10A/Leonard Martin/(8119)

PAGE  
-5-

10A/Leonard Martin/(8119)

	LEONARD MARTIN

PLANNING ( LAND ECONOMICS

50 CAMBRIDGE PLACE, 

CAMBRIDGE CB2 1NS
TEL: 01223 312251 

FAX: 01223 350010 

lrm@leonardmartin.co.uk



DRAFT SOUTH EAST PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

MATTER 10   IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING

SUB-MATTER 10A   IMPLEMENTATION

Question 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. “One key theme cuts right across the policies of the plan as it now stands: infrastructure.”  This is how the third paragraph of the Foreword to the plan commences.  It goes on to stress how growth cannot be sustained “without significant investment, by the Government as well as by developers, in physical and community infrastructure.”  This message has been relayed to Ministers and “the jury is still out on whether their proposals in response will be adequate to the challenge.”  

2. From the Foreword onwards, it is evident that what the plan actually relies upon is public expenditure rather than genuine public investment, i.e.:  where investment funds are made available in clear expectation of being able to receive an appropriate investment return.  The unwritten assumption behind implementation of the plan seems to be that the self-evident need for the listed infrastructure in the Draft Implementation Plan (DIP) is evidence and justification enough for the required levels of public expenditure for that infrastructure.

3. This is an unrealistic approach.  It implies that there are little or no constraints on public expenditure, and that one packed petition is the best way to obtain it.  Public funding is needed for the infrastructure upon which the plan relies, but this public expenditure instead needs to be positively justified.  The way to do this is to demonstrate that this infrastructure in the DIP represents a portfolio of sound and competitive investment opportunities.

4. All investors invest in anticipation of an appropriate investment return, and an investment return in this context first requires, and will only be realised, if it is possible to achieve good delivery of the plan provisions (assuming supporting infrastructure is in place).  This position applies for both public and private investors even though they may take their investment returns in slightly different ways.  “No infrastructure, no growth” has been said and meant within the region, but it is also the case that “No good delivery, no investment” also applies.  
5. Investment risk can only be managed and reduced, not omitted altogether.  If and when there is evident scope for good delivery, would-be investors will then have lower levels of risk and thus higher levels of investment confidence about being able to receive an appropriate investment return.  Inward investment in these circumstances is much more likely to be committed to the required infrastructure, and from both the public and private sectors.  The ability to demonstrate the scope for good delivery is therefore of fundamental importance for successful implementation of the plan.
6. The position can be summarised thus:

Demonstrating the scope to achieve good delivery =

Demonstrating the scope to receive an investment return =

Lower investment risk =

Higher investment confidence =

Both public and private inward investment =

The ability to achieve good delivery in practice

7. It is also the case that investment decisions need to be made on an individual project-by-project basis because the inherent risk of projects will differ.  

8. The need to demonstrate good delivery is also made even more acute because of what spatial planning is actually trying to achieve – an urban focus strategy with new (and existing) development closely integrated with genuinely accessible public transport (e.g.: as in PPS 11, Annex B, para 1).  Achieving this form of integrated development is one of the most difficult challenges we now face in the UK (with or without new demand management measures on our roads).  It is also one of the most important given the need for climate change solutions whilst maintaining economic growth.

9. How then to demonstrate that the most sustainable and deliverable spatial development options have been adopted?  Spatial development alternatives need to be compared, and this comparison work needs to be done in an informed, robust and transparent way in order to for it to be credible and foster investment confidence.  This means an inquiry with the mandate, time and resources for the job.  This means the LDF sub-regional and district level of planning, not the RSS level.

10. A number of important good practice requirements follow from this. Two key ones are:

a) The need to ensure that the RSS stage of planning does not prejudge and pre-empt this more informed LDF level of spatial planning;

b) It must be generally understood that this arrangement of things is needed for good delivery and inward investment reasons that are fundamental to the success of the RSS (and LDD).

11. We recognise the need to make funding bids in relatively short-term Comprehensive Spending Reviews.  We support in principle the concept of a Concordat with Government (CC5).  We support attempts to align investment programmes (CC5 (ii)), and the intent of a Regional Infrastructure Fund to achieve more timely delivery of infrastructure (DIP p19 and 20).  However, none of these initiatives or mechanisms is a substitute for being able to offer attractive infrastructure investment opportunities to public and private would-be investors.  None serve to clearly demonstrate the scope for good delivery of integrated development on a project-by-project basis at the LDF stage of planning.
12. To summarise, one key theme that genuinely cuts across all policies of the plan is the need for the RSS, in conjunction with LDD, to clearly demonstrate the scope for good delivery of spatial development provisions in order to in turn foster investment confidence and inward investment in supporting infrastructure.
13. As things stand there are not clear means in the plan for this purpose and in order to translate RSS policies into action.

Question 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)?

14. This question is once again about whether the plan recognises and supports the need to demonstrate the scope for good delivery.
15. There is some recognition of this need in D1 para 1.11 and in CC5, but there is nothing in the plan that positively deals with the reality.  This is a serious omission in our view.
16. PPS 11 para 1.7 says RSS should “…be focused on delivery mechanisms which make clear what is to be done by whom and when”.  The plan needs to lead and inform in this regard.  It needs to interpret “what” in a broad sense so that its instruction value includes delivery mechanisms about “how” to deliver.
17. How to clearly demonstrate the scope for good delivery?  How to ensure that the adopted spatial strategy and provisions in an LDD really are the most sustainable and deliverable?  Without prejudice to other necessary inputs and concerns, three key spatial variables are:

a) Spatial development alternatives;

b) Transport needs, opportunities and constraints bearing in mind the need for integrated development after the urban focus strategy;

c) Various forms of environmental impact.  

18. Ten good practice initiatives for the RSS to adopt or promote with these key variables and good delivery to the fore are:

GP1. From first principles, explain in the core document and implementation plan the importance of the plan and LDD together demonstrating the ability to achieve good delivery of LDD spatial strategies and thus being able to offer low levels of risk and high levels of investment confidence for both public and private would-be investors in the infrastructure needed by these strategies;

GP2. Require LDD to test spatial alternatives for accessible public transport;

GP3. Require LDD to establish the optimum upper limit for development of each major urban area subject to growth;

GP4. Require LDD to correctly apply a local sequential order of development mindful of GP2 and GP3;

GP5. Require LDD to rigorously assess all possible and credible LDD spatial alternatives within this order having particular regard to GP2–GP3 as well as all environmental impacts;

GP6. Require Joint LDD to be prepared wherever this would be consistent with and support GP5;

GP7. Set out locational criteria in the plan after PPS 11, para 1.17 i.e.:  criteria in direct support of the urban focus strategy and the correct and consistent application of GP2–GP5 (which should take in more than simply constraints criteria);

GP8. Establish broad locations for development in the plan after PPS 11, para 1.17; ensure that the RSS does not identify more detailed and specific “broad locations” that would prejudge and pre-empt important LDD work that is needed in order to reach informed decisions about GP2–GP6; produce a shorter, more investment and good delivery orientated RSS instead; 

GP9. Take full account of all functional characteristics of sub-regions to the extent these are not already embraced by the above criteria; ensure that the full scope of any planned changes to these functional characteristics (e.g.: different and better journeys to work) is not prejudged or pre-empted by firm and fixed housing provision figures in the RSS for administrative districts (because these figures could directly contradict much of the functional planning logic and potential of sub-regions in the first place); the basis for this arrangement is set out in PPS 11, para 2.27 and 1.13;

GP10. Ensure that Local Delivery Vehicles understand and can effectively manage investment risk, investment confidence and would-be inward investors as well as all other usual LDV responsibilities.

19. It is of course the case that RSS and LDF should rigorously test and ensure that the most sustainable and deliverable spatial strategy and development provisions are adopted whatever the level of available investment in supporting infrastructure.  How could the position possibly be otherwise?  All ten of these good practice initiatives would serve this purpose, but they are doubly important given the “significant investment” requirement that the Foreword to the plan alludes to and the DIP details.

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

20. The provisions of the investment schedules may well represent the currently perceived infrastructure requirements in support of the plan, but does this make them affordable?  It remains to be seen if sufficient inward investment will be obtained in order to fund (i.e.: afford) all of these provisions.

21. Are these investment schedules realistic?  Presumably this question is about the prospects of obtaining the indicated level of infrastructure funding, and about the value of these schedules to help achieve this end.

22. The various purposes of the schedules would seem to be:

a) To help achieve more coordinated and timely delivery of infrastructure (DIP p5 and 7);

b) Similarly, to help achieve more efficient use of the funds available (p5); for better joined up government decision-making (e.g.: to help inform demand management decisions about the use of infrastructure (p15); for adjusting the balance between new and better use of existing infrastructure (p15));

c) To help maximise private contributions (p12), i.e.: to better demonstrate what needs to be funded as part of development proposals.

23. All of these are useful purposes that we support, but the schedules are not a substitute for clearly demonstrating the scope for good delivery on a project-by-project basis at the LDF stage of planning.  They are not a realistic means of securing necessary levels of inward investment in supporting infrastructure, and they should not be held up as such. More is required than simply a snapshot view of what should ideally happen in support of the plan, and as if available investment risks and returns were of no consequence.
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