  in  part  
has  necess itated the two appl icat ions before us.   
 
SITE SELECTION 
 
The s i te  se lect ion process  for  the substat ion locat ion perversely  favoured the 
s i te  at  Fr iston for  hav ing good screening to  the east  and north from ancient  
woodland which supposedly  wi l l  screen distant  v iews from Knodishal l   and  
Aldr ingham ignoring the lack  of  c lose up screening to  the south and west  in  
v iews from the v i l lage Fr iston.  
 
The v isual  impact  assessment  quest ionably  descr ibes  that  the impact  of  the 
development on v iews from the v i l lage and i ts  surrounding as  moderate and 
ins ign if icant  erroneously  re l iant  on mit igat ion by  plant ing at  15 years  growth.  As  
my f i rst -year  tutor  used to  say  an architect can only  persuade his  c l ient  to  grow 
ivy  over  his  mistakes. 
 
 







LISTED BUILDINGS and FOOTPATHS 
 
The s i te  is  within an ancient  landscape and the sett ing of  several  l i s ted bui ldings  
part icular ly  of  importance is  the sett ing of  the grade I I*  11 t h  Century  St  Mary’s  
Church Refer  to  the extract  f rom Histor ic  England website.  The v iews from the 
Church out  onto the surrounding landscape  wi l l  be compromised more re levant  
wi l l  be the impact   on v iews of  the church and bel l  tower from the ancient  
footpaths  some obl iterated by  the development as  these v iews connect  the 
v i l lage and i ts  church into  this  histor ic  landscape.  Refer  to  attached foot  path 
map and photographs  1  to  3  the v iew of  the St  Mary’s  church and bel l  tower 
a long footpath 6/7  on the approach to  Fr iston.  Fr iston is  the meet ing point  of  
many important  footpaths  the loss  of  some these paths  destroys  physica l  and 
histor ica l  connect ions with this  landscape.  
In  the attached appl icants ’  Appendix  B St ’  Mary’s  church is  convenient ly  omitted 
from the Aria l  v iew plan ignoring i ts  proximity  to  the proposed development and 
in Appendix  C showing footpath 6  obl i terated by  the substat ions which are  
shown smal ler  than their  actual  s ize  consequent ly  further  away from St  Mary’s  
Church.  The appl icant  is  l ike ly  to  respond that  this  information is  indicat ive  as  
has  happened at  numerous publ ic  consultat ion.  I f  this  is  the case what  is  the 
information that  has  been produced for  this  submiss ion that  can be re l ied upon?     
 
 
SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT 
 
Works  connected with the development come in such proximity  to  St  Mary’s  
church suggest ing that  locat ion chosen is  too smal l  and cramped for  the 
proposals  to  be successful ly  integrated and accommodated into  the surrounding 
landscape.   
 
The v i l lage Fr iston s i ts  in  a  rural  sett ing on the edge of  an Area of  Outstanding 
Natural  Beauty  with no discernible  dif ference in  the qual i ty  of  the surrounding 
landscape to  that  of  areas within the AONB immediately  to  the south of  the 
A1094. 
 
The proposals  for  the development at  Fr iston are roughly  1/3 larger  than the 
area of  the v i l lage equivalent  in  s ize  to  S izewel l  B.   
 
The more appropriate descr ipt ion for  what  is  proposed at  Fr iston with these 
proposals  is  that  a  huge energy  hub the s ize  of  Wembley Stadium with numerous 
structures  as  ta l l  as  5/6  storey bui ldings  which are  a l ien and incongruous in  form 
and scale  in  this  landscape.   
Refer  to  photo montages  attached v iews from Grove Road please note that  these 
do not  inc lude the Nat ional  Gr id Substat ion  as  l i t t le  information was avai lable  or  
connect ions to  the pylons /overhead l ines.  
 
ROCHDALE ENVELOPE AND TECHNICAL SCRUTINY 
 
Given the sensit iv i ty  of  the s i te  due to  i ts  proximity  to  a  v i l lage,  l i s ted 
structures,  within an ancient  landscape and the physica l  scale  of  the proposals  is  
the use of  the Rochdale  Envelope a  suitable  method for  assess ing the impact  of  







the proposed development?  Should the appl icant  have been asked to  produce 
ful ly  detai led proposa ls  of  the des ign part icular ly  of  the substat ion project .   
 
What  independent  scrut iny  is  being given to  the des ign on technical  issues  for  
example could parts  of  the development go underground or  is  the des ign of  
proposed equipment  as  smal l  or  as  s i lent  as  is  avai lable  or  can be des igned.  
Noise from the substat ions on what  is  current ly  a  rural  environment part icular ly  
at  night  being a  major  concern.   
  
CUMMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
 
As  counci l lor  Marian Fel lows pointed out  the cumulat ive  impact  of  the numerous 
addit ional  projects  that  are  in  the pipel ine is  not  being properly  scrut inized or  
planned for  not  only  for  their  i rrevers ible  physica l  impact  on this  prec ious 
landscape but  with the disrupt ion for  years  to  come caused by  their  construct ion 
and i ts  effect  on the physica l  /mental  health and economic wel lbeing of  the 
communit ies .   
 
Below is  a  l i st  of  projects  being proposed and attached is  conf irmat ion from 
publ ished data.  
 
 
1. SCD1 & SCD2 interconnections between Suffolk and Kent 
 
2. NGV Nautilus Interconnector linking GB-Belgium 
 
3. Greater Gabbard extension 
 
4. Galloper extension  
 
5. Sizewell C construction and Sizewell B decommissioning  
 
 
P lease note that  a  DCO appl icat ion for  S izewel l  C  has  been lodged and s ince the 
commencement of  these hear ings  i t  has  been reported that  the Government is  
ready to  approve the appl icat ion.  The ful l  impact  of  these projects  happening 
concurrent ly ,  or  their  cumulat ive  impact  is  therefore extremely  re levant  to  this  
appl icat ion.  P lease note what  is  being experienced at  Hinkley  point  (s ister  
project  to  S izewel l  C)  the largest  construct ion project  in  Europe.  
Refer  to  the attached art ic le  in  the Guardian 02/11/2020  
For  EA1N and EA2 the appl icant  submitted two separate appl icat ions increasing 
the prospect  of  the two developments  being a l lowed to  happen sequent ia l ly  
pro longing their  disrupt ion.  We understand that  this  could have happened with a  
s ingle  appl icat ion.  Ho wever by  val idat ing two separate appl icat ions the 
Inspectorate a l lows the developer,  as  per  the reduct ion in  output  and the change 
in  transmiss ion to  EA1 made under a  minor amendment appl icat ion,  to  have 
greater  room to  a lter/amend  the proposals  to  explo it  di f fer ing f inancia l  models  
increasing the prof i tabi l i ty  of  project  for  the benef it  of  his  shareholders  without  
a l lowing independent  scrut iny.  
 







I t  i s  apparent  that  the  area surrounding Fr is ton is  dest ined to  become by stealth 
a  vast  unplanned energy  hub by  several  independent  developers  with a  myriad of  
cable  corr idors  connect ing to  the Nat ional  Gr id and back to  the sea to  Europe.  I f  
this  development is  granted consent  and i t  wi l l  be the enabler  for  this  
opportunist ic  land grab to  take place.  A strategy that  has  c lear ly  been dr iven by  
Nat ional  Gr id in  offer ing the connect ion to  the gr id to  SPR at  Fr iston.  Seezing the 
opportunity  for  further  developments  on the open plateau to  the north bounded 
by Saxmundum to  the west  and Leiston to the east .  Again,  a  pr ivate developer 
with i ts  pr imary  concern of  increasing value for  i ts  shareholders  whi lst  ignoring 
the harm caused.  I f  i t  i s  not  the responsibi l i ty  of  the developer to consider  the 
cumulat ive  impact  of  a l l  these proposed developments  does  i t  not  the fa l l  to  the 
Inspectorate to  properly  evaluate their  impact  on this  fragi le  and sensit ive  
landscape.   To  come to  balanced and informed v iew on whether  the 
transformative nature and the combined structural  impact  that  these projects  
wi l l  have on the ex ist ing landscape ,  employment,  tour ism,  transport ,  mental  
health and so  on is  sustainable  and whether  the destruct ion caused outweighs 
the benef it .    
 
Land is  a  prec ious resource the impact  of  development on this  scale  is  
i rrevers ible  future generat ion wi l l  be left  to  pick  up the pieces  of  this  piece meal  
approach to  the procurement of  zero  carbon energy.  
Al lowing developers  propose indiv idual  windfarm projects  with their  
independent  cable  corr idors  and gr id connect ions is  not  a  sustainable  method of  
procuring such projects .  The harm caused certainly  outweighs the benef it .  
   
DEFER DUE TO EMERGING NATIONAL GRID PROPOSALS and BEIS  REVIEW 
 
Throughout  East  Angl ia  the countrys ide is  being or  is  about  to  be ravaged by  
numerous uncoordinated such projects .  This  bl ight  on coastal  communit ies  has  
now been recognised by  the Government with the BEIS  Review and by  Nat ional  
Gr id in  a  report  of  September 2020 so lut ions are  now being brought  forward 
proposing connect ion between windfarms and with the cont inent  reducing the 
required number of  gr id connect ions.  
 
Given the emerging proposals  by  Nat ional  Gr id and that  a  specif ic  rev iew on 
energy  is  current ly  being undertaken by  the Government should the 
Inspectorate,  rather  than maintaining that  Government pol icy  is  a lways being 
rev iewed as  a  reason for  br inging forward these appl icat ions not  delay  their  
scrut iny.  This  emerging pol icy  could be the launch-pad of  a  coordinated plan 
enabl ing a l l  to  look forward to  offshore wind generated energy  for  a  truly  
sustainable  future.  
 
 
Yours  Faithful ly   
 


 
 
Luig i  Beltrandi  







ATTACHMENTS 
 
Naut i lus  interconnectors  
ESO Nat ional  Gr id  
Gal loper  Extension  
Grater  Gabbard Extension 
Sizewel l  C  not ice 
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Photos 
View 1  From footpath 6  
View 2  From footpath 6  
View 3  From footpath 6  
 
View of  proposals  from Grove Road  
Ex ist ing v iew from Grove Road 
 
The Guardian Art ic le  ‘Smal l  town upended by Europe’s  biggest  construct ion 
project ’  02/11/2020 PDF 
 
Eastern Dai ly  Press  30/09/2020 PDF Nat ional  Gr id Change the way windfarms 
connect   
 
St  Mary’s  Church Grade I I*  L ist ing Histor ic  England 
 
P lan of  L isted Bui ldings  Histor ic  England 
Map of  footpaths  around Fr iston  
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