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Dear Mr Hammell,

OREF’s response to SSEN’s Community Benefit consultation.

OREF welcomes the opportunity to provide comment on the Community Benefit consultation.

The comments below did not readily fit into the online form as the text boxes are too small to use.
The following seeks to follow the structure of the questions posed.

1. Do you agree with SSEN Transmission’s identified themes?
Broadly ‘yes’ although there are some shortcomings.

There is nothing in the objectives that ties back to energy. There should be a category of award to
help people minimise energy use. This is preferable to schemes to subsidise energy prices which are
indicated as excluded at present (this exclusion is welcomed by OREF).

The omission of support for religious groups will need some finesse. Whilst the overall intention of
the ban is accepted, the fact that some groups provide important social facilities should be
recognised.

For example:

Orphir Kirk runs a community café which provides the only effective social venue for gathering. In
addition, it hosts the ‘outreach Post Office’ once a week. Neither of these activities are religiously
orientated but would be impossible without a venue underwritten by the Kirk. A means should be
found within the rules to ensure such activities are not prevented from receiving support.

The exclusions should, however, include SSE companies so that money is not self consumed.

The rules would also benefit from explicitly explaining the ‘edges’ of the benefits. As an example the
Orkney Project as presently outlined, and as consulted upon in Kirkwall today, only goes as far as the
main substation in Finstown. The county will suffer significant dis-benefit if the cables running from
the GSPs to Finstown are not undergrounded, but these are not included in the public consultation. It



is therefore not clear whether the value of these connections will feature in the Community Benefit
calculations.

One assumes that the community benefits payable by the individual developers of projects will be
outwith this scheme.

2. Do you agree with SSEN Transmission’s proposed distribution model?

No. Mainly because the model is extremely sketchy and underdeveloped. The overall intent of a
concentration of funds in those areas to be negatively affected is sensible, however there is a lot of
detail to be worked out. As presented it would be impossible to refer this as a ‘model’ and more
some vague initial ideas. The intent is clearly right, but the lack of detail prevents a positive score at
this point.

OREF would welcome the opportunity to provide input to the work still to be done and would offer
comment and suggestion on some specific areas that need to be developed:

a. Will the initial distribution be based on capital value of scheme and how will that be
allocated?

For example:

e |f the Orkney interconnector is £100m, then what would be the total community benefit
payable on that sum?

e The cable will have a connection in Caithness then run under the Pentland Firth and then
have its main footprint in Orkney. Will the value split between Caithness and Orkney be
based on the value of kit being hosted in each area of some other mechanism?

b. How will the total Community Benefit sum be derived?
For example:

e |tthereis a scheme in Shetland for £200M and a separate one in Orkney for £100M then
one assumes that twice the total benefit would be available in Shetland.

c¢.  What will be the timescales for payments?
For example:

e There is nothing in the text that indicates over what period it would be paid. i.e. is the
fund to be open for one year, the duration of the construction or the entire period of the
hosting of the infrastructure?

e Since the disbenefits of hosting the infrastructure will only disappear when the
infrastructure is removed, what will be the annual allocation of community benefit
arising from TNUOS charges for the life of the assets?

d. Will the value of the fund be indexed for CPI of some other index?

e. Will organisations be able to apply on multiple occasions?



3. Do you agree with the proposed decision-making approach?
There is not enough detail presented to provide agreement at this point.

Omissions include: who will appoint the ‘trustees’, how geographically specific will the trustees
be, where will the Terms of Reference be posted, what will be the application period (continuous
or windows) etc.

4. What other factors should be considered in the development of a Community Benefit
Fund?

Other than above the use of SSEN’s assets for community benefit could also be considered. In
the case of the Orkney Project the introduction of the Finstown substation provides some
potentially useful assets.

1. In effect the Finstown Project will probably see the largest roofs Orkney has ever seen being
built. These huge areas could provide the potential substrate for significant roof mounted
solar generation. OREF understands the present prohibition on SSEN owning generation
assets, however an imaginative model to enable the community to own the generation
assets situated on the site should be actively considered and offered.

2. The waste heat from the site needs to be considered and could provide a useful heat source
to activities in the area.

Clearly neither solar nor heat schemes need involve community access into the sub-station for
safety reasons, but the opportunity to enable community benefit to be derived at a later date
should not be discounted or prevented. The Community Benefit scheme as drafted only refers to
payments of money, it would be wise to also capture the allocation of potential ‘in kind” benefits
if and when they become possible.

Conclusion:

As indicated, OREF is keen to engage with SSEN on this important scheme and is glad it has begun to
be considered. There remains a great deal still to do to have something workable based on the
somewhat scant information presented to date.

OREF has posed a number of questions in the response above and would like to receive answers to
the points raised now where possible, and to see all points addressed in due course.

Yours sincerely,

By e-mail

Neil Kermode
OREF Chair



