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SOUTH EAST PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC
LONDON FRINGE AREA – INFRASTRUCTURE AND IMPLEMENTATION
STATEMENT BY REIGATE AND BANSTEAD BOROUGH COUNCIL

1
Have the water supply and waste water treatment, flood risk, and transport implications of the growth proposals been adequately considered? 

1.1
A common problem with, and complaint about, new development is that it has taken place despite deficiencies in infrastructure or in advance of the provision of new infrastructure required to serve existing and future needs. Clause iii) of Policy CC5, which states that development shall not proceed until the relevant planning authorities are satisfied that the necessary infrastructure is available, or is about be provided, is therefore an absolutely key element of the draft SE Plan. In response to developers who see this as a potentially unreasonable blocking mechanism, it must be stressed that the policy does not necessarily require all elements of infrastructure to be in place before approval is granted to a proposal.

1.2
Paragraph 3.1 of Section E9 of the South East Plan makes it clear that active pre-planning is necessary to achieve capacity increases in strategic infrastructure and particularly highlights issues of water supply, waste water treatment and sustainable transport. Policy LF5 states that strategic infrastructure will be delivered through the sub-regional investment framework. This framework, in the Revised Implementation plan, identifies the infrastructure that is required, the mechanisms needed to implement the Plan’s objectives and the agencies that should deliver these. It must be stressed that these are all based on the levels of growth set out in the draft SE Plan. Higher levels of growth to that assumed within the draft Plan would require additional investment and swifter, and more extensive, behavioural change. Reigate & Banstead Borough Council supports the sub-regional investment framework and the schemes within it.
1.3 
Notwithstanding our support for what is in the plan, we have concerns about delivery of the infrastructure as this will be dependent upon many organisations taking account of the Plan’s policies and aligning their priorities when developing their own programmes and policies. Unfortunately SEERA and its partners cannot directly control the priorities of all these organisations. The support and encouragement of Central Government is therefore essential. We will work with Government to plan for levels of development that the area can absorb, but can only do so if it can demonstrate to us that the infrastructure investment to meet current deficiencies, as well as the needs arising from future development, will be forthcoming. SEERA’s proposals included a suggested Concordat with Government to provide a basis for constructive joint working. However, this was not taken forward and we understand that the Government has no plans to sign it. Reigate & Banstead BC is also disappointed that GOSE is arguing that the Implementation Plan is not necessarily part of the South East Plan. We believe this is indicative of a lack of commitment by the Government to ensure the delivery of vital infrastructure.  In a joint submission to the Treasury on the Comprehensive Spending Review, SEERA and SEEDA, assisted by GOSE and with input from the region’s local authorities and other stakeholders have argued the case for more investment in infrastructure and have proposed the establishment of a Regional Infrastructure Fund to attract early investment to enable development. We support this initiative, but, at the time of writing this statement, there appeared to be little progress in establishing a fund.  We have read EIP Paper GOSE4 considered at the EIP on 12 December and remain concerned because there are numerous caveats in that paper which might prevent the Implementation Plan proceeding in an acceptable way. Without an adopted Implementation Plan, we consider that the plan could be regarded as unsound under para 2.49 (viii) and (xii) of PPS11. 

1.4
Turning to the issue of infrastructure within Reigate & Banstead Borough, we are grateful for funding under the growth points initiative. However, this provides only a small element of what is needed. The focus of the spatial strategy on urban renaissance means that in some areas, small-scale incremental change will continue.  This presents a different set of challenges in relation to infrastructure delivery as the rate of development may mean that it takes some time to get to the trigger point for capital investment and this is one reason for proposing a Regional Infrastructure Fund. Surrey Authorities are promoting the concept of a ‘planning tariff’ under which all development would be required to contribute towards a fund to provide necessary infrastructure. This will help to develop a consistent methodology to deal with the cumulative impact of small-scale developments, one of the key causes of opposition to development in this Borough. This approach is considered more likely to address local needs than the Government’s preferred option of a Planning Gain Supplement, quite apart from Government proposals, still under consultation, for a Planning Gain Supplement. 

1.5
The sub-regional strategy and the sub-regional investment framework in the Revised Implementation Plan highlight the infrastructure and service improvements essential to the provision of development in the sub-region

1.6
 In relation to water issues, there have been water supply problems for some time and a drought order was in force in the Sutton and East Surrey Water Co area between 15 May and 15 November 2006. There are also problems with the capacity of the sewage treatment works at Crawley. The Environment Agency and Water Companies have been quite bullish at the EIP about the prospect of supplying adequate water to meet the growing needs of the region at a time when climate change is reducing rainfall, but their evidence has not been compelling. Firstly, there are assumptions about the operation of the twin-track approach, which implies a simultaneous implementation of demand management initiatives and development of new resources. In reality, according to the House of Lords Science and Technology Committee (in its 8th Report on Water Management, Sept 2006), key stakeholders operate differently. The report states that the Government and Environment Agency want demand management measures to be deployed before new resources are developed, shifting the twin-track approach from a parallel to consecutive concept. Conversely the water companies, who have a more sceptical view of the potential to significantly reduce per capita consumption figures, rely more on resource development solutions than demand management. These divergent approaches need to be brought together. There are also concerns that the savings that can be realised through demand management are not clear. SEERA has worked on eight percent and 21 percent efficiency scenarios. Eight percent savings should be relatively assured due to changes to the Building Regulations, but this only applies to new housing stock. The impact on overall demand will be fairly limited until water efficiency in existing stock is also addressed. 21% savings would require radical changes in housing design, not yet enshrined in legislation, and significant changes in public attitudes towards saving water. Such a target is therefore very aspirational. Behavioural change work on public water use in the UK lacks vision, integration and is under-funded. Whilst some water companies have been able to report a good response from the public this summer due to the drought, there is little evidence to suggest that this will be sustained. The situation is complicated by population growth, decreasing average household size, and the lack of incentives for water companies to promote water conservation measures to metered customers. Most water companies currently operate only a minimum level of water efficiency activity, often entailing cheap as opposed to cost effective measures. Furthermore, the House of Lords report severely questioned Government assumptions about the additional water demand stemming from new housing demands. Its authors undertook their own research that revealed higher demand figures. Government figures suggested an additional 200,000 houses per annum would increase overall demand by just 0.1 percent by 2015. The House of Lords research suggested an extra 200,000 houses per annum would increase consumption by 6.1 percent over current demand by 2016.

1.7
There also remain uncertainties about water resource developments listed in the South East Plan. Public inquiry approval can never be guaranteed, and environmental impacts, future yields and costs need further investigation. They do not represent anything other than a long-term aspiration owing to the significant lead-in and construction times they involve. Even with a positive planning approach, a significant increase in the water available is not expected until after 2015. Urgent action is required on demand management if shorter-term supply, particularly in the London Fringe sub-region, is to be strengthened. There is little evidence of this happening to any significant extent. In conclusion we are concerned by the considerable degree of risk and uncertainty associated with both elements of the twin-track approach to meet the water supply elements of the region. We have some concerns over supplying water for the submitted housing numbers, and serious concerns about supplying higher housing figures which other parties may put forward at the EIP.

1.8
Although the question homes in on water and transport, in addition, education, health and community facilities will also be required on a phased basis to ensure that sufficient social infrastructure is not only provided in parallel with new housing development but also supports existing development. 

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?
2.1
 Whilst the overall contingency approach and package set out in Policy CC5 and LF5 is supported in principle, there are significant concerns about the deliverability of this approach.  There is also a need for a consistent methodology to deal with the cumulative impact of small-scale developments, one of the key causes of opposition to development in this Borough.

2.2
Work undertaken by Roger Tym & Partners for the South East County Leaders has identified a very significant shortfall in funding between that currently available and that needed to deliver the necessary infrastructure to meet the needs of planned growth. £36.7 billion is needed – the most significant elements being £12.5bn for transport and £18bn for affordable housing. There is currently no certainty that the necessary funding will be provided. Specific concerns about the regional hubs and about water supply are dealt with in the Council’s representations on Policies CC8, LF4, NRM 1 and 2.

2.3
Surrey Authorities are promoting the concept of a ‘planning tariff’ under which all development would be required to contribute towards a fund to provide necessary infrastructure. This approach is considered more likely to address local needs than the Government’s preferred option of a Planning Gain Supplement. The concept of a tariff is a key feature of Policy LF5 but, given the proposed sub-regional boundaries, this would not provide the basis for a tariff across the entire county, or address needs elsewhere in the region.

2.4
Growth that is already approved and the projected additional growth in the draft South East Plan will greatly exacerbate our present problems. Our roads are congested and rail services are grossly inadequate. In fact congestion on the Brighton Line severely limits opportunities to reduce reliance on the overcrowded roads in the area. The changes made to social housing grant have meant that ability to fund social affordable housing has been curtailed.  We are concerned that future funding is uncertain as money from the Housing Corporation is likely to be prioritised to the designated growth areas and larger urban areas.  Their needs are undoubtedly great but the skewing of investment away from large parts of Surrey will leave us unable to provide enough social rented, intermediate and low cost housing to buy that is desperately needed.  The present infrastructure deficit must be addressed and sufficient resources must be provided to ensure that new infrastructure, to meet future needs, is provided in parallel with new development.

2.5
We will work with Government to plan for levels of development that the area can absorb, but can only do so if it can demonstrate to us that the infrastructure investment to meet current deficiencies, as well as the needs arising from future development, will be forthcoming. We also need to believe that Central Government Departments will work together to help and not frustrate. Central Government must start to meet its side of the bargain and provide us with the investment over the next 5 years that will enable us to deliver the planned levels of development.

2.6 In relation to green infrastructure, we support reservations expressed by SEFS and others at the EIP biodiversity session in relation to the need for more positive planning for green infrastructure in the Implementation Plan.

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)?

3.1
Yes. Surrey Authorities are promoting the concept of a ‘planning tariff’ under which all development would be required to contribute towards a fund to provide necessary infrastructure. This will help to develop a consistent methodology to deal with the cumulative impact of small-scale developments, one of the key causes of opposition to development in this Borough. This approach is considered more likely to address local needs than the Government’s preferred option of a Planning Gain Supplement. 
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