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              Beauly – Denny Overhead Transmission Line Project 
 
          Scottish Power’s Stirling Visual Impact Mitigation Scheme 
 
                           Response by Stirling Before Pylons   
 
1. Introduction 
 
The Public Inquiry Reporters concluded that the undergrounding proposals for the 
Stirling area presented at the year long Public Inquiry in 2007 were not justified. 
There are now a number of reasons why this decision should be revised. 
 
2.  Summary 
 
• The Public Inquiry process was heavily weighted against objectors. The 

Applicants had a budget of £7 million paid for by electricity consumers. 
• Only a limited number of undergrounding options for the Stirling area were 

examined at the Public Inquiry. 
• Due to the weak stance of the UK’s Health Protection Agency (HPA) the 

Technical Reporter to the public Inquiry was unable to give due weight to the 
health impact evidence. Since the Public Inquiry more evidence continues to 
emerge on serious health impacts from power line EMFs.   

• The norms for undergrounding UHV power lines in Europe and England have 
changed since the Public Inquiry. 

• Scottish Minister Jim Mather has insisted that Scottish Power (SP) produce 
stringent mitigation for part of the Stirling area section of the line.    

• The proposals put forward by SP in its Mitigation Scheme do not amount to any 
meaningful mitigation. 

• The costings given by SP for undergrounding are likely to be an over estimate. 
• In his report to the PLI , the technical assessor Giles Scott concluded that “partial 

undergrounding of the line in short lengths is practical” and his assessment was 
that the proposal could accommodate at least two typical sections of UGC (i.e. 
5km each) and “still be the best scheme from an economic perspective”. This 
conclusion has not been assessed by CCI in their report. 

• Higher costs would require regulatory approval but transmission costs represent 
only a small portion (i.e. around 3 percent according to Ofgem) of the average                    
electricity bill and would be spread over the 28 million electricity consumers 
throughout Great Britain over the life of the asset. 

• SP admits it has no formula or rationale for deciding how much is too much to 
spend on mitigation and has not discussed undergrounding in the Stirling area 
with the regulator. 

• SP has considered the costs of undergrounding only in relation to the equivalent 
section of overhead line and not in relation to the cost of the entire 220km project. 
And the cost benefits have not been considered. 

• The public objection to the overhead power line and its support for underground 
mitigation is as strong as ever. 
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3. Flaws in the Public Inquiry process. 
 
3.1 The Public Inquiry was not a level playing field. There was considerable criticism 
from many quarters regarding the Inquiry process and how it was biased against third 
party objectors. The conclusions of the Inquiry could have been very different if 
objectors had had resources at all comparable to the Applicants. The Applicants had a 
budget of £7 million paid for by electricity consumers. 
 
3.2 Only a limited number of undergrounding options for the Stirling area were 
examined at the Public Inquiry. In addition to western options only one eastern route, 
which was universally agreed to be impractical, was examined. Scottish Power has 
recently examined other eastern underground alternatives in its Stirling Mitigation 
Scheme exercise. The work done on possible underground sections is still far from 
exhaustive and more work on options and costs remains to be done..  
 
3.3. Due to the weak stance of the UK’s Health Protection Agency (HPA) the 
Technical Reporter to the public Inquiry was unable to give the weight to the health 
impact evidence that it deserved. Mr Giles Scott said with regard to EMFs: “I 
consider that the case is not strong enough for me to propose precautionary measures 
in the absence of such measures already determined by policy makers and established 
by government. The parties were advised before the inquiry commenced that EMF 
levels and possible health risks would be considered in the context of Government 
policy and guidance. This limitation defines the scope of my findings and 
conclusions.”                
Regrettably the UK Health Protection Agency’s (HPA’s) stance on power line EMFs 
is woefully out of date and inadequate in comparison to a growing number of other 
European counties. 
 
 
4. Developments since the Public Inquiry 
 
4.1 Since the Public Inquiry more evidence continues to emerge on serious health 
impacts from power line EMFs. Incredibly the UK HPA has declined to review these 
new studies. 
 
4.2 The norms for undergrounding UHV power lines in Europe and England have 
changed since the Public Inquiry. Cable Consulting International (CCI ) and PB 
Power were retained by SP to provide a review of 275/400kv AC undergrounding in 
the Stirling area. Their report forms part of the Stirling Visual Impact Mitigation 
Scheme. Representatives from the two companies also gave evidence at the Public 
Inquiry. There are significant omissions in the report regarding current projects in 
Europe where undergrounding is either being installed or planned. 
 
4.2.1  In the Netherlands new OHL are not allowed within 300m of buildings unless a 
new design “Wintrack” pylon is used (which emits a lower EMF) and for every 
kilometre of new OHL, a kilometre of UGC must be built.  
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4.2.2 The Dutch Transmission System Operator (TSO),Tennet, have decided to 
underground two 10km sections of cable along the Ranstad 380kv project. 
 
4.2.3 In Germany plans are being advanced for 4 “pilot projects” that will be built in 
the next few years and will have similar power ratings to the Beauly to Denny line. 
Federal legislation introduced in 2009 requires a TSO to consider undergrounding if a 
proposed new transmission line passes within 200m of individual houses or 400m of 
housing developments in urban areas. Approval proceedings for partial 
undergrounding of the 59km Ganderkesee – St Hulfe line 380kv (3,600A per system) 
started in March 2009. The TSO is currently proposing to lay an 8.3km section at the 
northern end of the line but the new government of Lower Saxony maintains its 
position that no lines closer than 400m may be introduced to residential 
developments. On the 167km Diele – Niederrhein 380kv (3,600A) project in Lower 
Saxony the TSO is proposing 14.5km of undergrounding in three separate sections. 
For the Wahle – Mecklar project (3,600A) in Lower Saxony and Hesse the TSOs 
anticipate undergrounding around 16km of the 200km line. The fourth German 
project is the 60km Lauchstadt to Redwitz 380kv (3,600A). The TSO is planning a 
1.5km UGC in an area with a 15% slope/gradient. 
 
4.2.4 The cases above demonstrate that TSO’s in Europe are moving ahead with UGC 
solutions when required to do so by planning authorities or national legislation. A 
similar situation would exist in Scotland if undergrounding was required in the 
Stirling area.                        
 
4.2.5 CCI also make reference in their report to the proposed 60km 400kV OHL in 
the Somerset/Avon area of England. The proposals from National Grid are still under 
public consultation until March 2011, but National Grid project manager David 
Mercer, has said on more than one occasion in public that should an AC overhead 
solution be preferred they would need to give serious consideration to partial 
undergrounding of the line through the Mendip Hills Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty and in the urban area around Avonmouth. Stirling is both an urban area and an 
area of outstanding national beauty and significance.   
 
 
5. Scottish Minister Jim Mather has insisted that Scottish Power 
produce stringent mitigation for part of the Stirling area section of 
the line.    
 
5.1 Scottish Minister Jim Mather was clear that he required meaningful mitigation for 
the Stirling Mitigation Area. He was also strong on the public consultation he 
expected to happen. One of the central tenets of the Scottish Government has been 
involving the public on important issues. This issue has involved the people like no 
other. There has been a passionate and informed response and the people now 
respectfully ask their Government to act on it  
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6. The Scottish Power Mitigation Proposals and consultation. 
 
6.1 The proposals put forward by SP in its Stirling Visual Impact Mitigation Scheme 
will result in no meaningful mitigation. Some information supplied by the power 
company has been misleading.          
 
6.2 Possibly planting some trees (if landowners agree), painting a few of the pylons a 
slightly different colour, removal of some existing LV lines and the reinstatement of 
walls, fails to mitigate or compensate for the damaging impact of the line on Stirling’s 
communities and world class landscape and heritage. 
 
6.3 The Stirling Visual Impact Mitigation Scheme Consultation Leaflet contains some 
grossly misleading photographs. For example on page 16 and 17 the supposed “before 
and after” pictures unbelievably miss out the most important feature of all; the new 
pylons/power line are not in the “after” pictures! The pictures on page 22 are also 
misleading with the proposed new pylon being depicted very faintly and the 
conductors not visible in the picture at all. It is not surprising that people mistrust 
Scottish Power’s deeply negative approach to undergrounding. 
 
6.4 Costings.  
 
• Updated costs for undergrounding and an overhead line have been prepared for SP 

by CCI. According to the report, costs for cable systems materials, jointing, 
system testing have been obtained from cable manufacturers and costs for civil 
works have been provided by Balfour Beatty, who it should be pointed out in the 
report do have the contract for the design of the OHL. Updated costs for an 
overhead line, sealing end costs and tunnelling technology were provided by PB 
Power, which since October 2009 has been a subsidiary company of Balfour 
Beatty. 

• CCI state that information provided by cable manufacturers “has been used in the 
production of this report”. No information is provided on how it has been used – 
e.g. lowest quote, average cost or the range of cost quotes. PB Power consultant 
Mark Winfield did however confirm at one of the recent public meetings in 
Stirling that greater cost contingency was built into the undergrounding costs than 
to those calculated for the OHL.  

• International competitive tendering for all costs can be expected to produce lower 
prices than those quoted by CCI, PB Power or Balfour Beatty as evidenced by 
data from RTE France.   

• There is no overall explanation why estimated costs for the OHL have fallen in the 
latest report whereas costs for a UGC have risen. This is despite the comment on 
page 9 of the CCI report that new technology for OHL would likely increase the 
cost of the OHL construction. 

• In his report to the PLI , the technical assessor Giles Scott concluded that “partial 
undergrounding of the line in short lengths is practical” and his assessment was 
that the proposal could accommodate at least two typical sections of UGC (i.e. 
5km each) and “still be the best scheme from an economic perspective”. This 
conclusion has not been assessed by CCI in their report. 
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• Higher costs would require regulatory approval but transmission costs represent 

only a small portion (i.e. around 3 percent according to Ofgem) of the average 
electricity bill and would be spread over the 28 million electricity consumers 
throughout Great Britain over the life of the asset.     

 
6.5 The photograph on page 3 of the Consultation Leaflet has the caption beneath it 
“Typical 400kV underground cable construction.” We understand this photograph to 
be in the construction phase of a 6km length of undergrounding in the Vale of York 
completed some 15 years ago. This was about 10 percent of the entire new high 
voltage power line. We know from other photographs we have seen and first hand 
accounts from people who live in this area that the underground cable route healed in 
within a few years virtually without trace. No photographs of the “healed” route are 
produced by SP in their consultation documents. That section of undergrounding was 
completed using old technology which was significantly more expensive than the 
XLPE cables that would now be used, and people from that area who have visited 
Stirling have said they believe we have a much stronger case for undergrounding than 
they had in terms of iconic landscape and communities affected.                
 
6.6 SP admits it has no formula or rationale for deciding how much is too much to 
spend on mitigation.  
 
6.7 SP confirmed publicly at the recent consultation meetings held in the Stirling area 
that the decision whether or not undergrounding was too expensive was a subjective 
one and the power company was very unclear about which person or persons made 
this decision. The public at the recent meetings were amazed that there was no 
formula for making this decision and that the power company had apparently not 
discussed the cost of the possible undergrounding solutions for Stirling with the 
Regulator (Ofgem).     
 
6.8 SP has considered the costs of undergrounding only in relation to the equivalent 
section of overhead line and not in relation to the cost of the entire 220km project. SP 
is only responsible for the most southerly section of the 220km power line and SP 
representatives have confirmed at recent public meetings that when considering 
undergrounding costs they do not do so in relation to the whole 220km project but 
only against their small section of the project. In Europe it is typical for at least ten 
percent of a new HVOTL to be undergrounded. Ten percent of the 220 km Beauly to 
Denny power line is 22km.        
 
6.9 SP has made no calculation of the huge cost benefits of undergrounding. 
Communities and the nation as a whole would benefit from improved tourism, 
business opportunities and land/property values. Communities would also benefit 
from improved health and well-being.   
 
6.10 Although SP would claim health impacts are now out with their remit because 
the Scottish Minister has said he requires the mitigation for visual impact only, the 
public believe the power company and the Scottish Ministers are morally and socially 
obliged to listen and take their concerns into consideration. Of the 20,000 official 
objectors to the power line 80 percent cited health concerns as one of their major      
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concerns. There is an informed opinion, based on an increasing number of peer 
reviewed studies, held by many Scottish people that there is a problem; an increasing 
number of other European governments now take meaningful precautions; eventually 
the UK HPA will catch up. It will be too late for some children and some adults living 
in close proximity to HV power lines.       
 
6.11 The public objection, in the Stirling area, to the overhead power line and its 
support for underground mitigation is as strong as ever. Recent public meetings 
organised by Stirling Council have been attended by hundreds of people who have 
been unanimous in their disapproval of Scottish Power’s proposed mitigation 
measures. A recent public rally in Stirling also attracted hundreds of people including 
supporters from all over Scotland. Such a level of unrest 6 years after such a 
development was made public is unprecedented. 
 
 
7. Conclusion. 
 
Norms for undergrounding in Europe and England have moved on since the PLI in 
2007. 
In his report to the PLI , the technical assessor Giles Scott concluded that “partial 
undergrounding of the line in short lengths is practical” and his assessment was that 
the proposal could accommodate at least two typical sections of UGC (i.e. 5km each) 
and “still be the best scheme from an economic perspective”. This conclusion has not 
been assessed by CCI in their report. 
Higher costs would require regulatory approval but transmission costs represent only 
a small portion (i.e. around 3 percent according to Ofgem) of the average electricity 
bill and can be spread over the 28 million electricity consumers throughout Great 
Britain over the life of the asset. Scottish consumers are already contributing to the 
undergrounding of power lines in England, most recently 26km of undergrounding 
just for the 2012 Olympics and we understand this is to be extended by a further 
40km.      
Scottish Minister Jim Mather has asked for meaningful mitigation for part of the 
Stirling section of the proposed OHL. The measures proposed by Scottish Power will 
not result in any meaningful mitigation. Undergrounding is the only solution. If it can 
happen in England with less justification why would our politicians ever allow it not 
to happen here?     
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


