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Consultation deadline: 29 September 2026 
 
To: Ofgem Major Projects Directorate 
Via Email: MajorProjects.LTPD@ofgem.gov.uk 
 
From: Walberswick Against LionLink (WALL) 
Email: info@wall-update.org 
Website: www.wall-update.org 
 
Date: 25th September 2026 
 

1. Introduction 
Walberswick Against LionLink (WALL) is a community group set up in 2023 to campaign against the 
LionLink project proposed by National Grid Ventures (NGV). WALL and many of its members have been 
heavily involved in the Sea Link consultations and PINS process. Sea Link and Lionlink are very closely 
connected in terms of project design, location and their adverse impacts. Whilst WALL was formed 
because of the local impacts of the projects, it has looked more widely at how these projects pose nation-
wide risks to the efficient transition to green energy and the potential for negative impacts on 
consumers. 
 
WALL is responding to Ofgem’s Sea Link project assessment consultation to express material concerns 
regarding the complete cost, deliverability and incremental benefits of the Sea Link proposal as currently 
submitted by National Grid Electricity Transmission (NGET) and to highlight the fact that questions about 
Sea Link and LionLink alternatives and impacts, including cumulative impacts with Sizewell C (SZC), 
Scottish Power EA1 and 2, and other proposed NSIPs in the same small geographic area, remain 
unresolved. 
 
In its response, WALL has taken into consideration the recommendations and conclusions of the recent 
National Audit Office (NAO) report, entitled “Upgrading the electricity transmission network”, dated 11th 
September 2026.  
 
The NAO highlights weaknesses in the existing system which need to be addressed if the Great Grid 
Upgrade is to provide value for money, including the need for stronger oversight, transparent monitoring 
and sufficient regulatory capability to scrutinise costs. Importantly, the NAO recommends that Ofgem 
should assess the effectiveness of its regulatory approach in protecting consumers while supporting rapid 
delivery of network upgrades. 
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2. Executive Summary 
Under Ofgem’s statutory remit to protect current and future consumers, WALL urges Ofgem to reject or 
conditionally defer the approval of allowed expenditure for the Sea Link proposal based on the following 
justifications: 
 

1. Unjustified total expenditure volatility: the current baseline cost estimates carry material 
uncertainties regarding supply chain pressures and macro inflation. Approving these figures 
prematurely fails to safeguard consumers from potential capital cost overruns. Although Ofgem 
reports that the main contracts have been market-tested and benchmarked, it must publish the 
supporting evidence and demand robust third-party validation of unresolved cost risks before 
finalising the expenditure allowance. 

2. Deliverability risks and inter-project conflicts: in WALL’s view, inadequate co-ordination 
between Sea Link and other proposals (such as LionLink) with NSIPs already approved and under 
construction in the same very limited area (including SZC and EA1 and 2) introduces serious 
delivery and planning risks. Timeline slippage can increase grid constraint costs borne by energy 
billpayers. This is particularly acute in coastal Suffolk where there is extremely limited road and 
rail infrastructure to support any NSIPs. Sea Link’s preferred location for its converter station 
requires, for example, for it to repeatedly close SZC’s newly built rail link because the road 
infrastructure for Sea Link is unable to carry its HGVs and AILs. Putting Sea Link into an area of 
protected habitat and cultural heritage further complicates delivery and requires complex and 
expensive work-arounds to try to mitigate from adverse impacts. Although Ofgem is looking at 
these issues from the perspective of Sea Link, it should be acutely aware that the building of Sea 
Link will inevitably delay and increase costs to the taxpayer funded SZC.     

3. Insufficiently demonstrated net consumer benefit: due to the fact that the true costs are 
volatile and delivery timelines are unpredictable, the incremental benefits outlined in the original 
needs case are highly uncertain. 

 
In conclusion, WALL disagrees with Ofgem’s minded-to position on the project assessment request from 
NGET and urges Ofgem to utilise its regulatory oversight to withhold approval of the proposed 
expenditure until the full costs, delivery risks and consumer benefits have been properly analysed and 
addressed. 
 
Ofgem should instruct NGET to submit an optimised, strictly co-ordinated delivery plan, with updated 
cost-benefit sensitivity analyses to provide assurance that consumers are not underwriting an inefficient 
and high-risk asset. 
 
In response to Ofgem’s consultation questions WALL has set out (in Section 3 below) a series of further 
questions and requests for information, which, in the interests of evidential accuracy and transparency, 
Ofgem should examine prior to reaching its final decision. 
 

3. Responses to the consultation questions 
Ofgem has stated that it welcomes general responses to the Sea Link project assessment consultation 
and to its specific questions set out in Chapter 3 (p20) of its consultation document, published 1st 
September 2026. 
 
In general, WALL is concerned about Sea Link’s effects on communities, businesses, the environment and 
human health and wellbeing and has set out a series of requests for further information concerning 
Ofgem’s regulatory decision, including how it takes account of evidence from the separate Sea Link 
Development Consent Order (DCO) process. 
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WALL also considers that the Sea Link proposal is not taking into account the cumulative impact and 
constraining factors of locating it in Coastal Suffolk where its construction adds to and conflicts with 
other extraordinarily large NSIPs within the same 5 mile radius. For example, it is important for Ofgem to 
consider the basis for the planning approval for the Scottish Power EA1 and EA2 converter and substation 
construction which specifically cautioned against additional energy infrastructure being considered in this 
location.   

WALL considers that, to date, published information leaves material uncertainty about the complete cost, 
deliverability and incremental benefits of the proposals. We ask Ofgem, given its statutory duty to 
protect the interests of energy consumers, to consider how these uncertainties are addressed in reaching 
its final decision. 

The question numbers below follow the same as those set out on page 20 of Ofgem’s consultation 
document published 1st September 2026; headings are shortened. WALL’s requests are for proportionate, 
non-confidential evidence. Where information cannot be disclosed, aggregate ranges, methods and 
assurance conclusions are needed to demonstrate that costs, deliverability risks and benefits have been 
properly assessed. 

Question 1.1: Direct construction costs 
We believe that the cost increase from £1.1 billion to £3.2 billion still does not accurately reflect the 
true cost of this project and remains an underestimate.  

National Grid Electricity Transmission (NGET) requested £3,197.0 million and Ofgem proposes £2,891.5 
million, both in 2023/24 prices. Table 1 provides a reconciliation, but the reduction includes costs 
deferred for later assessment as well as reductions in upfront funding. It is not wholly a saving to 
consumers (Ofgem, 2026, Table 1 and paras 3.96–3.97). 

Ofgem proposes £2,249.7 million for the principal converter, cable and Kiln Lane engineering, 
procurement and construction (EPC) packages. The Richborough-to-Canterbury overhead-line work is 
proposed for later assessment. Additional harmonic mitigation remains unresolved and may be funded 
elsewhere on the network. Ofgem expressly makes compliant operation part of delivering the intended 2 
gigawatt output (Ofgem, 2026, paras 1.15–1.19, 3.7–3.11 and 3.65). 

We request: 

1. a supplementary explanation of Table 1 distinguishing genuine efficiency reductions from 
deferred expenditure and changes in scope, with the forecast total expenditure or range for 
delivering the complete output, including necessary works funded elsewhere and uncertainty 
about costs not yet estimated; 

2. an explanation of the remaining harmonic-compliance milestones, cost and programme exposure, 
and how these affect expected usable capacity and benefits, including any period of restricted 
operation; 

3. a reconciliation of material changes since the strategic appraisal, including scope, relative 
technology costs, generation and demand, other network developments and delivery dates, 
identifying what has been checked and whether any change affects the preferred solution; and 

4. for material choices still open, the sensitivities and break-even assumptions that could change the 
decision, distinguishing costs already irrecoverably incurred from expenditure still avoidable, and 
including the cost of delay or cancellation where relevant. 
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In its March 2026 written submission to the PINS examination (REP5-142), NGET sets out its reasons for 
rejecting further upgrades to the Sizewell-to- Bramford circuits in favour of Sea Link. WALL remains 
unconvinced that this justifies the proposed expenditure. We ask Ofgem to challenge those reasons 
against current costs and delivery risks and require a transparent comparison with alternatives before 
approving further expenditure. 

Question 1.2: Direct costs outside the principal contracts 
We believe that given how difficult and inappropriate the site for Sea Link is, that the mitigation 
commitments and design changes will substantially impact the costs and that these need to be 
carefully calculated.   

Ofgem intends to take consenting status into account in its decision (Ofgem, 2026, para. 1.23). We 
request an explanation of how consent conditions, mitigation commitments and subsequent design 
changes are reflected in the assessed scope, allowances and risk allocation, including what remains 
unresolved when the funding decision is made. 

The April 2026 examination documents record differing positions on cumulative effects. NGET reports 
relatively smaller Sea Link traffic and workforce demands alongside Sizewell C and explains its 
consideration of shared infrastructure. Suffolk County Council records unresolved concerns about 
cumulative traffic, workforce pressures and an access alternative involving the consented Sizewell Link 
Road (National Grid, 2026b, paras 4.2.7–4.2.12; Suffolk County Council, 2026, sections 2 and 7, paras 
3.33–3.38 and 8.9–8.17). These are attributed examination positions, not findings that an alternative is 
feasible or that concerns remain unresolved today. 

We ask how the latest evidence on shared or conflicting works, access, compounds, labour and mitigation 
has affected Sea Link’s cost and delivery assumptions; how common costs and any costs imposed on 
another project are allocated; and what happens to allowances if coordination changes the efficient 
solution. A short interface summary, including unresolved dependencies and their risk treatment, would 
help. Our request concerns Ofgem’s assessment of Sea Link, rather than an audit of Sizewell C’s entire 
budget. 

Ofgem’s consumer-protection objective operates alongside its other statutory duties, including regard to 
environmental effects. Its Impact Assessment Guidance also covers wider and distributional impacts. We 
ask how material local environmental, health, wellbeing and business effects have informed the 
regulatory choices still open, including where effects cannot be monetised, and where Ofgem has relied 
on the DCO evidence (Electricity Act 1989, s.3A; Ofgem, 2024, paras 5.1, 6.12–6.13, 6.37 and 7.14–7.17). 

Ofgem’s guidance states that the Green Book and related guidance take precedence over it, while also 
stating that its guidance is not legally binding. The 2026 Green Book is therefore a relevant 
methodological benchmark, including its treatment of social value, uncertainty and effects on particular 
places (Ofgem, 2024, Box 1 and para. 1.9; HM Treasury, 2026, paras 2.4–2.6, 6.102–6.105 and 7.16–7.19). 
We request identification of the impact assessment or related published analysis relied upon, Ofgem’s 
position under section 5A of the Utilities Act 2000, and reasons for any material methodological 
departure. We recognise that the assessment may be embedded in consultation documents or 
undertaken at framework level; absence of a separate project assessment document does not itself 
establish a failure to meet that duty (Ofgem, 2024, paras 1.8 and 3.17). 
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Question 1.2.1: Sustainability, biodiversity net gain and marine restoration 
We believe that the highly sensitive locations in Suffolk and Kent that are proposed for Sea Link make 
these costs likely to increase and that the negative impacts are at risk of being under-reported and not 
fully costed.  

Ofgem proposes to remove the £19.6 million Sustainability Implementation Fund from upfront funding, 
defer £19.9 million for biodiversity net gain (BNG), and allow £6.9 million for marine restoration subject 
to further evidence (Ofgem, 2026, paras 3.25–3.33). 

We request a distinction between statutory or consented obligations, other project commitments and 
discretionary enhancements, showing the output, estimated cost and funding treatment of each. Where 
expenditure is deferred, how is it represented in the complete-project estimate, and how is timely 
delivery of the relevant obligation addressed? Where funding is removed because a proposal is 
insufficiently developed, does the underlying commitment remain, change or cease? This would 
distinguish a funding decision from any change in environmental protection. 

Question 2: Indirect costs 
We believe that the indirect costs are being underestimated.  

Ofgem reports that project-specific indirect costs are broadly consistent with benchmarks measured 
against direct EPC costs, while some programme overheads may be assessed later (Ofgem, 2026, paras 
3.34–3.36). 

We request the benchmark range or method, the relevant cost ratio and the principal complexity 
adjustments, at a disclosable level. How does the comparison separate management and support costs 
from contingency, and account for changes in EPC prices that could increase the denominator without 
increasing management work? We also ask how shared overheads and programme efficiencies are 
allocated between Sea Link and the wider Accelerated Strategic Transmission Investment (ASTI) portfolio, 
including reconciliation with overheads funded elsewhere. 

Question 3: Contingency and its interaction with other protections 
We believe that the inappropriate location of SeaLink means that the risks associated with access 
constraints, conflicts with neighbouring projects and construction delays are not being fully assessed.   

Ofgem proposes P50 upfront risk funding alongside expenditure sharing and adjustment mechanisms. 
This is a choice about funding and incentives, not a forecast that total costs will necessarily remain within 
the initial allowance (Ofgem, 2026, paras 3.37–3.52). 

We request a non-confidential summary of the Quantified Cost Risk Assessment (QCRA), with consistent-
scope P50 and P80 estimates or ranges, main risk groups, material correlations, opportunities and the 
allocation of risk between contractors, NGET and consumers. How are harmonic compliance, consent 
outcomes, interfaces with Sizewell C and programme delay treated, including risks removed from upfront 
funding? 

Paragraph 3.51 identifies insufficient evidence on residual marine-installation risks and possible overlap 
with contractor pricing. It also says the current adjustment uses a factored P80 value because the 
corresponding P50 figure was unavailable. We ask how the final P50 recalibration addresses contractual 
risk transfer and correlations, and for disclosure of its effect on the final allowance, or an aggregate range 
if necessary. 
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We also ask how the forecast of total consumer-funded expenditure reflects the combined mechanisms. 
Ordinary TIM sharing after an allowance adjustment is not inherently double funding: the relevant test is 
whether the same underlying cost or risk allowance is recognised more than once, with the correct 
sharing rules then applied. 

Question 4: COAE threshold 
We believe consumers should not carry more risk simply because NGET wants a lower threshold for 
claiming extra funding. 

Ofgem proposes to retain 5 per cent rather than NGET’s requested 0.65 per cent. It explicitly considers 
the protection provided by portfolio-level TIM sharing and invites evidence on cumulative risks (Ofgem, 
2026, paras 3.75–3.83). 

We request a worked example showing the definition and aggregation of related events, the expenditure 
base for the threshold, treatment of recoveries and offsets, and subsequent TIM treatment. This would 
distinguish the gross qualifying-event test from NGET’s retained financial exposure. 

If the threshold or aggregation rule changes, how would upfront contingency be recalibrated? 
Conversely, how would Ofgem handle the circumstances it identifies in which a risk could never reach the 
threshold and may warrant probabilistic upfront treatment or another route (paras 3.49 and 3.81)? Our 
concern is the combined allocation of risk, rather than presuming one percentage is always preferable. 

Question 5: Uncertain costs and proposed AUCR eligibility 
We are concerned that consumers will be left paying for costs excluded from today’s headline 
allowance. 

Ofgem proposes AUCR eligibility for contractual price adjustments, overhead-line work, currency 
hedging, archaeology and unexploded ordnance. It already envisages efficiency and additionality 
evidence, scrutiny of duplication, and retention of COAE rules for relevant events (Ofgem, 2026, paras 
3.53–3.74). 

Building on those protections, we ask: 

1. which Sea Link-specific eligibility decisions would be settled now and which rules await the wider 
AUCR consultation, including treatment of expenditure committed before those rules are final; 

2. how direct archaeology and unexploded-ordnance costs are distinguished from consequential 
delay costs, and how forecasts cover both without duplicate recovery; 

3. how reductions as well as increases in eligible costs affect allowances, including the proposed 
symmetrical price adjustment and treatment of hedge gains, releases, insurance and supplier 
recoveries; and 

4. what indicative ranges, caps or review triggers can be disclosed, and how material changes in 
costs or scope prompt reconsideration of expenditure still avoidable. 

This asks for the boundaries and application of the proposed protections, rather than treating future 
eligible expenditure as guaranteed reimbursement. 
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Question 6: Funding further acceleration 
We believe consumers should not pay more to speed up Sea Link unless the extra benefits justify the 
extra costs. 

The National Energy System Operator’s (NESO’s) Clean Power 2030 analysis reports additional 2030 
constraint costs specifically associated with Sea Link not being accelerated from 2031: £1.4 billion in its 
Further Flex and Renewables pathway and £1.1 billion in New Dispatch. These are scenario estimates for 
one year, not a lifetime net benefit or a saving attributable to any individual acceleration measure (NESO, 
2024, Table 1, p.8). Ofgem’s November 2025 decision also confirmed that Nautilus was excluded from 
that analysis (Ofgem, 2025, para. 3.45). 

With Sea Link’s ASTI Output Delivery Incentive (ODI) target in December 2031, we request an explanation 
of how the 2030 analysis informs the measures now being considered, using current delivery 
expectations (Ofgem, 2026, executive summary, p.5). In particular: 

1. which critical-path activities and usable-capacity dates each material measure could change, 
relative to delivery without that measure; 

2. how benefits vary with generation, demand, other network availability and relevant project 
interfaces, including harmonic compliance, and which assumptions have been updated since the 
cited modelling; 

3. the additional cost, risks and material community or environmental effects of acceleration, 
including any extra construction intensity; and 

4. the break-even time saving, cost or likelihood of success, with a combined downside case and 
probabilities only where there is a defensible basis for them. 

Ofgem already proposes advance benefit and risk evidence followed by assessment after expenditure 
(paras 3.89–3.95). We ask for a publishable summary of that evidence for material measures and an 
explanation of additionality to existing obligations, incentives and Early Construction Funding (ECF). 

Avoided constraint payments are relevant to consumers, but do not automatically equal net resource 
savings to the economy. Where a wider economic benefit is claimed, we ask how transfers and 
overlapping benefit categories are treated (Ofgem, 2024, paras 6.4–6.5). Any comparison of committing 
now, staging expenditure or waiting also needs to include the expected cost of delay. 

Question 7: Consumer protections for further acceleration 
We believe consumers need firm protection against paying twice or funding inefficient acceleration.  

Ofgem already proposes monitoring, possible independent assurance and an assessment of eligibility, 
efficiency and benefits after expenditure. We request clarification of: 

1. the proposed acceleration cap and materiality threshold, or their scale and rationale where exact 
figures remain confidential; 

2. how evidence available when a measure is commissioned informs the later funding decision, 
distinguishing a reasonable decision under uncertainty from avoidable or inefficient expenditure; 

3. how NGET’s response to emerging delay, higher cost or diminished benefits affects further 
commitments and cost recovery; and 
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4. how existing allowances, ECF and ODI incentives are reconciled, and what public reporting will 
cover costs, delivered output and benefits (Ofgem, 2026, paras 3.85–3.95). 

A realised shortfall in benefits does not by itself prove that an earlier decision was inefficient. We ask 
how the proposed rules distinguish that situation from expenditure lacking a credible expected-benefit 
case or appropriate management of later information. 

4. Conclusion 
WALL disagrees with Ofgem’s minded-to position on the project assessment request from NGET, for the 
reasons set out in detail above.  

In particular, Ofgem should be taking into account more current and candid evidence regarding complete 
cost, deliverability risks associated with the project’s location, interaction with other NSIPs, unresolved 
technical issues and incremental benefits to the consumer, if any. 

WALL urges Ofgem to utilise its regulatory oversight to withhold approval of the proposed expenditure 
until the full costs, delivery risks and consumer benefits have been properly analysed and addressed. 
Consumers should not be asked to underwrite unresolved risks, particularly on a project with such 
uncertain benefits. 
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6. Abbreviations 
Abbreviation Meaning 

ASTI Accelerated Strategic Transmission Investment 

AUCR ASTI Uncertain Cost Reopener 

BNG Biodiversity net gain 

COAE Cost and Output Adjusting Event 

DCO Development Consent Order 

DESNZ Department for Energy Security and Net Zero 

ECF Early Construction Funding 

EPC Engineering, procurement and construction 

NGET National Grid Electricity Transmission 

NESO National Energy System Operator 

ODI Output Delivery Incentive 

P50 / P80 The 50th and 80th percentiles of a specified modelled cost distribution 

QCRA Quantified Cost Risk Assessment 

TIM Totex Incentive Mechanism 
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