
 

 
 
Sustainability IDP 
 
RIIO-ED2 SF6 Asset Replacements 

Investment Reference No: 9/SSEPD/ENV/SF6 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

__________________________________________________________________________________
Page 2 of 22 

 

 

Contents 
Assurance and Review ............................................................................................................................ 2 

Revision History .................................................................................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 

1 Executive Summary ......................................................................................................................... 3 

2 Investment Summary Table ............................................................................................................ 3 

3 Introduction .................................................................................................................................... 4 

4 Background Information ................................................................................................................. 5 

4.1 Historic use of Sulphur Hexafluoride in Electricity Distribution Networks ............................. 5 

4.2 Size of SF6 Asset Base .............................................................................................................. 5 

4.3 Asset Condition & Leakage ..................................................................................................... 7 

4.4 Regional Variations ................................................................................................................. 8 

4.4.1 Asset Register Categories ................................................................................................ 8 

4.5 Stakeholder Priorities .............................................................................................................. 9 

5 Optioneering ................................................................................................................................. 11 

5.1 Option ‘Do Nothing’ .............................................................................................................. 12 

5.2 Option 1 Replace Severe Leakers only .................................................................................. 12 

5.3 Option 2 Replace Severe and Poor Leakers .......................................................................... 13 

6 Analysis and Cost .......................................................................................................................... 13 

7 Deliverability and Risk ................................................................................................................... 16 

8 Conclusion ..................................................................................................................................... 19 

9 Appendix 2 Business Plan Data Table References ........................................................................ 21 

 

 

Table of Figures 
 

Figure 1 - Summary of Stakeholder Feedback Regarding Environmental Priorities from Scotland Error! 
Bookmark not defined. 
Figure 2 - Summary of Stakeholder Feedback Regarding Environmental Priorities from England ...... 10 
Figure 3 – Virtual Webinar Slido Results Regarding SF6  Leakage Mitigation Strategies ...................... 10 
 

Table of Tables 

 

Table 1: Investment Summary ................................................................................................................ 3 



 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

__________________________________________________________________________________
Page 3 of 22 

 

  



 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

__________________________________________________________________________________
Page 4 of 22 

 

1 Executive Summary 

Our Environmental Action Plan (EAP) (Annex 13.1) sets out our methodology that we propose to 
undertake during the RIIO-ED2 period in response to increasingly ambitious environmental drivers and 
stakeholder expectations.  Ofgem have introduced a requirement to prepare an Environmental Action 
Plan as part of our RIIO-ED2 submission and setting a Science Based Target (SBT) is one of these 
minimum requirements for the EAP.   

This paper sets out our plans to implement an enhanced Sulphur Hexafluoride (SF6) leakage reduction 
strategy for the RIIO-ED2 period in response to increasingly ambitious environmental drivers and 
stakeholder expectations, which will significantly reduce SF6 emissions, particularly in the SEPD 
network area and will also align our leakage performance with other DNOs in the GB electricity 
distribution sector.  The primary driver for this scheme is Environmental. 

Following optioneering and detailed analysis, as set out in this paper, the proposed scope of works 
are: 

• Replace 45 SF6  switchgear for severe and poor leaking assets 

The cost to deliver the preferred solution is £5.57m and the works are planned to be completed by 
2028. 

This scheme delivers the following outputs and benefits across the RIIO-ED2 period: 

• Target a reduction in SF6 emissions of ~ 90.49kg SF6.  
• A reduction, equivalent to more than 2,132.20 tCO2e. 
• Facilitates the efficient, economic, and co-ordinated development of our Distribution 

Network. 

2 Investment Summary Table 

Table 1 below provides a high level summary of the key information relevant to this Engineering 
Justification Paper (EJP) and the management of our Sulphur Hexafluoride (SF6) Asset Replacement. 

Table 1: Investment Summary 

Name of 
Programme 

Environmnental Action Plan - Science Based Target (SBT) Delivery – Sulphur 
Hexafluoride (SF6) Asset Replacement  

Primary Investment 
Driver 

The Primary Investment Driver within this EJP is Environmental and forms part of 
our Environmental Action Plan Outputs. This EJP also considers various secondary 
investment drivers which influence the investment option selection. 

Reporting Table CV22 - Environmental Reporting  
Outputs in RIIO ED1 
Business Plan? No 

Scheme category 9/SSEPD/ENV/SF6 

Output type Price Control Deliverable (PCD)  

Cost £ 5.57m 

Spend 
Apportionment* 

Licenced Area ED1 (£m) ED2 (£m) ED3+ (£m) 

SEPD - £5.34m - 
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*Cost discounted SHEPD - £0.23m - 

Delivery Year RIIO ED2 (2024 – 2028) 
 

3 Introduction  

This Engineering Justification Paper (EJP) sets out our plans to implement an enhanced Sulphur 
Hexafluoride (SF6) leakage reduction strategy for the RIIO-ED2 period in response to increasingly 
ambitious environmental drivers and stakeholder expectations, which will significantly reduce SF6 

emissions, particularly in the SEPD network area and will also align our leakage performance with 
other DNOs in the GB electricity distribution sector. 
 
Ofgem have introduced a requirement to prepare an Environmental Action Plan as part of our ED2   
submission, setting a Science Based Target (SBT) is an Ofgem ED2 Minimum Requirement.  Failure to 
set one will mean failure against the Business Plan Incentive assessment.  
  
An SBT is a set of targets that addresses our material carbon impacts that contribute to our BCF, the 
target must be set against our most recent base year data (2019/20) and must deliver within 5-15 
years.  We have chosen 2033 as our delivery year.  

SBT’s have been agreed with the SBTi and are outlined below:   

• A 1.5°C SBT by our target year (2033) means we will need to achieve a 55% absolute reduction 
from base year (2020) in our Scope 1 & 2 Emissions categories; Losses; Diesel; Road; Fuels 
other; SF6;.  

• A 1.5°C SBT interim target means we will need to achieve a 35% absolute reduction from base 
year (2020) in our Scope 1 & 2 Emissions categories; Losses; Diesel; Road; Fuels other; SF6;.  
 

 
 
SF6 is a material factor in our BCF and therefore as a minimum we need to reduce SF6 emissions by at 
least 28% by 2028.  This reduction will help us achieve a well-below 2°C trajectory.  However, in order 
to meet net zero, we must align with a 1.5°C trajectory, which our stakeholders support.  A 1.5°C 
trajectory requires a reduction of at least 42% of SF6 emissions by 2028. 
 
Therefore, the primary investment driver for the planned programme of work is environmental, to 
reduce the volume of SF6  gas being released to atmosphere from electrical equipment installed within 
our distribution networks.  The asset interventions being scheduled93 according to this environmental 
investment driver are in addition to those assets already scheduled for replacement through our asset 
management CBRM driven portfolio of work.  
 
The portfolio of assets being targeted by this environmental programme are those assets that are 
leaking SF6 but whose condition would not otherwise merit accelerated replacement.  A secondary 
investment driver and benefit will be improved overall asset health of equipment containing SF6  as a 
result of defective equipment being replaced with new modern assets.   
 
For a number of years, it has become increasingly apparent that a significant proportion of the first 
generation of electricity distribution equipment containing SF6 gas has developed leaks and leakage 
rates have been increasing.  Increased environmental awareness of the impact of SF6 gas released now 
merits enhanced leakage mitigation measures and it is anticipated that new environmental legislation 
will restrict the future use of such equipment. We have therefore developed a programme to target 
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and remove the SF6 equipment with the highest leakage rates employed within our SHEPD and SEPD 
networks. 
 
The planned environmental programme of work contains a relatively flat year-on-year profile of SF6 

interventions throughout the RIIO-ED2 period. However, the nature of and profile of the planned 
interventions may vary according to legislative developments and the availability of suitable 
replacement technologies to replace SF6 assets. 

4 Background Information 

The section provides a background to the strategy and the assets under consideration and the key 
main and possible drivers for the intervention. It describes our SF6 asset bases in England and Scotland, 
leakage rates and emerging trends, the characteristics of different asset types and feedback received 
from our stakeholder engagement activities. 

4.1 Historic use of Sulphur Hexafluoride in Electricity Distribution Networks 

Sulphur Hexafluoride (SF6) is an extremely potent and persistent greenhouse gas with a CO2 
equivalence factor of x22,800. SF6 has been used as an effective electrical insulator and arc 
suppressant since the early 1970s, mostly installed within electrical switchgear such as circuit breakers 
and switches, but also in Current and Voltage transformers.  It has been used across the full range of 
electricity distribution and transmission voltages and we have a significant number of assets employed 
on our SEPD and SHEPD networks containing this greenhouse gas.  

A signification proportion of SF6 equipment is now over 40 years old as the peak periods of SF6 

introduction was in the 1970s and 1980s. It has become apparent in recent years that the rate of SF6 

leakage from the ageing asset base installed across all GB Distribution Network Operators (DNOs) has 
been increasing. Therefore, it has been necessary for DNOs to develop and implement SF6 leakage 
mitigation strategies and to introduce targets to reduce SF6 leakage. Table 2 summarises our asset 
base containing SF6 gas in terms of equipment type, voltage and age.  

4.2 Size of SF6 Asset Base 

As of May 2021, our total population of SF6 assets in service is 10,957 and >78% of these are between 
10 to 30 years old.  The top three asset categories by asset population are as follows:  

• 6.6/11kV RMU (27.6%)  
• 6.6/11kV CB (PM) (25.9%) 
• 33kV CB (GIB) (ID) (GM) (10%) 

It is important to recognise different equipment types contain varying amounts of SF6 gas which can 
be more/less prone to leakage.  Table 3 highlights that a relatively small population of Circuit Breakers 
at the higher network voltages (EHV & 132kV) are responsible for the highest levels of SF6 leakage, 
which significantly influences our proposed intervention strategy planned for the RIIO-ED2 period. 
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Table 2 - Summary of SF6 Equipment Installed on SSEN Distribution Networks 

 
Table 3 - Summary of the Amount of SF6 Installed on SSEN Networks and Associated Leakage Rates  

 

In total, our SF6 bank amounts to just over 28,000kg and the top five asset categories account for 
approximately 66% of this total. The top 3 asset categories in terms of the mass of SF6 contained per 
asset are the following Circuit Breakers:  

• 66kV CB (GIB) (ID) (GM) 

Asset Register Category
No. of SF6 

Assets
% of SF6 
Assets

0-5 5-10 10-20 20-30 30-40 40-50 50+

LV Circuit Breaker 3                        0.0% -            -            2                1                -            -            -            
6.6/11kV CB (PM) 2,840                25.9% 30              155           1,845        808           2                -            -            
6.6/11kV CB (GM) Primary 665                   6.1% 1                8                249           342           65              -            -            
6.6/11kV CB (GM) Secondary 561                   5.1% 1                34              123           361           42              -            -            
6.6/11kV Switch (PM) 5                        0.0% -            -            5                -            -            -            -            
6.6/11kV Switchgear - Other (PM) 1                        0.0% -            -            1                -            -            -            -            
6.6/11kV Switch (GM) 705                   6.4% 10              24              90              581           -            -            -            
6.6/11kV RMU 3,022                27.6% 93              447           377           2,041        64              -            -            
6.6/11kV X-type RMU 1                        0.0% 1                -            -            -            -            -            -            
33kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(ID) (GM) 131                   1.2% 20              6                3                43              58              1                -            
33kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 947                   8.6% 66              209           260           274           137           1                -            
33kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(ID)(GM) 1,099                10.0% 161           434           436           67              1                -            -            
33kV Switch (GM) 23                      0.2% 3                2                13              5                -            -            -            
33kV Switchgear - Other 3                        0.0% -            -            3                -            -            -            -            
33kV Switch (PM) 237                   2.2% 23              124           77              12              1                -            -            
66kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 12                      0.1% 2                -            4                6                -            -            -            
66kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(ID)(GM) 16                      0.1% 1                -            15              -            -            -            -            
66kV Switchgear - Other 48                      0.4% -            -            48              -            -            -            -            
132kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 241                   2.2% 6                26              50              156           1                2                -            
132kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(ID) (GM) 39                      0.4% -            20              19              -            -            -            -            
132kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 2                        0.0% 2                -            -            -            -            -            
132kV Switchgear - Other 79                      0.7% -            40              39              -            -            -            -            
RRPISS 1                       0.0% -           -           1               -           -           -           -           
RRPISS 12                     0.1% -           -           -           -           -           -           12             
NORRP 264                   2.4% 28             22             53             124           9               -           28             

10,957             100.0% 448           1,551        3,713        4,821        380           4                40              

SF6 Asset Portfolio Age Profile

Asset Register Category
No. of SF6 

Assets
% of SF6 
Assets

Weight of 
SF6 (kg)

Average 
Weight (kg)

Yearly 
Natural 

Emission 

Natural 
Emission 

Rate
2019 2020 2021

LV Circuit Breaker 3                        0.0% 3                       1.0                    0                       1.00% -                   -                   -                   
6.6/11kV CB (PM) 2,840                25.9% 2,254               0.8                    23                     1.00% 0.6                    1.9                    4.8                    
6.6/11kV CB (GM) Primary 665                   6.1% 1,690               2.5                    17                     1.00% -                   -                   -                   
6.6/11kV CB (GM) Secondary 561                   5.1% 343                   0.6                    3                       1.00% -                   -                   0.3                    
6.6/11kV Switch (PM) 5                        0.0% 4                       0.7                    0                       1.00% -                   -                   -                   
6.6/11kV Switchgear - Other (PM) 1                        0.0% 1                       0.7                    0                       1.00% -                   -                   -                   
6.6/11kV Switch (GM) 705                   6.4% 261                   0.4                    3                       1.00% -                   -                   -                   
6.6/11kV RMU 3,022                27.6% 2,109               0.7                    21                     0.99% -                   -                   -                   
6.6/11kV X-type RMU 1                        0.0% 1                       1.5                    -                   0.00% -                   -                   -                   
33kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(ID) (GM) 131                   1.2% 348                   2.7                    3                       0.81% -                   0.6                    -                   
33kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 947                   8.6% 3,646               3.8                    36                     0.99% 44.6                 60.6                 97.4                 
33kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(ID)(GM) 1,099                10.0% 5,228               4.8                    51                     0.98% 4.7                    4.3                    5.9                    
33kV Switch (GM) 23                      0.2% 82                     3.6                    1                       0.99% -                   -                   -                   
33kV Switchgear - Other 3                        0.0% 13                     4.5                    0                       1.00% -                   -                   -                   
33kV Switch (PM) 237                   2.2% 809                   3.4                    2                       0.23% -                   -                   -                   
66kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 12                      0.1% 401                   33.4                 4                       0.97% 9.8                    12.4                 0.6                    
66kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(ID)(GM) 16                      0.1% 638                   39.8                 3                       0.47% -                   -                   -                   
66kV Switchgear - Other 48                      0.4% 466                   9.7                    2                       0.50% -                   -                   -                   
132kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 241                   2.2% 5,271               21.9                 52                     0.98% 54.5                 67.7                 53.1                 
132kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(ID) (GM) 39                      0.4% 1,269               32.5                 7                       0.52% -                   -                   -                   
132kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 2                        0.0% 72                     36.0                 -                   0.00%
132kV Switchgear - Other 79                      0.7% 868                   11.0                 4                       0.50% -                   -                   -                   
RRPISS 1                       0.0% 1                       0.5                   0                       1.00% -                   -                   -                   
RRPISS 12                     0.1% 404                  33.7                 -                   0.00% -                   -                   -                   
NORRP 264                   2.4% 2,179              8.25                 21                    0.95% 53.5                 2.0                   -                   

10,957             100.0% 28,359             2.6                    252                   0.89% 167.6               149.4               162.1               
Decommissioned Assets 44.2                 23.6                 5.8                   

211.9               173.1               167.9               

SF6 Asset Portfolio Natural Emission Trackable SF6 EmissionSF6 Weight
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• 132kV CB (GIB) (OD) (GM)  
• 66kV CB (AIB) (OD) (GM)   

4.3 Asset Condition & Leakage  

We have implemented an industry standard Condition Based Risk Management (CBRM) approach to 
assess the condition of SF6 assets. This approach derives a Health Score output for each asset which is 
subsequently mapped to the regulatory asset Health Index bandings. SF6 leakage rates are not 
currently considered in this methodology and we are anticipating including this by the end of RIIO-
ED1. 

As can be seen from Table 4, there are relatively few assets classified in the HI4/HI5 without 
considering SF6 emissions as an input observed condition.   

Table 4 – Health Index Profiles for SF6 Assets Installed on SSEN Networks  

 

Although asset condition and the associated Asset Health Index (HI) is normally a key driver for asset 
replacement, the proposed intervention strategy for SF6 insulated assets from an environment 
perspective is primarily driven by leakage rates, which contribute significantly to GHG emissions. 

The leakage performance of different asset types and manufacturer models varies considerably across 
the installed asset portfolio as demonstrated by the following leakage characteristics and metrics 
specific to equipment types: 

• For 132kV CB (AIB) (OD) (GM), there are 22 different models within the 241 installed assets 
equating to 5,271kg of SF6 in the overall bank. 

• Between the years 2019 - 2022, it has been necessary to top-up 42 out of this population of 
241 at least once. The following models of 132kV circuit breaker requiring frequent top-ups 
include the NMG-SB6M145 (50%), ABB-LTB145D1B (43%), and REYROLLE -145SPM/1500/A6 
(41%). 

Asset Register Category
No. of SF6 

Assets
% of SF6 
Assets

HI1 HI2 HI3 HI4 HI5 NO CBRM Notes

LV Circuit Breaker 3                        0.0% 3                -            -            -            -            -            
6.6/11kV CB (PM) 2,840                25.9% -            -            -            -            -            2,840        Not covered by the Methodology
6.6/11kV CB (GM) Primary 665                   6.1% 663           -            2                -            -            -            
6.6/11kV CB (GM) Secondary 561                   5.1% 559           -            1                -            1                -            
6.6/11kV Switch (PM) 5                        0.0% -            -            -            -            -            5                Not covered by the Methodology
6.6/11kV Switchgear - Other (PM) 1                        0.0% -            -            -            -            -            1                Not covered by the Methodology
6.6/11kV Switch (GM) 705                   6.4% 702           -            3                -            -            -            
6.6/11kV RMU 3,022                27.6% 2,946        1                57              -            18              -            
6.6/11kV X-type RMU 1                        0.0% 1                -            -            -            -            -            
33kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(ID) (GM) 131                   1.2% 131           -            -            -            -            -            
33kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 947                   8.6% 922           10              11              1                3                -            
33kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(ID)(GM) 1,099                10.0% 1,087        -            12              -            -            -            
33kV Switch (GM) 23                      0.2% 23              -            -            -            -            -            
33kV Switchgear - Other 3                        0.0% -            -            -            -            -            3                
33kV Switch (PM) 237                   2.2% -            -            -            -            -            237           Not covered by the Methodology
66kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 12                      0.1% 12              -            -            -            -            -            
66kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(ID)(GM) 16                      0.1% 16              -            -            -            -            -            
66kV Switchgear - Other 48                      0.4% -            -            -            -            -            48              
132kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 241                   2.2% 176           1                51              -            13              -            
132kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(ID) (GM) 39                      0.4% 39              -            -            -            -            -            
132kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) 2                        0.0% 2                -            -            -            -            -            
132kV Switchgear - Other 79                      0.7% -            -            -            -            -            79              
RRPISS 1                       0.0% -            -            -            -            -            1                
RRPISS 12                     0.1% -            -            -            -            -            12              
NORRP 264                   2.4% -            -            -            -            -            264           No RRP IN CBRM

10,957             100.0% 7,290        12              137           1                35              3,482        

SF6 Asset Portfolio Health Index based on CBRM
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• In terms of SF6 amount emitted, the highest SF6 emitting circuit breaker models are: ABB - 
HPL145A1 (55.5kg), REYROLLE-145SPM (53.5kg), and ABB-145PMC40/20 (17.8kg). 

• The models with the most emission occurrences are: REYROLLE-145SPM (81) and ABB-
LTB145D1 (29).     

These metrics only serve to reinforce that SF6 leakage is commonplace across the broad range of circuit 
breaker types, largely installed in the 1970s and 1980s. 

4.4 Regional Variations 

It is also important to differentiate our SF6 investment plans for the SEPD and SHEPD distribution 
networks given the significant differences in relation to: 

• SF6 Asset Population Size 
• SF6 Leakage Rates 
• Exclusion of 132kV assets in Scotland, which form part of the transmission system 

The majority of the planned SF6 asset interventions are scheduled for the SEPD network where SF6 

leakage rates are significantly higher than in SHEPD. The planned interventions are intended to ensure 
we meet our Science Based Targets and Ofgem minimum requirements.  

Another factor reinforcing the need for SF6 leakage mitigation in SEPD is the comparatively high rate 
of SF6 leakage compared with other GB DNOs.  

The planned asset interventions included in this EJP on environmental grounds have been allocated 
to the CV22 Environmental Reporting section in Ofgem’s Business Plan Data Tables (BPDT).  Assets 
identified due to health have been allocated to the CV7 Asset Replacement tab in the BPDTs.  The 
primary driver for interventions in SEPD in this paper is to reduce our emissions in line with Science 
Based Targets and Ofgem minimum requirements rather than asset health. 

Opex reduction is a secondary driver for investment.  Costs associated with SF6 top-up include the cost 
of SF6, labour and other indirect management, scheduling and recording costs.  

4.4.1 Asset Register Categories  
As of May 2021, there are 180 assets associated with SF6 emissions reported for the period of 2019 to 
2022. 

• In total, the 180 SF6 assets emitted 561.6kg of SF6 to atmosphere.   

• 27 of them were not in operation which contributed to 73.7kg SF6 emission.  

The remaining 153 SF6 assets are operational and emitted 487.9kg during the period 2019 to 2022.   

• The highest emitting asset categories are:  

◦ 33kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars) (OD) (GM) (209.6kg/43%)132kV CB (AIB) (OD) (GM) 
(177kg/36.3%), and  

◦ CTs (55kg/11.4%).    

• Based on CBRM criteria, 28 out of 153 SF6 assets are in the “severe leakage” condition, 20 out 
of 153 SF6 are in the “poor” condition, and 105 out of 153 SF6 assets are in “good” condition. 
These SF6 assets contributed to 63%, 21%, and 16% to total SF6 emissions respectively.      
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4.5 Stakeholder Priorities  

In preparation of our RIIO-ED2 business plan a programme of stakeholder engagement exercises have 
been undertaken to better understand what will be important to our network customers during RIIO 
ED2 and to ensure the views of our stakeholders are reflected in the cost and volumes we are 
proposing for each investment decision.  Below is a summary of the key outcomes from this 
engagement from some of our critical stakeholders. 

Feedback was sought at stakeholder events in England and Scotland in September and October 2020 
to identify which elements of our Environmental Action Plan should receive accelerated targets.  In 
general, there was broad stakeholder support for requirements to meet targets SBTs and to 
incorporate measures within the RIIO-ED2 business plan which mitigated climate change where 
possible. 

In Scotland, delegates responded that Business Carbon Footprint should receive attention, with its 
importance rated at 4.36 out of 5, closely followed by SF6 which scored 4.35 out of 5.  Scottish 
stakeholders sought high levels of ambition from us regarding the removal of SF6 equipment from the 
SHEPD network and suggested that this would be a significant milestone when achieved. Other 
Scottish stakeholder feedback included the following remarks: 

“We need to get rid of this stuff as quickly as we possibly can. It’s something that has hit 
various news articles. It would be brilliant both for visibility and your customer support to be 
able to promote that you’ve got rid of it all.” Business representative. 

“Be as ambitious as possible.” Infrastructure / engineering representative. 

“I would expect reducing not just leakage but overall usage to be a top priority.” Business 
representative. 

 
Figure 1 - Summary of Stakeholder Feedback Regarding Environmental Priorities from Scotland 
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There was some regional variation between stakeholders in Scotland and those in Southern England. 
Scotland Stakeholders wanted to see us be as ambitious as possible regarding removing SF6 , calling 
for this to be treated as a very high priority. However, in England it was felt that SF6 leakages were not 
frequent enough to warrant such a high level of ambition, although this view is not consistent with 
the rate of SF6 leakage currently being experienced in SEPD. 

Figure 2 - Summary of Stakeholder Feedback Regarding Environmental Priorities from England 

 

 

Stakeholder feedback obtained during our March 2021 Virtual Webinar provided the following 
response to the question “SF6: What approach do you think SSEN should take to SF6 reduction in 
ED2?” as shown in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 – Virtual Webinar Slido Results Regarding SF6  Leakage Mitigation Strategies 

“While we can only control things in this country, we are facing an emergency as a planet: it won’t wait for 
us to make things cheaper. We need to forget about the costs involved and persuade people that they are 
necessary. If there are people struggling with any increased costs, we can always find ways to help them.” 
Environmental group 

“Dealing with severe leaks should be the priority.” Parish / community council 

“I would be very much in favour of doing as much as you can, as early as you can, as long as it is as practical 
as possible.” Charity / non-profit 

“As SF6 is a really potent gas, it does really need to be tackled, but I would want to know the exact costs 
and to know what the best way is of achieving a carbon reduction. In principle I’m in favour of going 
ambitious, but it depends on the cost-effectiveness of achieving stuff. What are the relative costs?” 
Infrastructure / engineering representative 
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5 Optioneering  

The description of the Options considered are presented in this section. The options under 
consideration are the ones whose outputs address the need that has been identified in Section 3 in 
full.  For each option; feasibility, efficiency, costs and environmental impact are being taken into 
consideration.  

Ofgem have set a minimum requirement for DNO’s to set accredited Science Based Targets, therefore 
as a minimum we need to reduce our absolute SF6 emissions by between 35% for a 1.5-degree 
reduction and 28% for a 1.5-degree reduction by 2028. 

This section details all intervention options considered, noting those which have been discounted at 
an early stage and for what reason, and a detailed analysis of each option. The 3 options considered 
are namely a minimum intervention where no incremental work to reduce emissions is undertaken 
beyond BAU asset replacement, which will not achieve the reductions required to achieve Ofgem 
minimum requirements.  The other 2 options where the reduction of SF6 emissions is achieved through 
the targeted replacement of assets which are contributing most to SF6 leakage and our material 
Business Carbon Footprint.  Therefore, the replacement criteria has been solely based on asset leakage 
rates. Leakage rate criteria has been developed to segregate leaking assets into 3 categories as 
detailed in Table 5.  

Table 5 - Asset Leakage Categorisation Criteria 

 

Gas Leaks 
Condition 

Criteria 
Description Based on Last 12-

month Emission Data 
Based on Last 36-

month Emission Data 

Good Pressure within 
acceptable range N/A N/A 
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Poor Pressure outside of 
acceptable range 

>2kg or  
2 or more top ups or 
>25% total leakage 

>4kg or  
4 or more top ups or 
>50% total leakage 

Severe 
Leak 

Severe 
unrepairable leak 
and/or repeated 

gas top ups 

>6kg or  
4 or more top ups or 
>50% total leakage 

>12kg or  
8 or more top ups or 
>100% total leakage 

 

Asset volumes in the HI5 category have not been included in this EJP, as these are captured in CV7 
reported volumes.  However, we have reviewed that programme and aligned on assets being replaced 
in CV7 to ensure we are not double counting.   Table 6 summarises the various intervention options 
considered for this environmental programme. 

Table 6 - Asset Intervention Options to Address SF6 Leakage 

Option Description Cost/Volume SHEPD SEPD Decision 
Option ‘Do Nothing’ --- --- --- Not viable 
Option 1 – Replace Severe 
leakers only 

Asset Volume 2 26 Progressed to CBA 
Expenditure  £xxx £xxx 

Option 2 - Replace Severe 
and Poor leakers 

Asset Volume 3 42  Progressed to CBA 
Expenditure  £xxX £xxx 

An overview of each intervention option is provided in the following sections: 

5.1 Option ‘Do Nothing’ 

The ‘Do nothing’ option involves monitoring and maintaining existing assets running in their 
current state and topping-up the volume of SF6 gas as required to ensure operational safety by 
meeting the technical specifications of the equipment. Despite the continuation of the ED1 
improved approach to leakage management, this option will not reduce amount of SF6 emissions 
from the installed asset base and is likely to result in increased emissions due to ageing plant. This 
option does not meet Ofgem minimum requirement of setting accredited Science Based Targets 
therefore from environmental perspective, we do not regard this option as sufficiently ambitious 
or sustainable and therefore recommend rejection.  

Conclusion: Option not viable.  

5.2 Option 1 Replace Severe Leakers only 

Option 1 to replace only the severely leaking assets will target the worst performing equipment 
as recorded in our asset register.  Planned interventions will include replacements of ageing assets 
with newer more efficiently sealed SF6 replacements in the early years of the RIIO-ED2 period, 
potentially followed by the introduction of newer SF6 alternative technologies1 in the latter years, 
for 132kV assets only. The associated asset volumes and costs of the severe leakers in the SHEPD 
and SEPD areas are summarised in Table 5. 

 
1 Assuming sufficiently robust, proven and cost-efficient equipment becomes available from manufacturers 
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Replacements using like-for-like technologies under this option for have been earmarked for the 
first 2 years (23/24, 24/25) of the regulatory period for our 132kV assets. The replacement of the 
remaining 132kV assets under this option with new SF6-free technology has been assumed to take 
place in the last 3 years (25/26, 26/27 to 27/28) of the period as technology readiness improves.  
Assets at other voltages have been earmarked for like-for-like technologies for the whole of RIIO-
ED2.  The replacement of severe leakers with like-for-like technology is a valid intervention 
approach as it will minimise SF6 emissions through the reduced leakage rates attributable to 
modern equipment designs and general technology improvements.  The eventual replacement of 
severe leakers with new SF6-free technology will result in the elimination or complete substitution 
of SF6 from the system.  It is anticipated that such new SF6-free technologies will incur higher (as 
yet unknown) unit costs and a unit cost uplift factor of 130% has been assumed to install such 
equipment.  

Conclusion: Viable option progressed for further analysis.  

5.3 Option 2 Replace Severe and Poor Leakers 

Option 2 to replace the severe and poor leaking assets will target an enlarged group of poor 
performing equipment as recorded in our asset register.  Again, planned interventions will include 
like-for-like asset replacements with newer more efficiently sealed SF6 equipment in the early 
years of the RIIO-ED2 period, potentially followed by the introduction of new technologies in the 
latter years for 132kV assets only. The associated asset volumes and costs of the severe and poor 
leakers in the SHEPD and SEPD areas are summarised in Table 5.  

Due to the inclusion or poor leakers in the list of equipment being replaced the volumes and costs 
have increased.  The replacement of both severe and poor leakers in the first 2 years (23/24, 
24/25) will be on a like for like basis. The remainder of the equipment will be replaced with new 
technologies the last 3 years (25/26, 26/27 to 27/28) of the regulatory period.  

The replacement of severe poor leakers with like-for-like technology remains a valid intervention 
strategy as it will minimise SF6 emissions through further reduced leakage rates arising from the 
deployment of modern equipment designs and general technology improvement. The eventual 
replacement of existing equipment with new SF6-free technology will result in the elimination or 
complete substitution of SF6 from the system.  It is anticipated that such new SF6-free technologies 
will incur higher unit costs and an uplift factor of 130% has been applied accordingly.  

Conclusion: Viable option progressed for further analysis – recommended. 

6 Analysis and Cost 

This section considers in more detail each of the options taken forward from the Optioneering section.  
Where appropriate the results of Cost Benefit Analysis are discussed and together with supporting 
objective and engineering judgement contribute toward the identification of a selected option.  The 
section continues by setting out the costs for the selected option. 

It is expected that there will be legislative changes coming with regards to SF6 in early ED2, and there 
is an Environmental Re-opener proposed to deal with material asset replacement programmes or 
changes that DNO’s may need to carry out to comply.  The work identified in this justification will help 
us to become more informed and thus better manage any requirements as a result of the legislation. 
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We will also commit to continue to input to discussions and work with industry to develop viable 
alternatives for the future through targeted innovation projects and the trial of alternatives.   

As with many environmentally driven proposals traditional CBA’s do not tend to stack up to support 
the investment alone, and that is the case here.   

Nonetheless a detailed Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) exercise has been undertaken to support the 
investment strategy that is described within this EJP and as predicted the benefits do not outweigh 
the investment.  However, if we do nothing, then we will not meet our science-based targets, that are 
an Ofgem minimum requirement. 

The Ofgem CBA tool has been used to build this CBA for each option and includes a breakdown of 
CAPEX and benefits for each delivery year in ED2.   Within the CBA an analysis has been undertaken 
on the costs associated with replacing SF6 assets identified as ‘Severe’ and/or ‘Poor’ leakers with new 
assets, and the benefits accrued from the new assets preventing the SF6 that would have leaked from 
these Severe/Poor assets.  It should be recognised that the CBA assumes that the new assets will not 
leak SF6 following replacement.  

The volume of SF6 leakage reduction has been assigned a financial benefit using DEFRA emission 
factors and by applying the projected traded carbon price to the mass of SF6 saved. This enables the 
CBA to compare financial costs with the financial savings.  

For both options, the total assets to be replaced has been split evenly over the 5-year RIIO-ED2 period, 
so the annual replacement rate is similar each year.  It was assumed that assets to be replaced in the 
first 2 years of ED2 would be replaced with new leak-free versions of the SF6 assets as part of the ‘like-
for-like’ replacement strategy, whereas assets to be replaced in the final 3 years of ED2 will be 
replaced with SF6-free technology.  

The results of the CBA for both options are summarised in Table 7.  The total mass of SF6 emissions to 
be mitigated in each option has been estimated as part of a consistent 45-year CBA assessment period 
and the results are presented in Table 7.  However, an additional assumption has been applied to cap 
the benefits being realised from replacement switchgear containing SF6 (i.e. those installed in the early 
years of RIIO-ED2).  For these replacement assets, it has been assumed that the SF6 emission saving 
benefits will only accrue for 20-years rather than 45-years as assumed for SF6 free equipment. 

Table 7 – Summary of CBA results 

Option Description No. assets to 
be replaced 

CBA Results 

Capex 
45 years NPV  

1 Replace Severe Leakers 28 £xxx £248,309 

2 Replace Severe and Poor 
Leakers 45 £xxx £258,262 

 

Table 8 provides a breakdown of projected asset replacement volumes and associated costs per 
annum, for each option, in SEPD and SHEPD. 

Table 8 – SF6 Related Asset Replacement Volumes & Costs in SHEPD and SEPD 
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Option 1 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 

SHEPD           

No. assets replaced  1 0     1  

CAPEX (£)*  £xxx      £xxx  

SEPD           

No. assets replaced 6 7 5 4 4 

CAPEX (£)* £xxx £xxx £xxx £xxx £xxx 

            
Option 2 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 

SHEPD           

No. assets replaced 1 0  1  0  1 

CAPEX (£)*  £xxx  £xxx   £xxx 

SEPD           

No. assets replaced 7 9 9 9 8 

CAPEX (£)* xxx xxx  xxx xxx xxx 
*CAPEX not discounted 

The CBA NPV results indicate the costs are higher than the benefits for the ‘Severe and Poor Leaker’ 
Option 2, whereas the NPV for the ‘Severe Leaker’ Option 1 indicates the benefits slightly outweigh 
the costs.  Replacement of the highest leaking assets under both Options is scheduled for the early 
years of the RIIO-ED2 period in order to rapidly reduce SF6 leakage.  These severe leaking assets will 
be replaced with modern SF6 containing assets. The leakage reduction benefits for the new SF6 assets 
as modelled in the CBA have been assumed to end after 20 years, which correlates with the assumed 
asset life of the new SF6 switchgear.  This results in a reduction in overall benefits accrued in 
subsequent years.  This is illustrated by a noticeable shift in the trajectory of the NPV at year 2044 
within Figure 4. 

It has been necessary to apply a broad range of unit costs for the different SF6 asset replacements 
dependent upon the type of new asset to be installed, with certain asset types having a considerably 
higher cost than others.  Also, the unit cost of a SF6-free replacement for a 132kV circuit breaker has 
been estimated to be 30% higher than replacement with a conventional SF6 containing circuit breaker, 
meaning the CAPEX for replacing such assets in the final 3 years of the period is higher than replacing 
the same assets in the first 2 years. The replacement unit costs for each type of SF6 switchgear is 
presented in Table 9. 
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Figure 4 – Net Present Value (NPV) progress over time for each option 

 

Table 9 - Unit Cost Assumptions for SF6 and SF6-Free Equipment 

Asset Type Unit cost (Like for Like) 
(£) 

Unit cost (Alternative 
to SF6 Technology) (£) 

132kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) xxx xxx 

SEPD 33kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) xxx - 

SHEPD 33kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars) OG (GM) xxx - 

CURTRANSCT xxx - 

33kV CB (Gas Insulated Busbars)(ID) (GM) xxx - 

6.6/11kV CB (PM) xxx - 

33kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(ID) (GM) xxx - 

66kV CB (Air Insulated Busbars)(OD) (GM) xxx - 

The results also show a stark regional variation with regards to leakage rates and asset replacement 
costs, with the majority of assets categorised as Severe and Poor Leakers being located in SEPD.  Even 
under the higher replacement option, there are only 3 assets located within SHEPD scheduled for 
replacement. 

7 Deliverability and Risk 

Our Ensuring Deliverability and a Resilient Workforce (Chapter 16) describes our approach to 
evidencing the deliverability of our overall plan as a package, and its individual components. Testing 
of our EJPs has prioritised assessment of efficiency and capacity, and this has ensured that we can 
demonstrate a credible plan to move from SSEN’s ED1 performance to our target ED2 efficiency. We 
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have also demonstrated that SSEN’s in house and contractor options will through investment or 
managed change, provide the capacity and skills at the right time, in the right locations.  This 
assessment has been part of the regular assessment of our EJPs, IDPs and BPDTs, and we will further 
refine our bottom up efficiencies and work plan phasing through the ongoing development of 
our ED2 Commercial & Deliverability Strategy and engagement with our supply chain. 

Our deliverability testing has identified a major strategic opportunity which is relevant to all EJPs. 

• In ED2 SSEN will change the way Capital Expenditure is delivered, maximising synergies within 
the network to minimise disruptions for our customers. This is particularly relevant for a Price 
Control period where volumes of work are increasing across all work types. 

• The principle is to develop and deliver Programmes of work, manage risk and complexity at 
Programme level and to develop strategic relationships with our Suppliers and Partners to 
enable efficiency realisation.  

• The Commercial strategy will explore the creation of Work Banks (WB) and identify key 
constraints. The Load work will be the primary diver for a WB, supplemented by Non-Load work 
at a given Primary Substation. This approach will capitalise on synergies between the Load and 
Non-Load work, whereby the associated downstream work from a Primary Substation will 
maximise outage utilisation, enabling the programme to touch the network in a controlled 
manner with the objective of touching the network once. Where there is no Primary Load 
scheme to support the Non-Load work, these will be considered and packaged separately, either 
insourced or outsourced dependant on volume, size and complexity.  

• Transparency with the Supplier in terms of constraints, challenges, outage planning and 
engineering standards will capitalise on efficiencies, supported by a robust contracting strategy.  

The specific considerations for deliverability based on the scope of this EJP are detailed below: 

• Training 
• Location including access issues and civils 
• Supply chain 
• Work phasing and project interdependencies  
• System interfaces for controls, Network operation and SCADA 

Business Plan Output CV22 demonstrates our commitment to reduce our GHG emissions associated 
with SF6.  We propose to deliver this through a Price Control Deliverable to provide assurance to 
Ofgem and Consumers should we not deliver on this output.  

Our SF6 Strategy which aims to reduce the amount of gas lost through leakages and reduce our BCF 
impact from the leakages by a minimum of 28-35%.  

The proposed investments will reduce our SF6 bank and improve the detection of leakage and repair 
of equipment.  The SF6 strategy will also: 

• Commit to efficient and economic actions to reduce leakage rates and improve management 
of SF6 assets; 

• Adopt target(s) for SF6 leakage and/or SF6 asset management; and 
• Commit to reporting on total SF6 bank and leakage reduction rates using a common DNO 

methodology. 

Additionally, we are exploring alternative solutions and innovation with manufactures to develop SF6 
alternative switchgear and will continue to investigate and take an active role for alternatives/ 
additives, to reduce the amount held in our SF6 bank and to avoid any new installations of SF6 at 
132kv where appropriate.   Analysis of key data will allow greater efficiencies in our asset 
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interventions, it will also help to improve our environmental performance and increase reliability of 
our assets. 

This EJP has been developed to deliver these outputs.  We have reviewed SF6 leakage rates across our 
installed asset base and have prioritised asset replacement candidates for the RIIIO-ED2 period in both 
the SEPD and SHEPD areas.  Planned replacement volumes in SEPD are substantially higher than in 
SHEPD as a result of the smaller asset population.  The SHEPD volumes exclude any 132kV assets as a 
result of the 132kV network being classified as part of the Scottish transmission system, which 
considerably reduces replacement volumes. 

Tables 10 – 13 provide a breakdown of the asset replacement volumes and costs planned as part of 
our environmentally driven SF6 leakage mitigation strategy.  These tables also identify the subset of 
asset types that will be targeted for replacement during the RIIO-ED2 period.  

Table 10 - SEPD Option 1 SF6 Asset Replacement Volumes and Costs for the RIIO-ED2 Period 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

Table 11 - SHEPD Option 1 SF6 Asset Replacement Volumes and Costs for the RIIO-ED2 Period 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

Table 12 - SEPD Option 2 SF6 Asset Replacement Volumes and Costs for the RIIO-ED2 Period 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

Table 13 - SHEPD Option 2 SF6 Asset Replacement Volumes and Costs for the RIIO-ED2 Period 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 

We have assessed the asset requirements under Options 1 & 2 and regard all volumes as deliverable 
during the RIIO-ED2 period.  Option 2 will be more challenging, particularly from a network access and 
outage management perspective.  We are working with all other workstreams to cluster projects, 
where appropriate, through touch the network once approach to streamline activities and reduce 
mobilisation across the network.  There is also a balance with inspection and maintenance teams and 
we expect a reduction in site visit interventions to continuously top-up leaking assets.  

Our contracting strategy for this work will be to utilise inhouse and contract resources to deliver the 
required asset volumes wherever the most efficient approach has been found.  We intend to prime 
and expand our supply chain during the remainder of RIIO-ED1 in readiness for the commencement 
of the RIIO-ED2 period. 

With respect to new technology readiness, we will continue to actively monitor market developments 
and engage with equipment manufacturers regarding early opportunities to deploy SF6-free 
technologies through our network innovation team and collaborative working with other DNO’s 
through the ENA to develop SF6 free equipment specifications. 

Option 1 would only require a single asset replacement in the SHEPD area. This should not present 
any difficulties regarding network access.  We plan to replace 1 circuit breaker in the early years of the 
RIIO-ED2 period.  Delivery volumes in SEPD under option 1 require that 32 circuit breakers are replaced 
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at an average of 6 per year.  A delivery constraint may be system access and therefore delivery 
volumes may need to be flexed accordingly. 

Asset volumes under Option 2 remain low in SHEPD with only 3 units scheduled to be replaced, which 
again should not present any difficulties.  Replacement rates under Option 2 in SEPD are higher with 
45 units to be replaced. This may cause issues with system access where a run rate of 11 units per 
annum is required. To mitigate this, we have aligned investments over all workstreams to ensure 
programmes of work are planned efficiently.  

There is a risk of contractor unavailability within the supply chain in SEPD where replacement volumes 
are the highest. To mitigate the risk, the use of both inhouse and contractor resources is being 
considered.  

The delivery strategy during the last 3 years of the RIIO-ED2 period for both options 1 and 2 is to use 
alternative technologies to SF6 where it is economical and available.  There is a risk the alternative 
technology may come at a higher cost than the anticipated 130%. If there are indications that new 
technologies for the direct replacement of SF6 will not be available in 2026, the use of older 
technologies such as vacuum circuit breakers may be considered.  

The data used to set our RIIO-ED1 Targets underestimated the number of SF6 assets on our networks, 
and therefore our absolute target for RIIO-ED1 will be difficult to achieve, however, despite this 
challenge we are confident that the RIIO-ED1 outturn will be close to target.  Throughout RIIO-ED1 
considerable effort has gone into asset data improvement, and the monitoring of asset performance 
trends, thus allowing the highest priority areas to be targeted during the RIIO-ED2 period, this EJP 
achieves this and we are confident that by carrying out this work we can achieve our Science Based 
Targets and be on a pathway to Net Zero.  

There is a risk that the Legislation change expected in 2023 could mandate that DNO’s go much further 
in removing SF6 from their networks, however, Ofgem have indicated that the proposed ED2 
Environmental Reopener could be triggered should the new legislation mandate a material change to 
the use of SF6 e.g. a ban from a date, a restriction (or quota system) for SF6 supply, removal from 
operation by a set date.   We are proposing, through this EJP, to address the issues we are currently 
experiencing on our network.   

8 Conclusion 
This Engineering Justification Paper (EJP) provides the basis for our RIIO-ED2 investment strategy to 
reduce SF6 emissions from our current asset base given that Sulphur Hexafluoride (SF6) is an extremely 
potent and persistent greenhouse gas with a CO2 equivalence factor of 22,800.  

Three asset intervention strategies have been considered and two approaches have undergone cost 
benefit analysis.  The CBA indicates the costs are higher than the accrued benefits for the ‘Severe and 
Poor Leaker’ Option, whereas the NPV for the ‘Severe Leaker’ Option indicates the accrued benefits 
slightly outweigh the costs.  Targeting the worst performing assets under Option 1 achieves the 
highest rate of SF6 leakage reduction relative to expenditure whereas Option 2 delivers the greatest 
absolute reduction in SF6 emissions, albeit at a higher unit cost. 

Our selection of preferred asset intervention strategy has been based on the need to significantly 
reduce SF6 leakage rates (particularly in SEPD) to meet Ofgem’s minimum requirements of an 
accredited Science Based Target combined with increasing government ambitions on the horizon and 
our own stakeholder expectations. Therefore, SSE has chosen to implement the more ambitious 
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replacement Option 2 as its preferred intervention strategy during the RIIO-ED2 period. This option is 
in-line with Net-Zero targets and consistent with stakeholder feedback to be ambitious with our 
approach to SF6.  

Under this approach we will target a reduction in SF6 emissions of at least 90.49kg SF6 during RIIO-ED2 
at a cost of £5.57m; this significant reduction, equivalent to more than 2,132.20  tCO2e, will help 
enable us to meet our Science Based Targets.  
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9 Appendix 2 Business Plan Data Table References 

 

BPDT 
Reference No  

BPDT Title BPDT Revision Date 

CV22 9/SSEPD/ENV/SF6 - 01/10/2021 
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