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We do not have a view on question 10A.3

10A.1
Do the proposed implementation mechanisms and delivery agencies in draft RSS, as supplemented by the Implementation Plan, establish a clear means for translating RSS policies into action?  

We support the progress that SEERA has made in developing the Implementation Plan (IP) October 2006. It is important to recognise this as on-going work. It is also critical to the success of the Plan in delivering the government’s sustainable development objectives that the IP receives wide support, notably from within government itself, national regulators, the development industry and others outside the spatial planning process. 

SEERA have largely identified the right implementation mechanisms and delivery agencies in the IP. However, translating RSS policies into action is correctly recognised by the IP as needing adequate funding for infrastructure, and it needs societal behaviour change, both of which the Plan only has a partial role in influencing .

It is important that the IP has moved beyond a ‘business as usual’ approach to delivery and is seeking to align strategic planning across a wide range of sectors, funding priorities and delivery mechanisms with regional priorities. This is a significant shift - encouraging but challenging. It requires partnership working across the region. Combining, or at the very least aligning the IP’s of the RSS and the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) would be an important step forward. 

Infrastructure Delivery

The IP recognises a knowledge ‘gap’ in relation to environmental infrastructure, for example, for water supply, waste water disposal, flood risk management, waste, and for green infrastructure to serve proposed development. The IP references the need for input from the Environment Agency’s current work on costing environmental infrastructure (the ’SMEISE’ report).
  We discuss the findings from this report at Q. 10A.4 below.

Phase 2 of the ’SMEISE’ report examines these funding sources and assesses whether they are capable of delivering the sums required. We conclude that the current funding sources for flood risk management and biodiversity are likely to be insufficient. Again this is discussed below.

Policies need to be implemented and supported by delivery mechanisms in and outside the spatial planning process. Timeliness of infrastructure provision is as vital as adequate funding. Broadly, we are not certain that some policies can be implemented. The IP itself recognises the need further work, and legislative support.

Behaviour Change

Securing behaviour change is also vital to the success of the Plan. We agree with the IP, that behaviour change is an important component of the Plan.  The IP correctly recognises the need to influence delivery partners to embrace behavioural change as a key determinant of successful growth for the region, and does not conceal the scale of the action and changes required.

We have recommended policy changes in our previous evidence to the Panel that would reduce the Plan’s reliance on voluntary action to achieve higher standards of sustainable construction for privately funded housing, and to reduce the region’s ecological footprint.

Infrastructure needs and behaviour change are linked. The ’SMEISE’ report produced an estimate for the total cost of environmental infrastructure over the lifetime of the Plan to be circa £42bn. That figure will vary depending on the solutions chosen eg. for water resources, the balance achieved between demand management  and the provision of new infrastructure. 

Implementation Mechanism Gaps

The SMEISE report has identified a number of challenges in relation to environmental infrastructure (EI) capacity and provision. These gaps in current implementation mechanisms need to be closed to minimise the risk that growth will have serious impacts on the environment, on society and on the economic development of the region as a whole. The broad findings of the report are:

· FRM and Biodiversity funding needs to become adequate to service existing and future infrastructure needs

· There needs to be some fundamental changes in the way EI is provided to be consistent with the Plan’s stated aim of stabilising and reducing the region’s ecological footprint (even where funds are sufficient)

· There needs to be more focus on demand management and better use of existing infrastructure at the expense of provision for new infrastructure

· There needs to be more focus on multi-objective projects across all EI fields – this will ensure an efficient and effective use of available resources

· Funding mechanisms will need to become more flexible to deal with multi-objective projects and to meet short-term commitments

To meet these challenges significant shifts in current practice will be required across large parts of Government and Industry. The government’s ‘green package’ needs to be supported by policy amendments to ensure the Plan achieves its Vision and objectives. We have recommended policy amendments to the Plan in our previous evidence. For example, there is a need to address water demand management in the South East, and an imperative therefore for Plan policies to require the implementation of the New Code for Sustainable Homes (see out comments on Objective 18 below).

Our Recommendations for Changes to the IP

Catchment Flood Management Plans are available and will emerge throughout 2007, and their objectives need recognition within the SE Plan and IP as they emerge as a means of delivering flood risk management measures. The Water Framework Directive, will result in River Basin Management Plans to be published in 2009. The programmes of measures these identify will also need to taken into account.  Modification of policies, of development scale and distribution and / or further infrastructure funding may need to be considered.

Further research is required in relation to Regional and Strategic Flood Risk, and to waste water treatment and environmental capacity. This may identify additional schemes of work necessary to support development proposals, and will need to inform the Sub-regional Investment Framework prior to the Plan’s adoption. The Assembly, along with other partners in the region is continuing to carry out wide-ranging research to supplement and update the evidence base for the South East Plan. This is extremely important. Much of this work is directly relevant to the overall sustainability of the Plan. We see the IP as a ‘living’ document with actions being added as a result of the Assembly’s ongoing programme of research.

The IP needs clearer objectives to achieve a stabilisation and reduction of the Region’s ecological footprint. The latest (EIP submission version – October 2006) IP is improved in this respect, but still not sufficient to identify how a healthier region will be achieved. With the review of the Integrated Regional Framework now underway this provides an opportunity to develop a new set of targets consistent with the definition of a healthier region.
We would like to see the development of a Regional Behaviour Change Strategy, and are willing to assist the Regional Assembly with scoping this.  Many aspects of the South East Plan’s successful implementation depend on achieving behaviour change amongst the public and decision-makers. A commitment to a regional behaviour change strategy, involving all significant regional partners, would be a major step forward, and a commitment to its development would bolster the IP.

There is further a need for new methods of funding for environmental infrastructure. In our response to the draft Plan, and in evidence to the Panel, we advocate a new policy for green infrastructure that would benefit health, the environment social equity and the economy. One of the main conclusions from the SMEISE report was the need for more focus on multi-objective projects by integrating objectives across the five environmental infrastructure fields. Biodiversity would benefit from such an integrated approach.

The IP would be clearer by referencing relevant sub-regional policies and regional policies against infrastructure schemes in the Sub-Regional Investment Framework (SRIF). Whilst prioritising infrastructure needs may assist with clarity, it is recognised that the Plan relies on outside delivery mechanisms, and prioritisation would not necessarily mean any greater certainty that those schemes would come forward.

The findings of the Final SA of the IP ( October 2006) will need to be addressed by the draft Plan policies or in the next iteration of the IP.

Annexe A of the SA of the IP highlights the need for actions which we wish to reinforce. Objective 2  (p.3) highlights the importance of the preparation of Strategic Flood Risk Assessments in reducing flood risk. This supports our previous evidence on the need for the SE Plan to be clearer about how flood risk has been taken into account.

Under, Objective 3 (p.4), we note the findings of the SA of the IP, that health issues might be more broadly reflected across a number of policy areas where health benefits could be achieved. Clearer links on this issue could be made with the role of the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) and its priorities concerning economic participation rates, socio-economic deprivation and the social determinants of health. 

The RES will soon be developing its IP, and this offers very considerable opportunities for a joint IP which needs to be explored in detail. This could have a significant positive effect on the sustainability of both the RSS and the RES.

Objective 11 (p.6) highlights the need to promote energy efficiency. This supports our submission to matter 4B.3 that Policy EN1 needs strengthening (matter 1C.1). 

Data on energy use, and hence emissions, is becoming available for the English regions. The Department for Trade and Industry is committed to the Energy White Paper’s statement
 on collecting and making available data on the pattern of energy use in local areas, to enable Local Authorities and regional bodies to target activity more effectively.  Developing and applying these targets should be an action outlined within the IP. This would also support the delivery of Objective 19 (p.9).

Objective 12 (p.7) identifies the importance of River Basin Management Plans (RBMP’s) and Catchment Flood Management Plans (CFMP’s) to addressing climate change. Reference to RBMP’s could usefully be included in the IP at Figure 3 under ‘Water’. Whilst they are still being drafted, they will be available from 2009. 

The published summary
 of the Cross-cutting Policies Audit indicates that Policy CC2 is incorporated in other policies listed. However, it does not show how 
the requirements of the policy are delivered. Although aspects of climate change mitigation are fairly well integrated, adaptation to the impacts of climate change is not largely covered. We suggest that the implementation of Policy CC2 will require more specific and additional targets.

Objective13 (p.7) notes that the IP only partially identifies investments in green infrastructure. Our SMEISE Report identifies further investments to inform the IP. It is unclear whether there are currently delivery mechanisms to achieve green infrastructure on the ground.

Objective 16 (p.8) indicates a question mark over the SE Plan’s ability to reduce the region’s ecological footprint - a primary aim of the Plan. We actively support the national Sustainable Consumption and Production network (SCPnet) which provides an evidence base and environment-economy tool to support regional decision making. We support the setting up of a regional SCPnet to help promote sustainable consumption and production in the South East region. We suggest this group helps develop a footprint reduction strategy with regional partners, and that the network is noted as a potential delivery mechanism in the IP.

The IP should support the actions in the RES to promote sustainable consumption and production among South East businesses and to produce a South East plan for sustainable public procurement by July 2007.

Objective 18 (p.8). In regard to water consumption, we recommend that the revised Policy NRM1 requirement for high levels of water efficiency be targeted at achieving the new Code for Sustainable Homes levels in all development.  This will reduce the funding needed for new water supply infrastructure. See also our comments on Objective 12 above in relation to RBMP’s. 

To conclude, the current IP represents a welcome step forward in terms of identifying implementation mechanisms and responsibilities. However it requires further amendment, and is faced with uncertainties around its status, and its reliance on behaviour and regulatory changes that requires commitment from national and regional bodies. 
10A.2
Will the draft RSS help to promote a climate that is conducive to high investment confidence (for both public and private sector investors)?

The draft RSS and accompanying IP has identified the need for significant infrastructure provision to service the housing (and associated commercial) growth. With the addition of the likely environmental infrastructure requirements (SMEISE report), the major infrastructure needs for the South East will have been identified. The recognition in the Plan that this infrastructure needs to be provided in step with growth should promote a climate conducive to high investment confidence. 

However, challenges remain. Where the environmental infrastructure has not been provided (or identified) we expect to object to growth that will damage the environment. We have identified funding issues for the provision of flood risk management and biodiversity infrastructure. The failure to provide flood risk management infrastructure could result in property damage and at worst deaths, and the failure to provide biodiversity infrastructure will make the SE a less healthy and attractive place to live. Neither will be conducive to high investment confidence.  

10A.4
To what extent are the Investment Schedules in the Implementation Plan affordable and realistic?

The costs for the five areas of environmental infrastructure need to be added to Figure 3 ‘Infrastructure costs for SE England’. Water Resources and Supply: £11.1 bn, Water Quality: £16bn, Flood Risk Management: £6.3bn, Waste £6.1bn, and Biodiversity: £.7bn. (note that biodiversity infrastructure is only a subset of green infrastructure). The findings of the SMEISE report indicate that the expenditure needed for Water Resources and Water Quality is likely to be affordable and realistic. The situation for waste is similar, although local authority funding into the future could be less certain. For Flood Risk Management and biodiversity existing funding sources are unlikely to be adequate. The report puts forward suggestions as to how additional funding may be obtained.

Ensuring that infrastructure provision is provided ‘in-step’ with growth, i.e. in a sustainable manner, will be a major challenge that may require more flexible approaches to the release of funds.
� Environment Agency, January 2007, ‘Twenty Year Strategy for Managing Environmental Infrastructure in the South East’ (SMEISE) Report 


� Para 9.24 of the Energy White Paper, (Ref ENn1 on the EiP document list.)


� Annex 5 to the October 2006 South East Plan Implementation Plan. 
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