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DRAFT SOUTH EAST PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

MATTER 8H   LONDON FRINGE

SUB-MATTER 8Hiii   INFRASTRUCTURE AND IMPLEMENTATION

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

1. Whether the plan has adequately considered these various infrastructure requirements is a question that should first consider what degree of detail about infrastructure requirements is appropriate in the plan.

2. The degree of this infrastructure detail should support and correspond with what sub-regional spatial planning decisions can and should be made by the RSS, and what should be deferred to the LDF stage of planning.

3. Spatial development alternatives need to be compared, and this comparison work needs to be done in an informed, robust and transparent way in order to for it to be credible and foster investment confidence.  This means an inquiry with the mandate, time and resources for the job.  This means the LDF sub-regional and district level of planning, not the RSS level.

4. A number of important good practice requirements follow from this. Two key ones are:

a) The need to ensure that the RSS stage of planning does not prejudge and pre-empt this more informed LDF level of spatial planning;

b) It must be generally understood that this arrangement of things is needed for good delivery and inward investment reasons that are fundamental to the success of the RSS (and LDD).

5. The degree of infrastructure detail in the RSS should therefore be of a general and indicative nature.  It should not be held up as something different.  It should not serve to prejudge and/or pre-empt more informed decisions of this kind that can only be reached at the LDF stage of planning.

6. On this basis the plan (i.e.: the Draft Implementation Plan) would seem to have adequately considered these infrastructure requirements.

	


Question 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? 

7. Much the same applies.  The Draft Implementation Plan (DIP) includes a schedule setting out a range of infrastructure requirements in this sub-region.  The various purposes of this schedule would seem to be:

a) To help achieve more coordinated and timely delivery of infrastructure (DIP p5 and 7);

b) Similarly, to help achieve more efficient use of the funds available (p5); for better joined up government decision-making (e.g.: to help inform demand management decisions about the use of infrastructure (p15); for adjusting the balance between new and better use of existing infrastructure (p15));

c) To help maximise private contributions (p12), i.e.: to better demonstrate what needs to be funded as part of development proposals.

8. All of these are useful purposes that we support, but the schedules are not a substitute for clearly demonstrating the scope for good delivery on a project-by-project basis at the LDF stage of planning.  They are not a realistic means of securing necessary levels of inward investment in supporting infrastructure, and they should not be held up as such. More is required than simply a snapshot view of what should ideally happen in support of the plan, and as if available investment risks and returns were of no consequence.

9. Hence, the extent to which listed infrastructure in the DIP is clear, justified and well related to the spatial strategy (and development provisions) in this sub-region is something that is again too early to judge in more than a general and indicative way.  It would be positively undesirable to try and do more than this at this RSS stage.

10. It is arguable that transportation infrastructure, particularly public transport, should have a first priority given the urban focus strategy of the plan and because the need and scope for good delivery of public transport will vary with spatial alternatives.  By comparison, some other forms of necessary infrastructure (e.g.: strategic water supplies) may be less spatially affected at the sub-regional level.

Question 8Hii.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)?

11. Not all development in the sub-region is likely to be small-scale.  A tariff is not likely to be appropriate for larger scale developments with more complex infrastructure needs and good delivery solutions.  

12. The appropriate means of collecting development contributions should in any event follow from informed appraisal work at the LDF stage of planning, and not before.  Detailed matters of this kind are beyond the scope and remit of RSS.  The plan could be positively unhelpful if it were over-prescriptive and sought to determine with such matters.
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