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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 strategy aims to ensure that infrastructure issues are addressed, both current deficiencies and the improved or new infrastructure and services to meet the requirements of the scale of development proposed. As in other parts of the region, the perception is that infrastructure and service provision has not kept pace with development and people expect the RSS to deliver an improvement in this regard. 

2
The strategy places emphasis on the role of existing urban areas and in this sense on the infrastructure which is already in place. The use of a tariff-based approach to funding improvements to infrastructure and services is proposed to meet local aspects of new provision (see 8Hiii.3).

3
The outcome of the joint studies on water supply did not highlight significant problems in the supply/demand balance as far as the sub-region is concerned. This is with the provisos that housing development does not exceed levels proposed in Policy H1 and that the twintrack approach on efficiency and resource development proposed in Policy NM2 is effective. There is some concern regarding these conclusions given the supply restrictions experienced in Sutton and East Surrey Water’s supply area in 2006 and the reliance on groundwater as the main resource in this part of the sub-region.

4
Wastewater treatment and disposal has been subject to recent study by Thames Water and the Environment Agency. This has shown the need for continued investment in a number of treatment works in light of the additional development proposed. No detailed assessment of the costs involved has been done but it is assumed that these will be met through the normal AMP process. In one case a more significant issue has been identified. This covers the Hogsmill TW which serves a large part of Epsom and Ewell in the north of the sub-region. It remains unclear what impact the housing cap proposed will have because the works also treats effluent from parts of outer London and discussion will be necessary with adjoining authorities.

5
Parts of the London Fringe sub-region are identified as lying within flood risk zones 2 and 3. The most extensive area is the Lower Thames valley covering parts of the boroughs of Elmbridge, Runnymede and Spelthorne. The former are also affected by the Chertsey Bourne, Wey and Mole as they enter the Thames, while Spelthorne is affected by the Colne and Ash. Extensive parts of the built up areas of these boroughs lie within zones 2 and 3 but the only area that is defended to any significant degree is the Lower Mole catchment downstream of Esher. In a number of areas, housing potential within areas in zone 2 has been included within the overall housing allocations in Policy H1. Consequently, it is anticipated that, in meeting the Plan’s housing requirements, some development will take place in zone 2 areas. The concern is that any higher allocation of housing would require further development to take place within these areas.

6 As made clear in the submission on Matter 1E, there remain concerns that other aspects of flooding are not adequately addressed in the RSS. Groundwater flooding is largely ignored as is the potential risk, associated with climate change, that urban drainage systems will be inadequate to cope with more extreme episodic events. The latter is exacerbated by the reliance on development on PDL in the urban areas.

7 The hubs and spokes concept fits the spatial strategy generally in terms of the transport network in the sub-region. Most spokes are radial and emphasise the corridors of the main roads and railways out of London towards the south coast. The exception is the radial spoke following the general route of the M25. Orbital rail routes, however, do not match the spokes at all well, and as such are inadequate in linking the polycentric nature of the growth proposals for the sub-region. 

8 At the regional hubs, transport infrastructure funding has been identified to support growth in these urban centres. Both Guildford and Redhill have been considered a high priority to receive funds from the Regional Funding Allocation in the period 2011-16. A transport package for the third hub at Woking is to be funded by development proposals.

9 The main concern regarding transport infrastructure, and this is common to all sub-regions where growth is proposed, is whether the proposals can be delivered to match the phasing of the development and if there is adequate capacity on the network. For example, the Highways Agency has demonstrated through their work that without further road schemes coming forward beyond their existing programme, then there are going to be many strategic road links under severe stress to cope with predicted flows. The DfT has just published the southern and southeast Regional Planning Assessments for the railways. The findings within these two reports will need to be taken account of when amending the London Fringe sub regional investment framework.       

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
The proposals in the Implementation Plan are the culmination of much research into requirements but also a change in emphasis on delivery. There is now a hierarchy of implementation covering schemes of regional or wider significance, those of intra-regional significance and then the sub-regional Investment Frameworks. The latter summarise the presently anticipated requirements across a relatively narrow range of infrastructure and services. These will be supported by local infrastructure programmes to be developed alongside LDFs. It is here where much of the social infrastructure required to support development will be identified and related to the tariff-based approach outlined in matter 8Hiii.3.

2
The sub-regional Investment Framework concentrates on a number of topics. Transport is a key one of these and the proposals contained within Annex 3 - 3.5 of the Implementation Plan are all recognised as priorities for implementation alongside the development envisaged in the RSS. Schemes will address existing network difficulties which without investment will exacerbate the problems of dealing with the additional movement demands related to future development. It is regrettable that limited support from Government in terms of the Regional Funding Allocation may require SEERA to rank the schemes in terms of their implementation. If there is a need to further prioritise them, the public transport ones should be accorded higher status. 

3
The proposals for the expansion of the University of Surrey are a key component of the continued contribution of the sub-region to the development of higher education and technology in a UK context. It will provide a sound base for continued commercial spin-offs of high value manufacturing and research activity to support key RES objectives in this field.

4
Green infrastructure is identified as a topic but detailed information on the long term requirements is lacking. The proposals for the establishment of GreenArc SW London is included but the estimated investment requirement is indicative in advance of a detailed project plan. The GreenArc proposal must be seen in the context of similar initiatives covering the Metropolitan Green Belt surrounding London and is being informed by international exchange through PURPLE (Peri-Urban Regions Platform Europe). There are other green infrastructure schemes which require continued support and development, notably the AONB Management Plans and the Surrey Heathland Project which have not been specified. The potential implications of Natural England’s proposed Delivery Plan for the Thames Basin Heaths SPA has also not been costed.

5
The inadequate relationship between the Implementation Plan and the Policy NRM4 proposals on biodiversity improvement has been raised in discussion on Matter 6. The proposals for green infrastructure need to be recognised as a key component of the Implementation Plan and the sub-regional strategies have a role to play in integrating the biodiversity improvement process with this and also interpreting at a more specific scale the general guidance on targets and areas of opportunity presented in Figure NRM2 and Map NRM4

6
The final category specified in the Framework relates to flood defence expenditure. The recent flood events in 2000/01 and 2003 identified a number of areas where fluvial flood risks were unacceptable. The Environment Agency has taken forward analysis and scheme preparation for a number of projects and, subject to funding approval, is in a position to take these forward. These investments relate to existing development at risk and are not directly related to the proposals in the draft RSS. In addition, the detailed assessment of the Lower Thames area, where the greatest number of properties are exposed to risk, is well advanced but final options have yet to be determined. 

7
Affordable housing is a key component which appears in Annex 4 of the Implementation Plan along with other social infrastructure. The London Fringe strategy identifies a need for at least 40% of all new housing to be affordable to address priority housing needs. An increased level of provision is also essential to meet the needs of the economy for affordable housing for key employees and to reduce the need for longer distance commuting from lower cost areas. To deliver the 40% requirement, at 2005 prices, the strategy has identified a need for public subsidy of approximately £32.2m per annum, or £645.6m over the life of the Plan. In the context of the overall shortfall in funding for affordable housing provision highlighted in the County Council’s response to Matter 4A, alternative sources of funding, including a tariff mechanism, are essential to ensure delivery.

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
The Implementation Plan and Sub-Regional Investment Frameworks are part of the response to the region-wide concerns about infrastructure and service provision. They result from a combination of a range of research sponsored by the Regional Assembly, the Principal Authorities and the local authorities. 

2
The need for infrastructure/service provision to support Growth Areas or Growth Points is widely recognised. However, the urban focus of the strategy potentially places greater demands on existing facilities. Although such demands are more disparate and there may be some spare capacity available, there is likely to be additional requirements which require further investment. This is particularly true of this sub-region where the retention of the MGB puts greater emphasis on the role of urban areas. This, coupled with the characteristics of land supply in the sub-region, has led the local authorities to the conclusion that a tariff-based approach is necessary.

3
The LPAs across Surrey have been working together on this issue for some time and have reached an advanced stage in terms of a joint approach to delivery. A good degree of co-ordination will be encouraged in emerging development plan documents aiming to establish standard charges and contributions for the same type of infrastructure/services. The code of practice suggests that 

‘The ‘fixed tariff’ approach (the third approach referred to by the Audit Commission (Securing Community Benefits Through The Planning Process - August 2006)) has much to commend it for some … types of contribution throughout Surrey, delivering clarity and simplicity. It is particularly appropriate for the smaller ‘windfall’ schemes that characterise much of the housing delivery in the county.’

4
The joint working aims to do two main things in advance of the main LDF process. First, standardise the administrative procedures and monitoring across the districts to improve delivery, clarity and transparency. Second, set out tariffs for those types of infrastructure contributions already collected on an ad hoc basis and which are suited to that approach. This would improve delivery of finance and at the same time make the system more predictable for users.

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