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Statement on Sub-matter 10A  Implementation by Hampshire County Council
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?  

1. Hampshire County Council believes that the draft Regional Spatial Strategy and the Implementation Plan, with the changes to policy CC5 set out in the County Council’s response in June 2006, establish a clear means for translating Regional Spatial Strategy polices into action. The County Council supports the requirements in CC5 relating to existing infrastructure to meet Hampshire’s current needs and new infrastructure to meet the needs of new development. This is reflected in our June 2006 submission on the definition of infrastructure.
2. For the close relationship between the Regional Spatial Strategy and the Implementation Plan to work effectively,  the Implementation Plan has to have some clear status. It is a necessary part of the planning framework for the South East. If, as has been suggested in some quarters, the Implementation Plan cannot be part of the Statutory Plan, the County Council would have concerns over the status of the transport capital schemes listed in the Implementation Plan. In Structure Plans the schemes are listed as part of the policies and have statutory status. If this is not to be the case in the South East Plan how will the routes for these transport schemes be safeguarded? The County Council believes this matter needs to be addressed by the Panel.
3. The County Council has noted with disappointment the lack of progress on developing a ‘concordat’ between Government and the region. The Regional Planning Committee at its meeting on 27th September 2006 “concluded that this (the Concordat) had been superseded by the Implementation Plan”.  If the Implementation Plan is to become a  ‘de facto’ concordat the Government might, as a first step, recognise that it is a part of the Statutory Plan.

4. We believe it is also of critical importance that there is a clear relationship between progress in delivering infrastructure and decision making on the timing of development. The County Council has suggested an addition to Policy CC5 requiring an annual ‘position statement’ on infrastructure delivery from the Assembly which each Local Planning Authority can use to inform decisions on development proposals. This is necessary to ensure that the linkage in Policy CC5 between provision of infrastructure and the needs of new development is monitored and managed.  At present we do not have the kind of transport delivery mechanism recommended by Eddington and we believe that a below regional delivery agency should be empowered to implement the relevant parts of the Regional Spatial Strategy.
5. The County Council has expressed its concerns in the June 2006 representations about the delivery mechanisms proposed by the Assembly. We have also noted with concern recent statements regarding the proposed Planning-gain Supplement (PGS). We have serious doubts as to whether contributions of one sort or another from the private sector can deliver the funds necessary to close the funding gap identified by the Roger Tym Report commissioned by South East Counties Leaders (IR2 and IR3). If the proposal that 30% of the money raised through PGS is not to be returned to be spent in the locality where it is collected but returned to the region of origin, is confirmed, then our concern is heightened. There is some ambiguity as to whether all of this would be available to a Regional Infrastructure Fund and no clear indication from Treasury if reductions in other Government funding are expected to result from these measures.

6. Neither is it clear to us whether the amount raised by PGS and the revised Section 106 arrangements would, in total, make more monies available than currently.
7. These concerns are further exacerbated by our fears about revenue expenditure. Development and increased population will lead to increased demands for services that are already under considerable pressure, Adult Social Services being a case in point. This effect is multiplied in growth areas where local authority funding is always based on out of date population information which penalises the areas with the highest growth rates.

8. All in all, the County Council believes that the implementation of the South East Plan (and spatial plans generally) is hindered by the fragmentation of Government funding into a variety of different pots (Regional Transport Funds and Growth Points being the latest additions), the wide range of national and regional agencies and quangos, and the lack of clarity over which organisation has powers and accountability. In that regard we believe that arrangements ‘below regional’ level may have greater prospects for success and enable a single delivery agency to have the necessary implementation powers and the ability to pool the funds available from the range of sources. The Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) has shown that local authorities working together can develop cross boundary proposals for more locally based delivery. This subsidiary would avoid over-centralisation at regional level, and enable decisions on matters of sub-regional significance to be made in a more locally accountable way, by people who are closer to the situation on the ground. Crucially they could be better placed to lever in additional monies through locally based initiatives, which might include private sector partnership arrangements or hypothecation.  Locally based initiatives may be easier to ‘brand’ and prove more popular with stakeholders who can see direct benefits from their contribution. The plan should recognise that Sub-regions, such as South Hampshire, which have an established means of implementation, are better placed to deliver than a remote Regional Implementation Fund held centrally. These sub-regions will also be able to ensure that local infrastructure priorities complement regional ones and are delivered in a tandem with them.

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)?

9. The business community, including investors, has repeatedly stressed to the County Council that one of the most important things it needs from planning strategies is certainty; clear and resolute statements about the amount, location, type and timing of new development. A strategic plan should therefore set out the amount, broad location and phasing of land releases for employment and housing development.  A particular omission recognised by the majority of participants at the debate on Matter 5A Employment Land Policies was the absence of quantification of employment land in most parts of the Region. The Plan fares better with housing, but even here there is no indication of the timing/phasing of land releases in most areas.

10. Transport is another key concern for businesses and other private sector investors: they need certainty that their goods, employees and visitors will be able to reach their premises on time. This is increasingly being hindered by growing road congestion and insufficient rail capacity, both being the result of inadequate investment. These shortcomings are made more acute in the South East by high economic growth, higher incomes and thus higher propensity to travel  than other parts of the country. Hence the Hampshire Economic Partnership (7490) in its statement on Matter 8Bi criticised “the lack of investment plans to enhance and improve the strategic infrastructure required on the rail and road networks in the Region, to ensure the strategic importance of the Region is maintained and growth can  be provided for in a sustainable manner”.
10A.3
Is there a role for the Regional Assembly to coordinate strategic reviews of land holdings (Policy CC6)?

11. Hampshire County Council carries out regular reviews of its landholdings for operational purposes and for disposal for development. Over the last decade around 3,000 dwellings have been built on surplus land disposed of by the County Council, of which over 600 have been affordable homes.  We believe that other councils similarly keep their land portfolios under active review. 
12. It is unclear what benefit would accrue from the requirement in Policy CC6 that local authorities must agree their disposal strategies with the Regional Assembly. It would however add to bureaucracy and delay the release of land for development. In addition, the Council needs to decide its strategy in the light of all service priorities for which it is responsible. The County Council would therefore also oppose the proposal within the Panel’s question, that in addition, the Regional Assembly should co-ordinate such reviews.  The reasons for the existence of the policy are unclear; but it may originally have been intended to relate solely to MoD landholdings but latterly had its scope widened.
10A.4
To what extent are the Investment Schedules in the Implementation Plan affordable and realistic?

13. The proposals in the Implementation Plan are realistic in the sense that they are       needed to provide the infrastructure and facilities which will be needed by new development, as identified by the Assembly working closely with local authorities  and other infrastructure/service providers. However, the Schedules do not provide a complete picture of the infrastructure/facilities needed because  they exclude schemes which SEERA regard as of ‘local’ importance. These include social and community infrastructure as well as health, education, affordable housing and libraries etc. Neither are the revenue implications of the capital infrastructure schemes identified. The Background reports submitted by PUSH/the County Council in respect of South and North Hampshire (SEP12, SH25, SH19) provide a full list. 
14. In respect of the affordability of the investment items listed, the County Council would argue that the region cannot afford not to implement them. Failure to provide the infrastructure such as transport and utilities, and facilities such as schools and recreational space, would mean a repeat of past mistakes of new housing being built without the associated facilities and would thus frustrate the Government’s objective to create sustainable communities. In that regard, all the items listed in the Implementation Plan are essential, so prioritisation of them would therefore be inappropriate, although we do acknowledge that the timing of their implementation will need to be phased to match the pace of new development.
15. Hampshire County Council notes that although the plan sets out a strategy for 20 years, with the Implementation Plan providing a means for translating that strategy into action, Government spending plans overall and indeed the spending plans of agencies relying wholly or partly on Government Funding are planned on shorter timescales.

16. Our confidence is undermined further when we examine the progress that has been made towards developing the concept of a Regional Infrastructure Fund. At the time of writing we have no clear indication as to where the money will come from to make up this Fund. The Executive of the Regional Assembly considered a report on 19 January 2006 which suggests ‘new’ money would be generated from private sector investment and from possible future road user charging.  We cannot judge at present how effective such an approach might prove.

17. Recent experience in Hampshire has given rise to significant doubts as to whether the Government is really committed to addressing infrastructure requirements. In late 2005 when funding was withdrawn for the South Hampshire Rapid Transit Scheme on ‘affordability’ grounds, the County Council asked for an explanation of the criteria that had been used to make the decision. This request was made in the light of the fact that under the Government`s own ‘value for money’ criteria based on benefit to cost ratio, the scheme outperformed all other public transport schemes. To date no satisfactory explanation has been received and Hampshire is no closer to understanding what might or might not be an ‘affordable’ solution to the problems affecting access to the Gosport Peninsula and beyond.  Bearing in mind that decision was made within 5 years of the Government’s 10 year Transport Plan proposing 25 new light rail lines, it is difficult to see how one might be in a position to judge affordability and realism for infrastructure envisaged some 15 to 20 years hence.

18. The Government’s Transport Innovation Fund (TIF), in targeting road user charging has resulted in substantial funding being directed at relatively few locations.  National productivity monies from the same fund have been directed at improving the rail network.  The result of these allocations has been to leave the balance of funding too low even to begin to approach the level necessary to fund the essential infrastructure set out in the Implementation Plan.
19. The commentary above relates only to the new infrastructure needed to cope with the new urban development proposed in the SE Plan. In addition, improvements are needed to bring the existing infrastructure up to scratch often referred to as the “backlog of infrastructure investment”. This is the root cause of current transport congestion and delays, hospital waiting lists, large school classes and so on.  This backlog of investment was quantified in the research by Roger Tym and Partners for the South East counties, which also demonstrated that the UK under-invests in its infrastructure compared to other leading economies.
20. Notwithstanding the overwhelming case for, and widespread calls for, a step-change in infrastructure investment, the Government seems unwilling to respond.  This gives little hope that the quantum of infrastructure investment needed to support the SE Plan, will be forthcoming.  Unless Government representatives can give assurances on this at the EiP, the County Council would urge the Panel to reduce the amount of development proposed in the SE Plan and focus development in areas where investment will be forthcoming.  
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