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Introduction 
A recurrent theme through these consultation responses is a deep concern within OREF that the 
major errors and mistakes that have been made in recent SSE projects are being repeated and 
that the opportunities that exist to build better, faster and better value solutions are being 
squandered. 

OREF has participated in around 10-15 consultation events since 2017 and on every occasion, 
we have offered to engage with the various parts of SSE involved at a technical and professional 
level to add value to the proposals and projects being put forward.  So far only one of these 
offers linked to Future Grid Planning has been taken forward, in that case through ICNZ.   

This latest project could benefit hugely from existing knowledge, experience, expertise and 
capacity in the islands.  We yet again request that you come and sit down with us for a technical 
exploration of how Orkney can help deliver this project in line with SSE corporate goals of just 
transition and in the best interests of the community that the assets being proposed are 
destined to serve. 

The proposition set out in ‘Help shape our plans’ with the paucity of useful information provided 
is simply an invitation for local people and organisations to share local knowledge, insights and 
experience on a voluntary basis to fill gaps and provide insights that should be sought from the 
community on a professional basis – as outlined in SSEs own corporate guidance. 

Consultation should not and cannot be the mechanism of data gathering, community 
communication, engagement, opinion polling etc.  It should be a periodic gate check that the 
project has understood, worked with, co-created with, listened and reacted to and made 
choices aligned with an optimal approach.  Even within the documents own words there are so 
many inconsistencies.  Take paragraph 1 in ‘ Help shaping our plans’: 

Quote Reality 
Transparent consultation 
process 

The process locates landfalls but not any of the connecting 
infrastructure, nor its construction stage needs, the multicriteria 
assessment results are not presented – the whole project is 
absent not transparent.  If the argument is that SSE designs 
project of this type from a landfall origin point we would 
challenge the validity of that approach from a community, 
environmental and economic point of view  

Stakeholder led business Are Orkney, its many communities, businesses, organisations 
and OREF  all considered stakeholders?  If so what mechanisms 



are there for these bodies to help ‘lead’ and who determines that 
this is happening SSE, the stakeholders or both?  

Understanding the 
importance of 
involvement 

The lack of context and content and of any meaningful input 
pathway or benefit demonstrates that there is a lack of 
understanding  

Involvement throughout 
each stage 

The document suggests the project is already at Stage 2-3 so 
where has the involvement been to date and where will it be in 
the future – ideal direct input into work at each stage and 
consultation review as a stage gate process!   

 

Please, please, please sit down with us and discuss how this can all be rectified and improved 
for everyone – we have ideas and proposals to put forwards. 

 

 

   

Q1. Are there any factors or environmental features that you consider to be important and 
that should be brought to the attention of the project team? 
Comments: 

The Eday project represents one of the larger infrastructure projects to have been considered in 
the Northern Isles of Orkney.  The islands and the waters around them have a mixture of 
physical, ecological, heritage, culture, social, economic and infrastructure features that should 
be fully considered, understood and evaluated by any project of this scale.  What is equally 
important is for the developer to understand the nature of the works and facilities they are 
proposing as well as the contexts within which they sit and will operate.  A further factor to be 
considered are the standards, values and objectives that the developer and any recognised 
stakeholders want to achieve.  All of these factors underpin good practise in 21st century project 
planning, in alignment with the international UN SDGs, UK and Scottish Governmental 
requirements for project sustainability as well as local authority and community expectations 
about place based sustainable development.     

Unfortunately, from the materials presented it is not at all clear that the project team fully 
understand the breadth and depth of the objectives, conditions, risks and opportunities that a 
project such as this presents. 

The reason that we as islanders are informed and motivated to comment upon such issues is 
that we have been and are as islanders suffering economically, socially, culturally and 
environmentally from the consequences of other electrical infrastructure projects that have 
similarly failed to address the holistic issues needed to deliver good projects.  Indeed, we are 
living through this unfortunate reality at present.  This interest goes beyond simply making the 
project have least social, economic and ecological impact to include seeking to minimise 
costs, speed up delivery and minimise risks.  The community’s interest in these areas are very 
much linked to the prices that customers end up paying for the energy produced as well as the 
fees that users of the provided infrastructure have to pay – Orkney is a community of 
PROSUMERS! 

From the limited information available it would see for example: 



• Objectives and operational context that may exist around a new substation in the 
Islands, the interrelationships of different project components with each other and with 
wider grid and other infrastructure seem to have been ignored.  The substation is 
described by smaller analogue – no indicative design, no prospective location seems to 
be indicated, no mention of construction compound size and location.  The generation 
connections to/on Eday and the export cable or OHL corridor on Eday or on the Orkney 
Mainland are not described, nor their construction compound needs.  The landfall scale 
for HDD of trench cut methods is not described etc.  There is no/little comment about 
interfacing with the 33kV ring, comms infrastructure or future generation/demand 
options 

• The presented environmental context and information is very much focussed upon 
marine features and designated habitats but has apparently failed to consider basic 
habitat types outside designated areas, and more importantly the distribution of 
housing, recreation areas, land use types, schools, care homes, important vehicle 
transit routes etc 

• The role of logistics is totally missing but absolutely critical to the impacts and viability 
of the project – key issues include, ferry capacity, water availability, stone availability, 
road capacity and accessibility, worker accommodation etc 

• We would be happy to advise further through a technical taskforce group 

Consequently, we would have expected that the selection process and linked evaluation factors 
were considered in relation to the connecting generation assets (all be it conceptually) cable 
routes to and from the sub-station and from landfall to landfall and onwards to the Finstown 
GSP, and that all of these considerations would be integral to each other.  For instance, if a 
particular landfall site is highly rated according to the criteria and subsequently chosen, but the 
cable route from that site is likely to cause greater adverse impacts than other possible routes, 
this should influence the final decision regarding the landfall site. It does not seem that this 
approach has been followed, based on the consultation materials provided. 

It is also unclear whether the option of directional drilling has been considered as used by 
others and SSET elsewhere in Orkney. The success of the drilling when sited appropriately 
suggests that this can be an option, but it does not seem to have been considered. This is of 
relevance in that it would bring other cable routes into play that would not need go to beaches. 

Q2. Is there any information regarding the potential landfalls that should be brought to the 
attention of the project team? 
Comments: 

No specific information to note on the landfall sites presented as options since the information 
presented is very superficial at this point.  There is a wealth of existing information, experience 
and date that can be made available if required. 

Q3. Do you have any comments or concerns with regards to potential sites for the GSP? We 
welcome opinions on areas that the community feel the GSP should or should not be 
located. 
Comments: 

The fact that this is presented as a totally open question is concerning.  There will clearly be 
feasibility factors, cost factors, planning factors, community interest (including local resident)  
factors, infrastructure factors (including onward connections) to be considered 



Considering basic geometric proximity alone, it does not seem like Clivie Bay, Hangie Bay or 
Swannay would be sensible choices, as these would require a greater distance of cable both on 
land and subsea, which would be more costly and disruptive.  It is perhaps surprising that the 
area around the EMEC test site is not included as an option or that coastal pier based, 
reclaimed land based, jack-up or floating sub-station options have not been mentioned for 
consideration given the logistics challenges involved with land based options.  

Q4. Do you fish in the area included for consideration for the subsea cable? Please provide 
details of the type of fishing you do. i.e. mobile or static; and Please provide an estimate of 
how often you fish in this area and the time of year. 
Yes / No / Unsure 
Comments:   

The sector specificity of this question is interesting compared to all of the other sea and land 
users that might be affected by the works at sea and on land  

Q5. Do you feel that sufficient information has been provided to enable you to understand 
what is being proposed and why? 
Yes / No / Unsure 
Comments: 

Definitely not.  

We understand the project driven need for the transmission network to connect Eday and the 
northern isles to the Substation in Finstown.  However, it remains difficult to fully comprehend 
the proposals, as the range of landfall sites on the Orkney Mainland is extensive, the specific 
criteria for site assessment have not been clearly presented, and the ‘consultation’ does not 
address the onward cable route linking the Eday GSP to Finstown.  Without insight into how the 
Eday GSP will be connected to the Finstown GSP, it is impossible to comment meaningfully on 
the choice of landfall site. 

Additionally, when OREF Members and Directors attended the consultation, the team could not 
provide answers on whether, or in what manner, other proposed generation projects in Evie and 
Birsay, which also require connection to the Finstown GSP, were being considered in the 
Transmission network design. In essence this exercise looks at a part of the activity (the 
submarine cable)  in isolation and is therefore woefully inadequate as a public consultation on 
the stated title of Finstown to Eday GSP.  As presented this project would be one of 5 that would 
require to build grid infrastructure across the same relatively narrow  area of Orkney which 
OREF feel is completely un-acceptable considering the disruption, visual impact as well as 
environmental impacts. Surely there should be coordination between these five projects so as 
to use a single, or at least a smaller number of, new cables? 

Overall the consultation activity is extremely superficial due to the incompleteness of the 
coverage. At present it does not feel like a genuine attempt to explain the options and 
impacts of the overall scheme. 

Comments: 

A further set of issues that seems to have been ignored is the cost of the scheme.  Through the 
cable landfalls indicated and the indicative costs of cabling it can be surmised that the cost of 
the options under consideration range from around £100M for the more direct routes to around 
£300M for the most indirect routes – a three-fold difference.   Along with the substation and 



other costs it is presumed that the overall development costs could be between £200 and 
£500M.  There should also be consideration of whether the 132kV link is the best way of creating 
a market link for North Isles Energy, the deployment of battery storage and of e-fuel conversion 
could help modulate outputs or provide alternative routes to market  

Q6. At this early stage of development, we would also like to start collecting ideas and 
opinions on what the community would like to see as potential community benefits. We 
welcome initial feedback on community preferences and priorities at this time. 
Comments: 

As presented currently there are apparently no specific community benefits proposed , however 
this may just be due to the paucity of information presented. 

OREF would suggest that SSET should answer the following questions in its material: 

1. Will the new cable provide greater resilience to the Eday community by allowing its 
community turbine to export more continuously? 

2. Will the new cable improve data connectivity and resilience for Eday? 
3. What tangible benefits and problems will the works bring to the communities directly 

affected and Orkney as a whole?  More specifically a significant, though intangible, 
benefit for the local community would be the minimisation of, and appropriate planning 
for, disruption, nuisance, damage and loss of earnings caused by the construction of 
renewable energy infrastructure in Eady and wider Orkney.  This should include 
consideration of: 
• Road traffic – worker transport, soil and stone haulage, wide and heavy loads 
• Sea traffic – how will people, vehicles and equipment be delivered 
• Air links – how used 
• Noise  - from generators, quarrying and stone processing, rock pecking, vibro-rollers 

and traffic 
• Dust – from earthworks and road traffic 
• Accommodation – how much, where, what type, who selected for working 

(locals/imports), personnel screening (Drugs & Alcohol) 
• Utilities -power, water, sewage 

Finding solutions to these issues should also carefully and imaginatively consider 
enduring benefits that might be provided to houses, lifestyles and infrastructure rather 
than applying sort term fixes with no added benefits 

4. This must include the identification of an appropriate cable route and consideration of 
other infrastructure needing to connect to the Finstown GSP, especially if these involve 
cables laid in a similar direction. 
Adopting a holistic approach could benefit local residents by potentially reducing the 
duration and extent of construction, minimising environmental and visual impacts, and 
possibly lowering infrastructure costs. Such cost reductions are particularly meaningful 
in Orkney, where standing charges and fuel poverty rates are already among the highest 
in the UK. 

Q7. We continuously seek to identify the best methods of communication based on 
community needs. Please tell us how you would prefer to receive project updates so that 
we can consider this for future improvements. 



Newsletter / Email to a mailing list / Text message / Public meetings as opposed to ‘drop in’ 
events / Regulars website updates  (as contrasted with the very superficial and infrequent 
material on SSET’s site)/ Other (please state): 

Please include OREF (office@OREF.co.uk) on Newsletters, Emails to mailing lists, invites to 
public meetings and updates to your website.  If you would like to discuss the contents of this 
feedback form or any other matters with us, please do not hesitate to get in touch.  We very 
much hope that an OREF/SSE development taskforce for Orkney can be established – see 
opening statement . 

 

Contd. 

Background 
OREF and its members first recognised the need for major grid development in and to Orkney 
around 2002/3 and sought to engage with SSE from that time on a strategic transmission and 
distribution upgrade and expansion.  For many years the need for such major system 
development was not recognised and supported by SSE and Ofgem and the Orkney community 
lost out on major supply improvements, prosumer opportunities and larger renewables 
investment opportunities due to the lack of planned transmission connections and ongoing 
failings in the distribution system. 

The associated loss of economic opportunity has likely cost Orkney well over £500 million in 
lost profit based on 5MW lost micro-gen and 150 MW lost larger scale capacity.    

As the need for grid system upgrade and expansion in and to Orkney has finally been recognised 
over the last decade OREF as consistently called for a more collaborative and community 
embedded approach to grid system planning and project execution.  Such moves would lead to 
more informed decision making, greater and earlier input of community needs and aspirations 
and a much high level of local content in works undertaken associated with delivering upgrades 
and improvements to the Orkney grid.     

Orkney’s desire for such an approach seems to be totally aligned with SSE’s own values since 
such principles unpin SSEs published commitments for a just transition as illustrated below: 

mailto:office@OREF.co.uk


 

The proposed working approach and establishment of a much stronger working relationship 
with Orkney as a community, and with OREF as a communication forum and with the local 
supply chain as a cluster of expertise, experience and capacity is very strongly aligned with at 
least 12 out of the 20 fundamental principles.   

To achieve such a holistic approach we have consistently called for an Orkney grid development 
taskforce (or similar professional and representative grouping) to be established, resourced and 
utilised.  

The key aspects of SSEs principes for a just transition that the proposed taskforce strategy 
addresses and how it would do this are listed below: 

• Create and sustain local jobs/skills/capacity (Principle 1)  – the taskforce could help 
increase local content by better facilitating the use of local knowledge. skills and 
services, awarding local contracts and keeping local people employed, reducing the 
current import of capacity at every stage with associated negative social, health, 
economic, cultural environmental and ecological consequences 

• Helps community be at the forefront of transition (Principle 2)  – in terms of giving 
notice of future options and choices and participation in transition processes that can 
then be exported elsewhere 

• Co-creation with stakeholders (Principle 5) – This is not happening at present, this 
process would enable co-creation to start taking place 

• Whole system considerations (Principle 6) – local specialists have the best 
understanding of whole energy system character and dynamics, with special learning 
arising from lived experience of project development to date and from the recent 
ReFLEX project 

• Greater transparency and better evidence for decisions (Principle 7) – the 
information base being used at present for decisions is too narrow, wrongly focussed in 
terms of risks and opportunities and at times based upon misleading or incomplete 
information.  The taskforce would deliver better, more appropriate and more accurate 
data to be available to be used 



• Be an advocate for fairness (Principle 8)  – the taskforce would help SSE have a better 
understanding of local issues and experiences and perhaps lead to greater alignment 
with Orkney in advocating for regulatory and system management change 

• Support local supply chains (Principle 10)  – the taskforce would encourage greater 
valuing of and use of local expertise giving them the experience to trade with elsewhere 
as well as delivering local content.  From previous analysis OREF would expect a CAPEX 
target of 20% of project value to the achievable through local contracting, with 50% of 
operational cost items being locally sourced.  We would be very happy to sit down and 
examine contracting options. 

• Share value with communities (Principle 11) – Any money contracted/spent locally 
circulates locally, redistributing value back into the economy.  Fares, transport costs, 
salaries, fees, services contracted elsewhere provide minimal monetary value to the 
local economy.  In addition, and as important, the experience of delivering projects in 
Orkney is not held by the local community.  Furthermore, the challenges associated with 
working in Orkney can mean that visiting workers who are inadequately 
prepared/trained/experienced, have a negative experience from their work here, leading 
to a message spreading that Orkney is a difficult place to work. 

• Contributes to re-establishing trust (Principle 14) – SSE as an organisation has both a 
trust and a reputation issue in Orkney (as indeed is the case elsewhere). By listening 
more, acting better, using better quality information and showing that the local supply 
chain and community is valued SSE can start to build a more trust base foundation for 
its activities – the door is open for change, it just needs to be walked through. 

• Helps makes consultation more robust (Principle 17)  – by making it more relevant 
and effective to the local community and based upon the right assumptions for SSEN 

• Form partnerships (Principle 18) – starts to build collaborative bridges which do not 
presently exist with the Orkney cluster 

Promotes further industrial development (Principle 19) – by bolstering local commercial, 
innovation and training capacity 


