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During the examination, Suffolk Energy Action Solutions identified an alternative based
on upgrading and reconductoring existing pylon corridors, estimated to cost under £300
million. This could potentially save consumers approaching £3 billion compared with the
current Sea Link proposal . If a less invasive and far cheaper solution can address the
network requirements, the Secretary of State should require National Grid to demonstrate
why it has been discounted.

4. The converter station and associated works raise significant local concerns.

The proposed converter station would house buildings up to 26 metres high with a
footprint of up to 8.1 hectares . The site is located east of Saxmundham, and the broader
project includes underground and overhead electricity lines and substations . The local
highway network is already under pressure. National Grid has indicated that Abnormal
Indivisible Loads may require up to 45 days of road closures, with the potential for traffic
to be diverted through Saxmundham . Suffolk County Council has stated that the junction
at Church Hill “should be avoided by all construction vehicles” because modelling shows
it is over capacity at peak hours . The Examining Authority has itself suggested reduced
working hours to give respite to residents, including no work on Saturday afternoons,
Sundays or Bank Holidays . These are not minor inconveniences; they represent a
sustained and significant disruption to a community that did not choose to host this
infrastructure.

5. Unresolved technical issues remain.

Ofgem has identified unresolved harmonic issues which may require additional works
elsewhere on the transmission network before Sea Link can operate compliantly at its
intended 2GW capacity . The precise scope and location of these works have not yet been
determined. In addition, identified reinforcement between Richborough and Canterbury in
Kent is excluded from National Grid’s current £3.2 billion project assessment submission .
A project of this scale should not be consented when fundamental technical and cost
questions remain unanswered.

For these reasons, I urge you to refuse development consent for the Sea Link project. The
need case has not been made, the costs have proven unreliable, a credible alternative
exists, and the local impacts are severe and inadequately mitigated.

Thank you for considering my objection. I would be grateful for confirmation that this
letter has been received and placed on the relevant file.

Yours sincerely,

Mr JC Carter




