10A/Friends of the Earth South East (7132)


MATTER 10

IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING

Sub-matter 10A IMPLEMENTATION 

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 welcome the updated Implementation Plan and find it an improvement on previous drafts but we are concerned that the investment frameworks are still mainly lists of hard transport infrastructure. This document should be an implementation plan not an infrastructure plan. 
Paragraph 1.3 of the Implementation Plan says that “business as usual will not deliver the South East Plan” and we agree wholeheartedly with this statement and with the comment in paragraph 2.2 that “managing and reducing the demand for and use of resources is a fundamental component of the South East Plan”. However, we find that not all policies in the Plan are aligned with these statements and that the Policy Investment Frameworks largely reflect ‘business as usual’. There are no clear measures in the investment frameworks for delivery of the smart measures and behavioural change that are needed for successful implementation of the plan and there is a lack of integration regarding climate change. 
We are very concerned that the Sustainability Appraisal of the revised Implementation Plan (SA of IP) does not clearly raise these issues.  This document needs an executive summary to enable the reader to decipher how far the Implementation Plan helps to deliver sustainable development.  On first reading it appears to say that all the concerns raised in the Sustainability Appraisal of the South East Plan itself have been addressed (Overall conclusions para 8.1 p29). We can see no evidence that they have.  The Plan as it stands is still likely to increase resource consumption, production of waste, emissions from transport and impact negatively on biodiversity and landscape. We can see no evidence from the Implementation Plan that ecological footprint and climate changing emissions will be reduced.
The SA of IP does state

“In its current draft the framework still tends to consist, for the most part of agencies carrying out ‘business as usual’ activities whether these relate to the ‘direction of travel’ of the Plan or not. This seems unlikely to bring about the level of change in thinking and funding priorities needed to deliver the Plan.”  (p 20)
Climate Change

Friends of the Earth is pleased that there is an implementation plan for policy CC2 as this highlights the importance of this policy and the urgency for action on climate change.  However, the themes of the Climate Change Mitigation and Implementation Plan should be fully integrated into the main implementation plan. The current consultation version of the supplement to PPS1 states that “Climate change should be a key and integrating theme of the RSS and be addressed in conjunction with the economic, social and environmental concerns.“
 Having a separate Climate Implementation Plan with unclear status is not seen as helpful.  A short mention of this document in the SE Plan Implementation Plan is not enough to make developers and others in the region aware of their obligations.

The current South East Plan Implementation Plan will undermine delivery of Policy CC2 because of the emphasis on hard transport infrastructure, particularly upgraded and new road schemes, and lack of investment in smart measures to achieve the Plan’s demand management goals. This is particularly the case in the sub-regional tables where very few demand management projects are identified and funding for a significant proportion of the public transport schemes and measures listed is uncertain.  A section of the tables should relate to the climate targets and indicate whether projects will decrease or increase carbon dioxide emissions. The consultation on the supplement to PPS1 indicates that, in future, RSS will have to include carbon emission trajectories for all new development. An assessment of the contribution of each development or project will be required to form the overall trajectory and this data should be published as part of the RSS.

Transport infrastructure

At first glance, the Implementation Plan could appear to be a well balanced list in favour of non-car modes of travel.  However, the fact that many of the rail and public transport schemes do not have committed funding means that there is in fact a bias towards road transport. This is borne out by the statement provided by Network Rail for Matter 8Aii (Sussex Coast). Of eight projects cited, only one is due for delivery in 2008. The rest have no secure funding on the horizon and furthermore don’t appear to be prioritised by the Rail industry. Overall, the projects and measures listed in the Investment Frameworks appear to contradict the cross-cutting and transport policies in the plan that aim to reduce climate changing emissions, reduce the need to travel, rebalance the transport system in favour of non-car modes and achieve modal shift.

We have previously noted that many of the schemes in the investment frameworks seem to be predicated on the discredited assumption that road-building is an effective way to tackle congestion. There is a need for a regional strategic approach to support projects which encourage non-car modes of travel and for the Assembly to lead in promoting such schemes across the region in order to reap the multiple and cumulative benefits they can deliver.

Definitions of Infrastructure

It is perhaps not surprising that the Investment Frameworks are lacking in schemes to deliver smart measures and behavioural change when the infrastructure definition given in Figure 2 (page 12) does not clearly list all transport modes and smart measures under the transport heading. Increased use of non-car modes of travel requires both infrastructure provision and measures to encourage behavioural change. It has been argued that schemes to encourage modal shift will be brought forward at local level through Local Transport Plans. This has led to a lack of a strategic approach and only a limited number of schemes receiving funding. An increased use of walking cycling and public transport is key to delivery of the Plan and relevant schemes should be included in the list.. Figure 4 (page 14) should include non-car transport modes in the local level list of infrastructure and include walking, cycling and smart measures in the sub-regional list. These omissions reflect the ‘business as usual’ attitude that prioritises investment in road transport over investment in modal shift. 

To fully confirm the Plan’s commitment to investing in modal shift and demand management, the costs for transport infrastructure in Figure 3 (page 13) should include a more detailed breakdown that separates the costs of road infrastructure from ‘other modes’ and would preferably list investment in each mode separately.

Behavioural Change

The Assembly has noted that the successful delivery of the South East Plan’s targets and policies depends to a great extent on behavioural change. However, Policy CC5 contains no mention of the behavioural change needed. This seems to be an omission. Policy CC5 should incorporate recognition of the need to change behaviour being a factor of equal importance to hard infrastructure in delivery of goals. We suggest that Policy CC5 be renamed simply “Implementation” and amended to include the need for and importance of behavioural change and details of mechanisms for delivery of behavioural change. Given the importance of behaviour change and the lack of clarity over the status of the contents of the Implementation Plan we would lie to see something in the Plan Policies to cover this issue.
The Implementation Plan investment framework tables contain few actions that will deliver behavioural change. Again, the focus is on hard infrastructure and not the soft measures required to induce behavioural change on a significant scale. There are only 3 schemes aimed at delivering behavioural change as mentioned in our previous submission

The Climate Implementation Plan includes actions to encourage behavioural change and the main Implementation Plan should also include such measures along with details of who will deliver them and funding needed or allocated.

The S A of IP echoes our concerns stating:

 “insufficient connection has been made between the strategy of the plan which commits to behavioural change as a key element of effective delivery and the extent and scope of the actions proposed.” (page 19)
Green Infrastructure

Friends of the Earth welcomes the inclusion of green infrastructure projects in the investment frameworks but we are concerned that green infrastructure will either not be delivered or not properly maintained because of funding shortages. No cost estimate for green infrastructure is included in Figure 3, although figures for most schemes are included in the investment framework tables. We would like to see this rectified and proper priority given to the provision of green infrastructure throughout the region.

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

We are concerned about the affordability of the schemes detailed in the implementation plan. SEERA and others have noted the current funding gap between the infrastructure requirements of the region and the funding currently available from Government and other sources. We believe that this position will only be exacerbated by the inevitable cost escalation associated with road schemes and pressure on developer contributions to contribute to provision of all kinds of infrastructure as outlined above.
The funding gap is particularly problematic for transport infrastructure and likely to increase over time. Currently schemes in the TPI trunk roads programme, approved before April 2003 when the 'optimism bias' guidance was introduced, are averaging 68 per cent cost increases. Local authority schemes approved by the DfT are averaging 48 per cent cost increases
.  The A3 Hindhead scheme was first approved at £107 million, later costs increased to £239 and in 2006 the scheme was finally approved at £371 million. Several schemes approved since the introduction of the optimism bias guidance have since also gone up significantly in cost, illustrating that the guidance is not working.
The reasons for cost increases in road schemes are numerous. Although high energy and materials costs no doubt contribute to driving up costs of road schemes, this cost escalation problem is not new and the whole picture is complex. There are suspicions that in order to gain approval for projects some scheme promoters will deliberately exaggerate the benefits of their scheme, and underestimate the costs. Once a tender is approved the real costs will emerge and will usually increase further during the construction phase. 

Funding for rail projects is also subject to similar escalation but also to additional difficulties in securing funding. We have commented previously about the imbalance of investment in rail and road and the difficulties of securing funding for rail improvements. 
Funding for green infrastructure is limited. Pressure on section 106 agreements is considerable since funding is needed for affordable housing delivery, community infrastructure such as schools or health centres, transport infrastructure and other needs, leaving little left to pay for green infrastructure which is often seen as less necessary than these other social goods.

Secure funding is not only needed for land purchase, but also for the costs of setting up and, most importantly, for long term management.  Adequate funding is vital to maintain the quality of the sites and their accessibility.  This is particularly necessary for establishing new habitats. The TCPA Guide “Biodiversity by Design” stresses the need for ongoing funding, if projects are to be successful. The implementation plan must factor in the ongoing costs of the green infrastructure projects not just the set up costs
Friends of the Earth also questions the realism of the Implementation Plan Investment Schedules since, as we commented above, there are almost no projects in the schedules for measures to achieve the behavioral change needed to deliver the Plan’s targets and policies. Without such projects planned over a large scale in the region, implementation of the Plan will not lead to a more sustainable region. The cost effectiveness and value for money of smaller scale schemes to deliver behavioural change, particularly for modal shift and travel demand management, can be much greater than for large scale hard infrastructure projects and this view was reflected in the Eddington report
. 

As the SA of IP states:
“The Policy Framework stresses the importance of behavioural change but this does not carry over into the proposed actions where the need to change behaviour and manage demand is not as evident. Whilst actions have been included following feedback from regional stakeholders there is scope for considerable additional development of the Plan in this area. This will need to be addressed if commitments regarding the region’s ecological footprint are to be realised.” 

The South East Plan Implementation Plan needs to move away from being a plan for the delivery of hard infrastructure and become a plan for delivering the core policy goals of the Plan by coordinating and delivering behavioural change across the region.  If this does not happen it is difficult to see how the region will achieve its overarching aims as outlined in the Cross Cutting policies.

� Paragraph 10, page 15, Consultation - Planning Policy Statement: Planning and Climate Change - Supplement to Planning Policy Statement 1, DCLG December 2006.


� 


The Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley table contains sub-regional mobility management measures and the sub-region travel planning centre. 


Aylesbury Vale contains the urban traffic management and control for Aylesbury project. 


A few other ‘themes’ mention walking and cycling or non-car modes but only in relation to hard infrastructure projects aimed at reducing congestion or managing traffic flows to improve conditions for both car and non-car modes of travel. 





� Costs of Road Schemes, Roadblock, 2006.


� HYPERLINK "http://www.roadblock.org.uk/costs.htm" ��http://www.roadblock.org.uk/costs.htm�


� Paragraph 1.84 “Some of the best projects are small scale, such as walking and cycling schemes…”, paragraph 1.01 “Smart measures also have the potential to offer high returns…” and paragraph 1.100 “As a result, it can often be sensible to invest in a collection of smaller, high-return, projects than a single large one, although portfolios of projects do need to be managed carefully to deliver large-scale aggregate benefits in this way.”, Volume 3, The Eddington Transport Study, HM Treasury, December 2006
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