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1.0 Background

1.1 This Statement is submitted jointly on behalf of SP Manweb and United Utilities, the two licensed electricity Distribution Operators (DNO’s) for the North West of England, in response to those RSS policies which relate to electricity distribution developments impacted by planning policy i.e. the 33kV and 132kV electricity networks.

1.2 This Statement has been prepared by SP EnergyNetworks, which manages the SP Manweb electricity network in Cheshire and Merseyside. 

1.3 The previous submissions also submitted jointly on behalf of SP Manweb and United Utilities are referred to in this Statement in Section 2 which summarises the points made in these previous submissions.

1.4 In respect of the previous SP Manweb/United Utilities submission dated 2 June 2006, the point is made by the two DNOs that further changes to the Submitted Draft Regional Spatial Strategy (Submitted Draft RSS) need to be included.

1.5 The next stage in the process was the draft list of participants published on 24 July 2006 which did not include SP Manweb and United Utilities in the Energy 6C section. Following this response on behalf of the North West Regional Assembly not to have the further changes as requested in the 2 June 2006 considered, a further joint submission was made on 15 August 2006.

1.6 Following this August submission, the Panel Secretariat confirmed on the 4th September that SP Manweb and United Utilities would be Participants in the forthcoming Examination in Public.

1.7 In participating in the EiP, SP Manweb and United Utilities would like to take this opportunity to provide additional information in this Statement for the Panel to consider and this is referred to as additional information in the sections following the summaries of each of the previous responses.

2.0 Previous Submissions

Response dated December 2005

2.1 The initial response submitted on behalf of SP Manweb and United Utilities is referred to in this Statement as it provides an indication of the level of investment programmed by the two DNOs and the need to implement this investment in providing a secure supply of electricity. This early submission also points out the relevant role of the planning system to the work carried out by the two DNOs, namely the development of land for electricity substations and the installation of overhead electricity lines. 

2.2 In addition, it should be noted by the Panel that this work interfaces with the planning system in the following ways:

· Approvals to work carried out under the industry’s permitted development rights (PDRs) such as extensions to substations where approval is required from the planning authority

· Approvals to PDRs from the local planning authority and English Nature for works within ‘sensitive sites’ such as cable replacement 

· Approvals to overhead lines over 20kV where Section 37 Consent of the Electricity Act and Section 90 of the Planning Acts is required from the Department of Trade and Industry but granted only after consultation with the local planning authority

· Approval from the planning authority under the Planning Acts for new substation development

· Approval to works carried out under the Electricity Act Exemption Regulations such as relocation of pylons and overhead lines within limited distances where notification is required to be served on the local planning authority to give them the opportunity to comment before the works can progress

2.3 There is also contact with the local planning authority through consultations required as part of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations under both the Planning and Electricity EIA Regulations.

Response dated June 2006 

2.4 The joint DNO submission dated 2 June 2006 refers to 4 points. The reasons why the changes set out in the 4 points have been suggested are briefly referred to below.

(i) Policy DP1

The suggestion to refer to the ‘supply network’ is made because it is unclear as to which part of the energy supply should be the subject of the plans and strategies within which policies should be developed. Supply might be seen from the point of generation or at the point at which the energy is consumed. In either case, this would not include the electricity network that is managed by the two DNO’s. At the generation end, this might be interpreted to mean plans and strategies should develop policies that ensure the supply from the generation point leads to reduced carbon emissions. At the consumer end, this would mean there needs to be policies which in some way ensure the consumer supply has reduced carbon emissions. In either case, both sections of the supply in this sense is outwith the control of the planning system. Policies relevant to the supply ‘network’ would, however, enable the electricity distribution network to be managed in a way that facilitates the development of new substations and overhead lines to provide a more efficient network.

An additional point to raise is that both DNOs, SP Manweb and United Utilities, are required to operate under the terms set out in the Electricity Act 1989 and these require works to be carried out by balancing economic costs to benefit customers with regard to the appropriate environmental requirements as set down in Schedule 9 of the 1989 Act (see copy enclosed in Appendix 2).

These requirements place a responsibility on the two DNOs to plan and design works to be economic and environmentally acceptable. This is a responsibility that both DNOs deliver on by developing schemes which are above what could normally be expected. For example, the discretionary requirement under the EIA Regulations to carry out EIA for 132kV overhead lines is accepted as a mandatory requirement in most cases, and substation development is included as part of the EIA process.      

It would assist both DNOs if their responsible approach to proposed schemes could be given more support in policy frameworks to facilitate the delivery of schemes rather than be faced with objections to schemes which are based on amenity type objections rather than balancing these objections with the DNOs responsible approach to projects and the need for the work to take place in the first place. 

Examples of recent projects in the North West where delays have been experienced include:

· Proposed 132kV overhead line by SP Manweb. This scheme extends over 25km across 4 local planning authority boundaries including Trafford, Warrington, Macclesfield and Vale Royal and including Cheshire County Council. This project is to reinforce the 132kV network in East Cheshire and has been the subject of amenity based objections in the absence of more relevant ‘utilities based’ planning policy relating to the installation of overhead lines in the countryside. This has led to delays in the local planning authorities responding to the Department of Trade and Industry in respect of the statutory consultations required as part of the Electricity Act 1989. The project is still outstanding after being submitted in 2003. 

· Proposed substation in Preston by Norweb to develop a substation and where the local authority as land owner and planning authority in the absence of policy guidance considered the site unsuitable and required the facility to be moved 3km. This led to increased underground cable and an increase in electricity losses.     

(ii) Para 6.6

This is a minor point and made to reflect the reference to supply in Policy DP 1. To follow on from this, it would be helpful to further refer to the supply networks in this paragraph.

(iii) Policy EM 16

The June submission refers to the need for the responsibility to make effective provision to be shared between DNOs and local planning authorities. The reason for this suggested change is because both DNOs are doing what they can in responding to the new development plans but support from the local planning authorities is also required.

The additional comments which the Panel is asked to consider include reference to the actions taken by both DNOs in submitting comments to the new style plans and the lack of support from local authorities following these submissions. An amendment to Policy EM 16 would place a responsibility on local authorities to also engage with the two DNOs.

In respect of the new style local development plans, comments have been submitted by SP Manweb, in respect of a number of plans emerging within the SP Manweb region, requesting that these plans include policies relating to electricity network infrastructure. A regional planning policy framework would facilitate more local development plan policies.

(iv) Policy EM 17

The June submission is sufficient in explaining the concerns of the two DNOs and no further comments are added in respect of this policy.

Response dated 15 August 2006

2.5 The August submission was made following the publication of the draft list of participants and the exclusion of SP Manweb and United Utilities as participants in the EiP. This submission refers to the changes secured through consultation with the North West Regional Development Agency in respect of the Regional Economic Strategy.

2.6 Reference is also made in the August submission to PPS12 which requires local planning authorities to consult with utility companies in preparing local development documents.

2.7 The August submission also refers to a further consideration in developing a policy framework to support electricity network related schemes being the benefit of reducing carbon emissions and having made this comment in the June submission, the Panel is asked to note additional comments in this respect.

2.8 To explain briefly why this is considered to be the case, reference is first made to the high voltage networks operated by SP Manweb and United Utilities. These include the 132kV, 33kV and 11kV networks with electricity at the higher voltage level supplying the next lower level. The main principle in the nature of this network is to ensure there is network capacity in the higher voltage level serving the lower voltage for this distribution to work efficiently. This is because power is more efficiently distributed at higher voltages as this incurs lower losses. 

2.9 While this is only a broad principle, the point to note is that this is one reason why the higher 132kV and 33kV networks, which involve the type of developments where planning permission is required, are reinforced. The problems encountered in the planning system to obtain the necessary consents to reinforce the network, is therefore a consideration in the issue of reducing electricity losses on the lower voltage networks. As such, as losses continue, additional electricity is required to maintain supply levels and this additional supply, of course, required additional generation. The losses are therefore twofold. First, in respect of heat loss into the atmosphere as losses occur through the network itself, and secondly, through the additional generation needed to supplement the losses in order to ensure a secure supply of electricity to customers.

2.10  It is accepted that if this is the case, then it is a valid question to ask why more 132kV and 33kV network reinforcement is not carried out. The reason for not doing this is because investment in the higher voltage levels is clearly more expensive and DNOs need to prioritise their network investment needs to ensure prices remain within the limits agreed with Ofgem.

2.11 The point is that where there is agreement between Ofgem and the DNOs to reinforce the higher voltages, it does not help to then have further restrictions placed on DNOs by planning authorities.

2.12 A supportive policy framework which requires local plans and strategies to support the reinforcement as identified by the DNOs would enable such schemes to be carried out which the DNOs have identified themselves as being in the interests of consumers and the environment.       

3.0 Energy Challenge

3.1 The Energy Challenge Paper in July 2006 refers to fundamental planning reform. The above changes are suggested in order to assist in developing a relevant planning policy framework. Proposals for energy infrastructure can then be considered within the existing planning system. 

3.2 The failure to develop planning policy frameworks which acknowledge that this type of development needs to take place and that both the developer and the local community would benefit from policies being included in local development plans, risks such development being taken out of the planning system and determined through other means. 
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