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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?
1
In advance of the discussion on Matter 3, on 12 December 2006, the 
Government Office submitted a note (GOSE 4) which, for the benefit of 
the Examination and the Panel, clarified the Government position on 
the status of an implementation plan.  This was based on legislation 
and PPS 11, and states, at paragraph 7, that;

'An implementation plan is therefore described as necessary by PPS 
11 which also sets out its scope and content.  It is also an element of 
RSS that should be taken into account when assessing soundness at 
the EiP.  Although it is not required by statute, if it is in a form 

consistent with PPS 11 and other Government policy, and in particular 
does not contain policies or proposals, it could be part of the published 
RSS document with the same status as the supporting text, which 
provides a reasoned justification for policy, all of which forms the 
statutory document. '

For clarification the reference in the second sentence of the above 
extract relates to mechanisms for implementations and monitoring, not 
necessarily an Implementation Plan.
2
In this context, and in terms of this question, the Implementation Plan 
(IP) submitted by the Regional Assembly in October 2006 could 
usefully be assessed for consistency against paragraphs 3.1 and 3.2 of 
PPS 11 which set out the scope and content of an RSS implementation 
plan.  An IP is required to set out, for each 'policy and priority 
proposal’;
· appropriate implementation mechanisms

· the organisations responsible for delivery

· the current status of proposals in terms of priority, and

· the timescale for key actions to deliver policies, including output targets. 

The IP should not contain new policy, descriptions or extra detail of 
RSS policy that does not feature in the draft RSS and there should
cross reference to the relevant policies.
3
In considering the content of the IP and in particular the degree of 
specificity afforded to particular projects and timescales, the Panel will 
be aware of the approach proposed in the consultation on proposed 
changes to the draft revision to the RSS for the East of England..  
Here reference is made to the East of England Regional Assembly 
developing a non statutory region wide Implementation Plan with three 
principle elements; an implementation schedule identifying 
organisational responsibility, an investment strategy identifying 
priorities for action including regionally significant infrastructure 
improvements and broad scales of investment, and sub-regional/key 
centre integrated delivery programmes.   
4
We would encourage the Panel to consider whether the policies set out 
in Chapters 2 to 6 of the revised Implementation Plan and referred to 
as Key Actions Imp1, Imp2 etc, are appropriate content for an 
Implementation Plan, or indeed of any part of a statutory Regional 
Spatial Strategy.  In addition the Panel may wish to consider whether 
the proposals for infrastructure set out in Annexes 2 and 3, and the 
proposals which make up the local infrastructure costs in Annex 4, 
are 
adequately justified and appropriately specified for an IP, and 
whether specific proposals outside funded programmes such as the 
RFA should be identified in their current form.
5
With respect to transport infrastructure, Annex B of PPS11 (paragraph 
19) is clear that regional priorities should be “defined in broad terms 
only and focus on general outcomes, unless there is already a clear 
commitment to deliver a particular scheme confirmed by DfT or the 
relevant national transport delivery agency.” This was cited by the East 
of England Panel (Panel Report, paragraphs 8.30-8.35) as a key factor 
behind their recommendation that the East of England Plan contained: 
(1) an appendix of currently approved and prioritised transport projects 
and (2) a statement of priorities for transport in the region, expressed in 
terms of the objectives and policies of the RTS and sub-regional 
polices and in terms of the outcomes sought rather than specific 
schemes. The Panel may wish to consider whether this approach 
would 
also have merit in the South East, in terms of illustrating where 
there is a fair degree of certainty about infrastructure delivery and by 
providing a steer to the regional and national processes that assess 
and prioritise specific transport interventions

6
Within the IP the role of certain key agencies, such as the Regional 
Assembly and its various key responsibilities referred to in paragraph 
2.6 and 2.7 of the IP, are included only in a supporting role.  The cross 
cutting policies, which cover most of the fundamental principles and 
objectives of the draft RSS, are not included in the Annex 1 schedules - 
although a table is included at Annex 5 which provides a cross 
reference with the sectoral policies.

7   
The Panel might helpfully consider the robustness of the justification, 
and regional or sub regional strategy policy basis, for many of the 
infrastructure proposals, and their categorisation in Annexes 2, 3 and 
4.   Simply as an illustration and without comment on the realism, 
desirability or need for the proposal, in Annex 3-3.9 a new university 
campus is included for Crawley and identified as being required to 
implement policy S6 and necessarily delivered 'prior to' further 
development, with no reference to the proposal in either the Core 
Strategy or the Gatwick Area sub regional section E9.  Generally the 
criteria used to assess whether an infrastructure proposal is required 
'prior to' or 'alongside' further development are not, as far as we can 
establish, specified in the IP.
10A.2
Will the draft RSS help to promote a climate that is conducive to high investment confidence (for both public and private investor)?
1
We consider that an Implementation Plan consistent with the 
requirements of PPS 11, particularly in its link to policy, clarity of 
delivery mechanisms, realism of timescale and funding, justification 
and alignment with investment programmes, is essential to achieve a 
climate of confidence. 

In this context we do not consider that a high level of specificity on 

scope and timing for projects beyond 2016 will be conducive to 
investment confidence as this would imply a level of certainly that does 
not exist. The above response to 10A.1 is therefore relevant to this 
question.

10A.3
Is there a role for the Regional Assembly to co-ordinate strategic reviews of land holdings (Policy CC6)?
1
We would welcome such a role for the Assembly, would offer the 
assistance and contribution of any published Government databases 
and/or research, and provide liaison if necessary with public land 
holding agencies, when and where possible.
10A.4
To what extent are the Investment Schedules in the Implementation Plan affordable and realistic?
1
Our response to 10A.1 above is also relevant to this question.  We 
would welcome discussion and contributions at the Examination on the 
justification of the proposals in the Schedules and their relationship 
with the other policies and proposals in the draft Strategy. For transport 
projects the Regional Funding Allocation prioritisation methodology 
takes account of realism and affordability, and where there is 
divergence between the Investment Schedules and RFA programme, 
or where proposals within the Investment Schedules have low RFA 
ratings, realism and affordability must be questioned.  An important 
feature which merits examination is the flexibility of the IP, and the 
Schedules, to be updated to reflect changes in investment programmes 
and evolving funding decisions and sources.
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