Sub Matter 10A / KCC (7296)

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?

1
The Government Office for the South East has indicated to the Panel that it believes the Implementation Plan does not form part of the draft RSS.  Planning Policy Statement 11 states that there should be an implementation plan either as part of the RSS or as a separate cross-referenced document (para 1.18).    Kent County Council would strongly prefer that the Implementation Plan forms part of the RSS, as submitted by the Assembly.  Given that the annual monitoring report is a statutory requirement and includes quantified targets, it is more logical that the Implementation Plan forms part of the statutory RSS.

2
However, whether as part of the RSS or as a separate document, PPS 11 makes clear that the implementation plan “will provide greater certainty that the infrastructure required to support planned levels of development will be provided at the appropriate time” (para 3.2).  RSS should focus on implementation and is subject to a statutory annual monitoring report which has to identify any necessary or remedial action (para 1.1).  RSS should “be focused on delivery mechanisms which make clear what is to be done by whom and by when” (para 1.7).
3
Figure 1 of the Implementation Plan lists the national and regional investment plans and programmes to be aligned with the RSS, and the responsible authorities.  However, it omits key functions of local government, and should be amended to include:

· the Housing Strategies of local housing authorities 
· the Education Strategies of Local Education Authorities

· the Local Transport Plans of local transport authorities.

4
Figure 1 illustrates the many agencies involved in implementing the RSS and their varied horizons and business planning cycles.  They include private sector companies, notably in water supply and transport, for whom commercial considerations apply.  A considerable task of co-ordination and leadership is needed to deliver the spatial plan, and success will depend on Government support through its own investment and the context it sets for regulators through the South East Plan and elsewhere.  

5
The key actions identified in the Implementation Plan at pages 5, 13, 16 and 19 underline the role of Government in ensuring that infrastructure investment will support the proposals of the South East Plan, and the need to amend the regulatory framework and price review mechanisms to facilitate timely delivery of infrastructure, and to provide incentives for behavioural change.  Kent County Council welcomes these key actions.

6
PPS11 requires that RSS should make clear whether policies are strategic development control policies, to be delivered through LDDs and LTPs, or to be delivered as agreed with the bodies concerned (para 1.18).  Annex 1 of the Implementation Plan sets out the key delivery agencies for each topic-group of RSS policies and the actions to be taken. However this is not related to specific RSS policies.  It does not systematically identify the delivery and implementation mechanisms for individual policies as indicated by PPS11. 
7
Within the grouped policies in Annex 1 attention is directed, as far as local authority roles are concerned, to LDDs/LTPs and other strategies/ programmes.  The role, if any, of development control in policy implementation is not clear from this, although a substantial number of policies have elements that apply to development control.  This includes elements of the cross cutting policies which are not covered in Annex 1.   For example :
· CC4 – construction of all new buildings will be expected to incorporate sustainable construction standards

· CC5 (iii) – development shall not process until planning authorities are satisfied re availability /provision of necessary infrastructure

· CC10b – development should only be permitted in a strategic gap where it would not compromise … etc.

8
Examples of development control elements of topic policies include :
· H3 ( 4th clause ) – new housing needed to meet district requirements should be in sustainable locations

· T8 – all major travel generating developments must have a travel plan

· NRM1 – applies  consideration in development control to clauses (i) – (vi)

· NRM2 – final clause  relates to consideration of applications for new water resource schemes

· NRM3 – refers to inappropriate development not being permitted, protection of flood defences from development, and design requirements for development permitted in appropriately defended floodplains

· NRM7 – role of development control in achieving improvements in local air quality

· C2  - planning decisions should have regard to the setting of AONBs ; emphasis on small scale proposals in consideration of development proposals  

·  BE5 – policy requirements dependant on local authorities using LDDs and ‘other means’
· S8 – mixed use of community facilities should be encouraged through LDDs and ‘other measures’

9
Annex 1 of the Implementation Plan should therefore identify the delivery and implementation mechanisms for individual policies, as indicated by PPS11, and include the role of development control in policy implementation.

10
Many of the actions identified in Annex 1 are not specific to RSS policies, and are expressed in terms of process rather than specific outcomes required by the RSS.  The Implementation Plan should reflect more clearly the future that the RSS seeks.  For example: 

· Section D2 (Economy) gives no indication of the strategic aim to address intra regional disparities within the region (RE5), nor the degree to which the imbalance should be rectified.  It omits Local Education Authorities and Education Plans under the heading Learning and Skills.

· Section D3 (Housing) makes no reference to the role of national government policy in regulating and influencing the private housing market and affordability.   In delivering housing policies the Regional Housing Board is required to undertake regular monitoring in view of the regional housing strategy, but is not required to pursue the target for affordable housing in Policy H4.  

11
The Implementation Plan notes at para 3.4.2 that the level of capital and revenue investment available to maintain the current asset base is insufficient.  It therefore proposes enhanced arrangements for capturing increases in land value.  These include local determination of developer contributions, either through a locally administered planning gain supplement, or extension of the local tariff pioneered in Milton Keynes and Ashford.  The County Council strongly supports local determination of contributions to infrastructure costs and the certainty this provides that revenue will be used for the intended purpose.

12 
The Assembly also proposes creation of a Regional Infrastructure Fund.  The County Council supports this in principle, provided the objective of facilitating timely delivery of sub-regional or regionally significant infrastructure can be achieved without channelling funds from the necessary local investment to support development.
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)?

13
The County Council commends the long term view taken by the Assembly in the Implementation Plan and the breadth of consideration given to the need for infrastructure investment to support growth.  KCC welcomes the clarity of proposals for the quantity of housing and believes that this will enable Local Development Documents to identify land and both the private and public sectors to plan necessary infrastructure.  

14
However, equal clarity is missing for employment land uses and the aim of correcting the regional imbalance in employment growth and investment.  There is lack of clarity between the RSS and the Regional Economic Strategy that will compound uncertainty for business if not resolved (see also KCC statements under Matters 2A and 5A).   

15
There is also a policy deficit for remainders of Counties outside sub regions, in which major investment is sometimes required.  The ‘Rest of Kent’ is such an area.  The proposal of paragraph 5.15 that sub-regional groups and local authorities could produce joint infrastructure plans for sub-regionally significant infrastructure has merit, but should apply to the whole region.

16
The lack of alignment between sub-region boundaries and local government boundaries, notably at County level which account for 80% of local government funding, exacerbates the difficulties of planning investment.

10A.3

Is there a role for the Regional Assembly to coordinate strategic reviews of land holdings?
17
Policy CC6 calls public land owners to “undertake strategic reviews of their land holdings” and agree a disposal and implementation strategy with the Assembly and others.  Although the strategy should pay “particular attention to the potential to increase affordable housing” the outcomes sought from strategies and the need for agreement with the Assembly are not clear given the wider framework of objectives and policy within  the South East Plan within which public authorities will operate.  

18
The Assembly has performed a useful role in encouraging local authorities to respond to the current Ministry of Defence review of its land holdings.  However, local authorities for example are required by the Corporate Performance Assessment (CPA) process to manage their assets efficiently, and that includes releasing land and property to the market which is no longer needed.   It is not clear whether the process proposed by Policy CC6 would be consistent with this.   It would not be appropriate for the Assembly to be concerned with the disposal and use of numerous smaller land parcels.    
19
It is therefore proposed that Policy CC6 be amended as follows:
POLICY CC6 : USE OF PUBLIC LAND

In order to identify potential development and land management opportunities, Government departments and public landowners should undertake strategic reviews of their land holdings, taking into account the strategic objectives and policies of the RSS as a primary consideration in the use and disposal of their land.  They should consult the Regional Assembly and other partners on the agree disposal and development of major sites implementation strategy at the regional level with the, covering both development and non-development land paying particular attention to the need to bring forward land for housing, particularly affordable housing,  and employment. potential to increase the land available for affordable housing and the generation of cross subsidy to deliver it. This strategy should be implemented at the local level, and Local authorities should facilitate appropriate proposals through provision in the Local Development Framework.
10A.4

To what extent are the Investment Schedules in the Implementation Plan affordable and realistic?

20
The County Council’s statements in response to 8c (iii) and 8d (iv) in particular demonstrate that the packages of investment proposed in the Implementation Plan for Kent sub regions are essential to enable and support the development proposed in the RSS.  All of the projects are realistic, and the Implementation Plan indicates the stages reached towards committed funding.

21
The main locations in Kent where funding for all essential infrastructure has yet to be confirmed are:


*
Ashford, to complete the highway and public transport network, and the water supply and sewage treatment networks for the longer term.


*
Thameside, to provide access for major development sites to A2 at Bean and to complete the urban highway and public transport network.


*
Canterbury, to improve the junctions with A2 and enable development.


*
Swale, to overcome the constraint upon development at Sheppey and Sittingbourne imposed by congestion at Junction 5 of A2.


*
Dover, to accommodate development and continued growth of international traffic, and where the timing of investment needs to be brought forward.


*
M20 Junctions 3-7, to ensure that congestion does not prevent the scale of development proposed by the RSS in Tonbridge & Malling and Maidstone, and that strategic access to Ashford, the Channel Tunnel and Dover is maintained.

22
In addition the County Council has called for urgent investigation of options to relieve congestion at the Dartford Crossing.

23
The investment schedules will need to be reviewed over the period of the RSS as the specification of projects is amended and additional projects come forward; for example flood defences in response to Thames Estuary 2100.  

24
South East Counties Leaders have indicated that without an increase in the scale of public sector investment in the region it is unlikely that all necessary projects will be capable of funding throughout the plan period.   The Highways Agency has stated that with the growth proposed by the RSS key parts of the strategic highway network will suffer severe congestion.  The investment proposed for Kent sub regions is essential to enable and support the development proposed by the RSS, and without it the scale of development proposed by the RSS cannot be delivered.   
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