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MATTER 8 – SUB-REGIONAL STRATEGY

SUB-MATTER 8H – LONDON FRINGE

8Hiii – INFRASTRUCTURE AND IMPLEMENTATION 

8Hiii.1 Have the water supply and waste water treatment, flood risk, and transport implications of the growth proposals been adequately considered (Policy LF5)? 

1.
We would say no.  Bearing in mind our concerns over the inadequate level of growth proposed for this Sub-Region, we would suggest that the Regional Assembly (and Surrey County Council) has not fully considered the implications of growth in the Sub-Region.

2.
For example, it is unlikely that the transport advantages of the proposed major redevelopment of the former DERA site in Chertsey (Runnymede/Surrey Heath) have been taken into consideration.  In the Appendix accompanying this Statement it has been established that approximately 116,000 economically active people reside within 1200 metres of the stations on the Reading – Waterloo railway line serving the site (the DERA site is immediately adjacent to Longcross station).  The use of this important transport connection to access this potential Strategic Development Area is unlikely to have been taken into consideration since we believe that the Regional Assembly’s assessment of the implications of growth in this particular Sub-Region have been based on the assumption that there will be no major growth in the area, nor will there be any review of the Green Belt.

8Hiii.2 Are the proposals in the Implementation Plan
 (including for social and green infrastructure) clear, justified and well related to the spatial strategy?  What are the priorities? 

3.
Annex 3 of the Implementation Plan provides a schedule of transport, education, green infrastructure and flood defence schemes of sub-regional significance.  No indication of priorities is given and only broad estimates given as to when such infrastructure might be delivered.
4.
Since the majority of schemes will require an element of developer funding, timing of delivery will depend upon the speed at which individual major developments are brought forward.

5.
The analysis of local infrastructure costs set out in the Implementation Plan is necessarily broad-brush and based upon aggregate population data for very large areas, i.e. whole Sub-Regions.  As such it cannot provide a realistic picture of true requirements which can only be determined by reference to specific proposals having regard to such considerations as catchment areas (for health, education and open space facilities) and the incidence of spare capacity.  For this reason the assessment of local infrastructure “requirements” cannot be construed as “proposals”; nor have they been related to the spatial strategy in any clear or meaningful way.

6.
We are unsure of the justification for the proposals identified in the Implementation Plan or their relationship with the strategy in the Sub-Regional policies.  Consideration should be given to the use of policy cross-referencing in Annex 3 of the Implementation in order to demonstrate how the “growth agenda” of the South East Plan is to be implemented.  At present, the list of infrastructure works reads as a random list of projects cobbled together in any old order.

8Hiii.3 Would it be appropriate to include a requirement for a tariff-based approach to be applied to all new development in the sub-region (Policy LF5)?

7.
Although a reasonable idea in principle, a tariff-based approach is more likely to be appropriate in the future if and when the Planning Gain Supplement is introduced.  Other than in relation to the major growth area at Milton Keynes (and soon-to-be in Ashford), at present this draft policy requirement is out-of-step with Government guidance on planning obligations (Circular 05/05).

8.
Until such time as replacement guidance is published the relevant funding mechanisms for infrastructure provision will be from central funding and developer contributions secured through Section 106 and Section 278 Agreements.
9.
Indeed, if a tariff-based approach to the collection of funding for infrastructure provision was to be implemented, we would suggest that it should only be applied in areas of major growth where sites identified for development will contribute to infrastructure required to serve it.  
10.
Generally speaking, a tariff-based approach should not be applied to small-sites where the requirement for strategic infrastructure provision is adjudged to be neither necessary nor relevant.

11.
This requirement is also out-of-step with other infrastructure policies included in the Sub-Region chapters of the South East Plan.  No other infrastructure policy or supporting paragraph refers to a tariff-based approach – this is another example of the policy inconsistencies between the various Sub-Region chapters.  If such a regime was to be introduced in one Sub-Region then, for the sake of consistency it should be applied to the other Sub-Regions as well.
APPENDIX

	
	
	

	Station Name
	All People within 1200m from a Station

	
	All People
	Economically Active16-74 Year Olds

	Reading
	14,867
	8,965

	Earley
	15,659
	8,354

	Winnersh Triangle
	5,035
	2,857

	Winnersh
	5,571
	3,028

	Wokingham
	10,338
	5,556

	Bracknell
	9,141
	4,653

	Martins Heron
	8,480
	4,627

	Ascot
	3,303
	1,651

	Sunningdale
	3,626
	1,547

	Longcross
	125
	50

	Virginia Water
	3,195
	1,441

	Egham
	7,785
	4,137

	Staines
	11,019
	6,118

	Feltham
	19,502
	9,379

	Twickenham
	19,272
	10,773

	Richmond  (Greater London)
	17,614
	9,772

	Clapham Junction
	42,331
	24,415

	Waterloo (London)
	19,741
	9,090

	GRAND TOTAL
	216,604
	116,412

	
	
	

	
	
	


� Updated by SEERA prior to EiP and available online at http://www.southeast-ra.gov.uk/southeastplan/key/infrastructure.html
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