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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. The London Fringe strategy aims to ensure that infrastructure issues are addressed: both current deficiencies and the improved or new infrastructure and services necessary to meet the requirements of the growth identified in the RSS.  

2. The strategy emphasises the role of existing urban areas in accommodating future growth placing reliance on the infrastructure which is already in place. It is perceived that infrastructure and service provision have not kept pace with development in the past; the RSS provides a unique opportunity to secure an improvement in this situation. For Guildford Borough, and many other Surrey districts, the backlog of investment and the cumulative impacts of smaller scale development are critical issues.  The use of a tariff-based approach to funding improvements to infrastructure and services may prove a means of meeting local aspects of new provision (see response to 8Hiii.3 below).

Water supply & waste water treatment implications

3. The Borough Council supports the principle established in regional policies NRM1 and NRM2, but expresses serious concern that the current planned levels of development could not be supported without certainty over the supply of sufficient water, of an appropriate quality. In particular, the scale of efficiency sought and the timescales for the delivery of new reservoirs were both felt to be overambitious.

4. With the provisos that the twin track efficiency and resource development approach proposed is effective and the housing growth rate remains that expressed in Policy H1, no significant issues are raised regarding water supply in the sub-region.

5. It is important that the surface water drainage system is able to cope with the level of development envisaged, particularly in light of the implications of climate change. 

6. The Council supports the Policy NRM1 emphases upon water efficiency and the use of sustainable drainage solutions, which it states are to be addressed in Local Development Documents.  Guildford adopted a Sustainable Development and Construction SPD covering this topic in December 2005 and will update this guidance once higher-level policies are in place.  

7. With reference to waste-water treatment, consideration must be given to the implications of the increasingly stringent waste water treatment regime, which may over time require significant improvement of existing facilities.  

Flood risk implications

8. Parts of the London Fringe sub-region are identified as lying within flood risk zones 2 and 3 on Environment Agency records. The issue affects a number of settlements within the sub-region, including Guildford town centre.  

9. Such built-up areas have made a contribution to the estimates of urban potential underpinning the figures in Policy H1, following the guidance within the then PPG 25 that re-use of previously developed land was acceptable, particularly if mitigation of risk was possible. The advice in PPS25 now indicates that the Exception Test would be required for residential development within Zone 3a (functional floodplain) and the implications of this on the estimates of housing potential are uncertain.

10. The Borough Council is in the process of preparing a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, which will inform site allocations in the Local Development Framework.  As part of this work, the Council is exploring with the Environment Agency a number of issues arising from recently updated national guidance on the subject (PPS25) and the Environment Agency’s evolving interpretation of this guidance and its implications for the Town Centre.

11. The Borough Council may wish to expand on this point at the session, in light of emerging information regarding the regional flood risk assessment.  

Transport implications

12. The Regional Assembly has developed early work on transport hubs into the concept of regional hubs, where there will be focus on both transport investment and future development. Whilst the priority for transport investment is welcomed, the capability of individual hubs to sustain the role envisaged of them (even were substantial infrastructure funding forthcoming) must be recognised and pursued locally. 

13. An alternative approach to prioritising direction of development to hubs would be the identification of the public transport improvements required to bring other existing sustainable centres to higher performance standards.  These centres may be better able to accommodate additional development than towns like Guildford, which are heavily constrained by the Green Belt and environmental designations.
14. Far greater certainty is required about the public investment to be committed to transport improvements to ensure that new development can be accessed adequately.

15. Policy LF4 reinforces the need for commensurate investment in infrastructure; whilst the Implementation Plan is in principle supported, the Council notes the Sub-Regional Investment Framework therein provides no certainty on how this will be delivered, in the London Fringe (or other sub-regions).  

16. Key transport infrastructure projects for Guildford within the London Fringe are particularly designed to support the designation of Guildford as a regional hub. They are:

· North Downs rail line upgrade (£120m, 2011-2016, delivery by Network Rail)

· Improved public transport in the London Fringe regional hubs (Guildford, Woking, Redhill/Reigate) (£168m, 2006-2026, delivery by Surrey County Council)
· A3 (A247-A31) junction improvements, to release congestion around regional hubs (Guildford) (£40m, 2006-2026, delivery by Highways Agency/Surrey County Council)
· It is noted that reference to the Heathrow to Staines rail link (Air Track) appears to have been omitted in comparison with earlier drafts of the Implementation Plan.

17. As the above indicates, demand for transport (and water) infrastructure is an outcome of population and the local economy. Whilst overall infrastructure costs at the regional level
and sub-regional levels have been generated, specific transport and other infrastructure requirements arising from the housing and economic provision are not quantified. For example, reference to improved public transport in the regional hubs is not supported by detail relating to the form this £168m of improvements is envisaged to take.  

18. The findings of the Guildford and Woking Integrated Transport Study (GWITS) demonstrate that there is a forecast problem of increased delays and congestion in the hubs of Guildford and Woking (it is likely that the same would happen in Redhill/Reigate although there is no data). Whilst lacking in detail, the Implementation Plan now refers to congestion relief in Guildford Town Centre.  Surrey County Council’s work on the Local Transport Plan 2 also now includes more specific proposals to improve accessibility in the hubs.

19. Further work to identify the required investment in infrastructure at the sub-regional level is essential in order to conform to the key principle in the RSS that development will only be accommodated where infrastructure is adequate or will be brought forward in time.

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? 

1. Whilst the overall approach set out in Policies CC5 and LF5 is supported in principle, there are significant concerns about the deliverability of this approach. Work undertaken by Roger Tym & Partners for the South East County Leaders identified a very significant shortfall in funding between that currently available and that needed to deliver the necessary infrastructure to meet the demands of proposed development. Substantial additional funds will need to be found to enable the necessary infrastructure to be provided and planned development to proceed to meet existing shortfalls and planned development. Certainty is needed that the necessary funding will be provided and the infrastructure proposals set out in the sub-regional investment framework will proceed.  More detail is needed on what each item would entail, its precise costs and a clearer timescale for implementation. 

2. The revised Implementation Plan states that it provides a framework within which detailed implementation plans can be prepared at the sub-regional and local levels. As such it is a general framework for delivery, rather than providing the actual delivery means.  Whilst it is based on generally sound data and makes a good case for the level of overall investment required at the regional level, it is not a detailed investment programme with commitment by providers. Priorities are not clearly stated and it would benefit from a clearer explanation of how providers will be required to bring their forward budgets to comply with the indicated requirements.

3. With particular reference to green infrastructure, the potential implications of Natural England’s proposed Delivery Plan for the Thames Basin Heaths SPA do not appear to have been costed.  

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)?

1. A growing concern relates to the commencement of new development in the face of existing deficiencies in, or in advance of the provision of new, infrastructure required to serve both existing needs and the additional needs, which the scheme will generate. Policy CC5 states that development shall not proceed until the relevant planning authorities are satisfied that the necessary infrastructure is available, or is about be provided; this is a critical point which must remain in the RSS.  It is acknowledged that developers may see this as a means of delaying development, however the policy does not necessarily require all elements of infrastructure to be in place before approval is granted to a proposal.  Paragraph 3.1 of Section E9 of the SEP makes it clear that active pre-planning is necessary to achieve capacity increases in strategic infrastructure, particularly highlighting issues of water supply, waste-water treatment and sustainable transport. The sub-regional investment frameworks identify the infrastructure required, the mechanisms needed to implement the Plan’s objectives and the agencies that should deliver these. It is must be recognised that these are all based on the levels of growth set out in the draft RSS. Higher levels of growth would require additional investment and more immediate action by key agencies. 

2. The support, encouragement and commitment of Central Government to ensuring the delivery of vital infrastructure will be essential.  SEERA’s proposals included a suggested Concordat with Government to provide a basis for constructive joint working between the many organisations involved. The Council is disappointed this was not taken forward and that the Government apparently has no plans to sign it. Central Government must start to provide authorities with the investment over the next 5 years that will enable us to deliver the planned levels of development.

3. The Council is also disappointed that GOSE has argued that the Implementation Plan is not part of the South East Plan. Guildford Borough Council’s strong preference is that the Implementation Plan does form part of the adopted RSS. If this were not feasible, the Council supports the prospect of using it as part of a Multi-Area Agreement.  

4. If the Implementation Plan cannot be given statutory status as part of the RSS, it is understood that it would carry weight as a material consideration if:

· It were presented in a form consistent with PPS11 and other Government policy;

· It did not contain policies and proposals (though implementation mechanisms for policies/proposals set out elsewhere in the RSS are possible); and

· It were set out in a way that gives it the same status as supporting text (which does form part of the statutory document).

5. The need for infrastructure and service provision to support Growth Areas or Growth Points is widely recognised, however the urban focus and retention of the Green Belt the foci of this strategy place greater demands on existing facilities, given the target that at least 60% of development should be on previously developed land. A significant proportion of new development in areas like Guildford borough are delivered on small sites within the urban areas. Individually, such development may not generate substantial infrastructure requirements, but cumulatively the impact of a number of small-scale developments on a localised area can be significant. This cumulative impact is one of the key causes of opposition to development proposals. Use of a ‘planning tariff’ might be used to fairly address this issue, under which all development would be required to contribute towards a fund to provide necessary infrastructure.  Such an approach is considered more likely to address local needs than the Planning Gain Supplement and, whilst the concept is a key feature of the sub-regional Policy LF5, the WCBV and other sub-regions (preferably also Cross Cutting Policy CC5) could refer to the potential to use the tariff approach.  This would move towards a consistent region-wide approach, avoiding difficulties for ‘split’ districts like Guildford borough within which this opportunity would only apply in part.  

6. Surrey authorities are collaborating on draft guidance, which will assist authorities which do not yet have planning obligations SPD to deliver infrastructure improvements (Guildford adopted an ‘Infrastructure’ SPD in September 2006).  This demonstrates a willingness and ability to seek increased funding from developments for essential infrastructure improvements (ahead of PGS).

7. Please also refer to the Borough Council’s comments to Sub-matter 8Hii.4.
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