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Matter 10A – IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING
Sub-Matter 10A - IMPLEMENTATION
1. 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?
1.1. The draft RSS and the Implementation Plan both highlight the need to align public investment programmes and development more effectively. However, many of the required mechanisms depend on responses from central Government and changes in national policy, for example:
· More public sector investment is needed in strategic infrastructure, generally;
· A larger share of public investment is needed in the South East region to reflect its current needs and future growth. In the Local Transport Capital Settlement for Integrated Transport in 2007/08, the South East received 15.46% of the total for England (£88.26m of £571.017m) whereas its projected population share for 2007
 is 16.17%.  Local authority revenue funding and other regimes (like the Landfill Allowance Trading Scheme) also need to be related more closely to population growth. The Infrastructure Plan calls for an extension of the Community Infrastructure Fund to cover the region as a whole within the Regional Funding Allocation, in recognition of the region’s future growth prospects, and for a Regional Infrastructure Fund;
· Better co-ordination of public sector investment is needed by Central Government, Government agencies and private utility companies. The Regional Funding Allocation (RFA) submission
 points out that only about 20% of Government capital spending in the region is allocated through the RFA process. The Infrastructure Plan also shows the different timescales operated by Government agency investment programmes and by regulators’ reviews of the investment plans of utility companies. Government has said that, it will be considering new arrangements for ‘infrastructure delivery planning’ in the 2007 Comprehensive Spending Review, which will make it easier to consider the investment plans of public bodies, when taking decisions on spatial plans;
1.2. These problems are not peculiar to the South East Plan and the proposal for a ‘Concordat’ between Government and the Assembly, in Policy CC5, is therefore not very convincing.
1.3. The results of Policy CC5 iv will depend largely on national policies for planning obligations and their partial replacement by a Planning Gain Supplement (on which the Government is still consulting). The Implementation Plan seeks to increase private sector contributions to infrastructure through enhanced Section 106 contributions or Planning Gain Supplement, but that is a matter for national policy: Government has stated that its proposal for Planning Gain Supplement is designed to capture ‘a modest portion of the uplift in land value’. 

1.4. It will continue to be useful (under whatever regime) for local authorities to provide as much certainty as they can about future infrastructure requirements and programmes in Local Development Documents to guide developers and to assist negotiations about Section 106 obligations and tariffs. The proposal for ‘local infrastructure plans or prospectuses’ In the Implementation Plan (paragraph 5.10) is therefore helpful.
1.5. Although there are various statements about partnerships between local authorities, economic partnerships, the private sector and other agencies (including the proposal for a South Hampshire ‘Implementation Agency), and the proposal for a Regional Infrastructure  Fund (to make advances on Section 106 contributions), there are no detailed proposals on the form and membership of ‘delivery agencies’ or other bodies to co-ordinate investment and development or manage infrastructure funds These details are better left to be resolved at sub-regional or local levels.
1.6. There are several specific concerns about implementation of the South East Plan:
· Infrastructure requirements may not be met because of the ‘funding gap’ identified by Roger Tym & Partners
 and SQW
;
· The assessment of local infrastructure requirements is too low, because it is based on housing proposals of the draft RSS (which are too low by some 30%) and on population projections that are derived from the housing proposals;
· Some sub-regional infrastructure requirements have been overlooked because the spatial strategy is restrictive in its emphasis on growth areas and a limited range of urban locations;
· Policy CC5 iii may be used to block essential development, when a local planning authority is not satisfied about the future delivery of related infrastructure.
1.7. The Implementation Plan is a useful framework to identify national, regional and sub-regional priorities and to provide a consistent approach to the assessment of local infrastructure requirements. It will need further refinement and regular updating to incorporate changes in investment programmes. It will also need to be reviewed to take account of the much higher housing targets that are required and to support a less restrictive spatial strategy: allowing for urban extensions at a wider range of towns, including areas where a review of Green Belt will be required.
1.8. A more varied and broadly-based spatial strategy should prove more robust in the face of possible delays in infrastructure, especially with the need to accommodate much more green field development in strategic locations that are well related to existing settlements and strategic infrastructure that is already in existence.
1.9. Uncertainties about implementation cannot all be resolved in a Regional Spatial Strategy, but nor should they be taken as reasons for inaction. In some cases, infrastructure solutions will emerge only when development proposals are being considered in more detail. The approach of Policy CC5 iii is particularly unhelpful in this respect and should be deleted.
2. 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)?
2.1. The RSS needs to be more positive and upbeat about growth prospects in the South East and the scope for accommodating development in sustainable ways that enhance rather than damage the natural and built environment. In its current draft, the spatial strategy is too negative about accommodating growth in areas with proven success and potential, for fear of the consequences of growth and change.
2.2. Whilst there is a need to promote growth and regeneration opportunities in the east of the region, in Milton Keynes, Ashford and the Thames Gateway, and on the South Coast, in Sussex and South Hampshire, these growth and regeneration areas should not be seen as replacing the need for continuing opportunities for business and housing development in successful areas like the Western Corridor, London Fringe and Central Oxfordshire.
2.3. Confidence in business development is likely to be damaged by problems of labour supply or high labour costs that result from restricted availability of housing and high prices.
2.4. Several participants at the Examination-in-Public have pointed out that alternative locations for mobile international investment are more likely to be in other countries than in other parts of the South East region, if opportunities near London, the airports or other key locations are not made available.
2.5. There have also been debates about the consistency between the housing and employment figures and between forecasts of the RSS and those of the Regional Economic Strategy. The fact that there are outstanding conflicts of this kind could be damaging to investment confidence unless they are resolved in modifications to the RSS.
3. 10A.3 Is there a role for the Regional Assembly to coordinate strategic reviews of land holdings (Policy CC6)?
3.1. Government policy is to encourage the release of surplus public sector land: both to improve the management of public sector assets
 and to facilitate the building of additional homes.  English Partnerships maintains the Register of Surplus Public Sector Land (which includes over 290 sites in the ‘wider South-East’ out of 650 nationally) and is seeking to extend its coverage among local authorities, NHS Trusts and Strategic Health Authorities. EP also works with the disposal programmes of hospitals and the Ministry of Defence estate to facilitate development, through land acquisition and development partnerships.
3.2. Policy CC6 proposes that Government departments and public landowners should have regional strategies for land disposal and development, agreed with the Regional Assembly and others. These strategies should address development and other issues, including the provision and funding of affordable housing; however they ‘should be implemented at the local level’ through Local Development Documents.
3.3. Public sector land owners will clearly need to work with the RSS as well as with Local Development Frameworks to optimise their strategies for disposing of surplus land, especially if they have land holdings of strategic significance. However, some public sector agencies operate at a sub-regional or a local level and others at a national level. Their approaches to asset disposal will be driven by operational requirements at these levels as well as by development opportunities. It is difficult to envisage how regional disposal strategies would work, if they were meant to agree regional priorities for land disposal and development. Such strategies and programme would still be subject to LDF policies, in any event.  It is by no means clear, therefore, how regional interventions by the Assembly, as proposed in Policy CC6, would add value to the disposal and development of surplus public sector land.
4. 10A.4 To what extent are the Investment Schedules in the Implementation Plan affordable and realistic?
4.1. The Implementation Plan is a useful framework to identify national, regional and sub-regional priorities and to provide a consistent approach to the assessment of local infrastructure requirements. It will need further development to refine the approach, to update programmes, to reflect the need for much higher levels of housing and other development that are required, and to support a less restrictive spatial strategy (as Pegasus has argued in statements on Matters 1H, 2A and in statements on the sub-regions).
4.2. The investment schedules are more a project management tool and a checklist against which to monitor progress, than a capital budget. Cost information is not always available and, where included, cannot be expected to be definitive, especially for longer term projects. There are also questions about what is included or excluded.
4.3. The technical report by SQW
 notes that the revised Sub-Regional Investment Frameworks (SRIFs) do not include local waste treatment, electricity and gas supply infrastructure, as they are specific to development and not formula-based, and they do not include comprehensive cost estimates for water supply, water treatment and flood defences, pending further information from the Environment Agency.
4.4. However, the need to include many private sector utility costs is questionable, as they are funded primarily by the private sector against future revenue from user charges. The spatial planning issues for such investment are primarily related to timing: co-ordination with development, the investment programmes of the utility companies, and the effects of controls imposed by regulatory bodies.
4.5. Although the listing of transport projects appears thorough at regional and sub-regional levels, the approaches to social and green infrastructure appear to vary significantly between sub-regions.  Reasons for including higher education projects in some sub-regions but not in others are not clear. Priorities for some social infrastructure projects are also determined by factors other than related development (e.g. pre-Olympic sports venues).
4.6. The Implementation Plan does not always distinguish infrastructure projects that are related to development from those that are driven by population change or serving existing needs. This is especially true of the regional and sub-regional schedules. It is noticeable that nearly all sub-regional projects are listed as taking place ‘alongside’ rather than ‘prior’ to development.
4.7. Some infrastructure projects will be required regardless of the pace or location of development in the South East. There is a danger that ‘funding gaps’ for investment in strategic infrastructure will be interpreted as consequences of development, for which the proposed solution in Policy CC5 iii is to restrict development, when they are the result of existing demands or demographic change.
4.8. The realism of the investment schedules can be assessed by comparison with past and current levels of Government funding. For example, in the Local Transport Capital Settlement for Integrated Transport in 2007/08, the South East received £88.26m.  Information on all public sector capital investment in transport, including investment by the Highways Agency, Network Rail and other agencies that is not allocated regionally, should be applied to the schedules as a ‘reality check’.
4.9. Conclusions about ‘funding gaps’ require consideration of projected expenditure and related sources of funding, which depend on the future scale of Government spending plans and on the mechanisms for channelling this investment (such as the Regional Funding Allocations or the Community Infrastructure Fund).  Uncertainties about funding sources are probably greater than uncertainties about the costs of infrastructure projects.
4.10. It is therefore unwise to expect the investment schedules to be ‘affordable and realistic’. They should not be treated as if they were a capital programme for all the reasons given above. They do, however, serve as a useful starting point for capital programmes that should be developed through Local Development Documents, Local Transport Plans and the investment plans of a wide variety of agencies, including the ‘local infrastructure plans or prospectuses’ proposed in the Implementation Plan.

P:\CIRENCESTER SHADOW FILES\CIR.P.0320 SOUTH EAST RSS EIP\Miscellaneous\Matter 9D_Rest of East and West Sussex_notes.doc
� National Statistics, 2006, 2004-based Sub-National Population Projections


� SEERA and SEEDA, January 2006, The Regional funding Allocation for South East England


� DCLG, December 2006, Changes to Planning Obligations – a Planning-gain Supplement consultation.


� Roger Tym & Partners, June 2005, The Cost and Funding of Growth in South East England (EiP Ref: Ir2)


� SQW, September 2006, Technical Report on Infrastructure Requirements in the South East 2006-2026  (EiP Ref: Ir9)


� HM Treasury, December 2004, Towards Better Management of Public Sector Assets – A Report to the Chancellor  by Sir Michael Lyons


� SQW, September 2006, Technical Report on Infrastructure Requirements in the South East 2006-2026  (EiP Ref: Ir9)


� Op cit paragraph 5.10





[image: image1.png]Pegasus

Planning





