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Summary

Regional Assemblies have a responsibility to implement Regional Spatial Strategies.  The English Regions Network, in its role as the umbrella organisation for the eight Regional Assemblies in England, commissioned us to investigate key aspects of the implementation process.

Our study was initiated to consider the following issues:

· Effective implementation of spatial strategies;

· Organisational and resource implications arising from implementation plans; and

· The role of implementation plans.

We undertook a desk-based study supported by questionnaire surveys to planning officers in each region.  Following consideration of the aspects concerning implementation plans that were of concern to the officers, we identified four issues to address:

· How to define and measure implementation

· How to prioritise

· How to deal with change; and

· How to keep the scope manageable.

We carried out interviews with key stakeholders in the implementation process, from central and local government, agencies and developers to elicit their views and experiences of each of these issues.

Following a workshop to discuss our initial conclusions, this report sets out our findings:

· Section 1 sets the context for our work.

· In section 2 we describe the main issues at the centre of our study.

· Section 3 provides the conceptual basis from which we developed our findings.

· In section 4 we put forward our findings and seek to address the key issues.

· Finally, in section 5 we provide suggestions for further reading.
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1 Context

1.1 The aim of our study

1.1.1 Taking into account the requirements set out within Planning Policy Statement 11: Regional Spatial Strategies (PPS11) for implementation, the purpose of this study was to:

· Identify likely characteristics of effective implementation plans

· Identify potential organisational and resource implications arising from the above; and

· Identify the role implementation plans should play in the broader regional policy/implementation landscape.

1.2 Methodology and outputs

1.2.1 Our approach took the form of a desk based study supported by a two-stage interview process.  Our interviews were with regional planning officers and a selection of key players within the implementation process spanning central and local government, infrastructure agencies and developer interests.  Our findings at each stage have been reported to the project steering group via working papers, presentations and a workshop.

1.2.2 This report provides the final study output – concise, practical advice to Regional Assemblies – and will be followed by a presentation to a meeting of the ERN Regional Planning Bodies.

1.3 Context

1.3.1 One of the Government’s key purposes in moving from old-style RPG to RSS was to broaden the remit of the regional planning process from a preoccupation with land-use to the wider range of actions “… affecting the nature of places” (PPS11).  Our research suggests that this aspiration is very widely supported, across both public and private sectors.  None of the agencies for which spatial context is important can manage all (or even most) of the aspects of ‘places’ that are critical to their own success.  Because of this, all those we spoke to saw the benefit of being able to place at least some reliance on a spatial strategy with wider sign-up, and were keen to see Implementation Plans (IPs) that were based upon such strategies, and that worked.

1.3.2 In contrast with this support for the principle, few considered that current RSSs and their associated IPs met the need.  A wide range of structural reasons were given for this state of affairs, for example: 

· The long-winded process of RSS preparation fails to engage stakeholders, preventing real sign-up;

· Partners tend to be satisfied with securing ‘their bit’ of RSS, rather than seeking a broader synthesis that would deliver more to all stakeholders;

· Frequent and uncoordinated policy interventions from Government (‘Ways’, Growth Areas, City regions, etc);

· Lack of support from within the wider Government machinery (for example, Network Rail, DfT rail divisions and utility regulators such as Ofwat);

· Following PPS11 advice, most IPs comprise lists of agencies involved in implementing each policy area. Because this does not embody commitments, establish mechanisms, or differentiate the essential from the merely desirable, it adds little value; 

· RAs are thought to lack resources and expertise on implementation issues and to suffer from a lack of transparency and accountability in their decision-making.  These issues can critically affect the extent of mutual ownership felt by implementing agencies.

1.3.3 A further set of problems concerns the policy content of RSS, since issues that are not properly resolved here will return to dog implementation: 

· Effective decision-making requires substantive deals on difficult issues, while the desire for consensus leads to compromises which tend to fall apart under pressure;

· Tensions between different objectives (eg between the environmental aims of RAs and the economic aims of Regional Development Agencies (RDAs)) too often remain unresolved, even where both the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) and the RSS have been formally endorsed by the RA;

1.3.4 Only some of these problems are within the capacity of Regional Assemblies (RAs) to address on their own, though all should be susceptible to joint action with other stakeholders.  The advice in this paper is addressed, through the RAs, to all these.

2 Main Issues

2.1.1 The review in Section 1 demonstrates that the transition from the policies in an RSS to a viable plan for their implementation is highly problematic.  The research identified four generic issues affecting this relationship:

· The meaning of ‘implementation’: whether the focus of IPs should be on broad strategic outcomes
 (reflecting RSS objectives) or more specific, concrete outputs
 (reflecting the targets of implementation programmes);

· Different priorities: the extent to which the generalised support of implementing agencies for the aims of the RSS translate into a genuine willingness to compromise their own short-term priorities for wider and longer-term strategic gains;

· Change and uncertainty: how the RSS (which must maintain its policy stance long enough to deliver longer-term, strategic goals) can achieve consistent influence over time on implementation programmes (which must respond to more immediate imperatives – including changing budgets and unforeseen events);

· Keeping the scope manageable: how the IP can maintain strategic focus while managing the complexity arising from the sheer number of potentially relevant implementation programmes and processes.

2.1.2 In addition, the research identified some more specific issues, to do with the scope, organisation and operation of the planning system:

· The 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act makes the RSS the strategic element of the statutory Development Plan, , replacing in this respect the previous subregional Shire County Structure Plans and the strategic Part 1 of Unitary Development Plans in Unitary and Metropolitan Districts.  For statutory status, therefore, subregional policies must be in the RSS.  There are difficult trade-offs here between statutory force and local accountability and ownership, all of which may be crucial to implementation.  
· Uncertainty resulting from the flow of central government initiatives requires management by the regional planning system, though they may change the system itself, its priorities and its context.
· Regional planning implementation under previous legislation (with RPG) has focused on regulation via the conformity of local planning and development control decisions at lower levels within the planning system.  The ‘place-making’ aims of RSS require engagement with a much broader range of actions and agencies.  Moreover, some apparently ‘non spatial’ issues (such as provision of health services and training) may have important distributional consequences.

· The best way of resourcing the regional planning, monitoring and implementation system – the balance between a dedicated regional resource (risking detachment from subregional concerns and networks), and ‘contributions in kind’ from subregional players (risking failure to transcend subregional disputes).

2.1.3 However, the issue really central to implementation is neither conceptual nor administrative, but to do with fundamental questions of purpose, leadership and vision.  Business consultees particularly emphasised the need for RSS to deal with conflicting priorities by mutual concessions
.  For such deals to be legitimate, they must of course deliver strategic advantage to the region as well as being acceptable between the parties.  Important implications flow from this: 

· While deals tend to be bilateral, accountability requires that they are justified in a wider arena, and approval is unlikely to be universal.  RAs may have to accept the price of excluding other potential partners, or limiting the scope of their participation.

· A corollary is that RAs may need to define priority policy areas and be more selective in their treatment of other topics, requiring decisions about what constitutes the core group of implementation agencies that must be on board.

· Deals need to be made at a level which carries the power to follow through into subsequent implementation decisions (eg priorities for spending and action).  In these areas the IP will need to set policies, targets and mechanisms for collaboration with sign-up from the agencies concerned.

3 A Conceptual Basis

3.1.1 It is unlikely that a full set of all the agreements necessary to successful implementation of RSS can be put in place simultaneously, alongside the RSS itself, even if there is full agreement on aims and priorities.  A more realistic aspiration is agreement of a common spatial core between the key agencies, which will then accumulate adherence by others through the intrinsic benefit to them of taking advantage of the increased certainty that such a core can offer.

3.1.2 This implies an essentially cyclical model of regional planning: 

· Implementing agencies are more likely to collaborate where they have played a part in the formulation of the policies and aims that their action is needed to support.  IPs need to draw on the contacts and linkages established in earlier phases of RPG and RSS work, on the parallel processes of other regional strategies and on regional monitoring work across the board;

· Even with perfect collaboration between agencies, new problems and opportunities will arise and trends will diverge from those initially forecast.  Projects and priorities cannot be realistically set for 15-20 years in advance, so IPs must be able to accommodate change;

· Monitoring will be essential to steering the implementation programme in response to changing circumstances over time.  Maintaining coordination while doing so requires that monitoring is credible to all key implementing agencies, and thus regional monitoring capability is a crucial component of an implementation plan.  

3.1.3 A balance between consistent strategic direction and flexible tactical responses will require a strong relationship between RSS, IP and the monitoring process (the Annual Monitoring Report – AMR).  We strongly recommend adoption of a continuous planning approach, such as ‘plan, monitor and manage’
.  

3.1.4 While uncertainties about the economic, social and environmental context, relationships with stakeholders and political direction can and should be reduced as far as possible, they can never be eliminated.  Thus the management of uncertainty is at the heart of robust strategic planning. 

3.1.5 In the assessment and management of uncertainty, flexibility and robustness are crucial: ‘flexibility’ is not mere pragmatism – it is about responding to circumstances and making current tactical decisions about project commitments within the agreed strategic framework and consistently with the agreed strategic direction.  Because such tactical decisions close off other options they must be ‘robust’, in the sense of being able to perform as well or better than the discarded alternatives even if circumstances change.  

3.1.6 Reduction of uncertainty requires information and intelligence, consultation and political debate about the consequences of strategic choices and tactical decisions – i.e. monitoring, review and evaluation.  Although strategic direction should be as stable as possible, vision and aims and strategy must be periodically checked for continuing validity.  Operational decisions must be reviewed more frequently in terms of their continuing contribution to delivering progress in the chosen strategic direction, in the light of current information provided by the monitoring and evaluation process.  These relationships are shown in Figure 3.1.

3.1.7 Our recommendations for action are designed to address the problems and issues, and realise the potentials identified above, using the conceptual template offered by ‘plan, monitor and manage’.

Figure 3.1: ‘Plan, Monitor and Manage’ XE " Figure 3.1: ‘Plan, Monitor and Manage’" 
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4 Proposals

4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 The key elements of the approach to IP preparation that we propose are as follows:

· Recognition that the IP is a crucial tool for communication with implementing agencies; 

· Emphasis on the status of the IP as an integral part of the RSS;

· Demonstration of strong connections between the IP, resource allocation and action programming processes;

· Use of the IP to specify the role and content of the Annual Monitoring Report (AMR)

· Relationship to funding streams.

4.2 The IP as a communication tool

4.2.1 Many of the key implementing agencies (public and private) have not been actively engaged by the RSS formulation process.  Preparation of the IP represents an opportunity to communicate the core actions and priorities of RSS in a more meaningful way, particularly to the business community, but this imposes significant disciplines on both content and process:

· The IP should concentrate its main attention on the priority aspects which constitute the core of the spatial strategy.  These will be those aspects where regional action is necessary to desired regional outcomes, where RSS has real leverage, and where there are measurable outputs from implementation action.  This will include housing, transport and economic development in all regions, and in each region there may also be other aspects with these characteristics which are considered essential to the spatial strategy.

· Bearing in mind the communicative purpose, the IP it should be strongly selective in how it deals with its material.  Overall it must be concise, and capable of being read as a whole.  While the core topics should each be individually crafted, based upon a full understanding of the key roles and relationships in that area, subsidiary topics could be dealt with in a more standardised way, eg tabulations.

· The process of preparing the key sections of the IP should build upon, but must extend, the relationships developed in the course of preparing the RSS.  Where the RSS embodies ‘deals’ that must be followed through into action, it is crucial that there is sign up from parties with the executive responsibility for such actions.

4.2.2 For each of the core action areas, the IP must describe the relationships between actions, outputs and outcomes in process terms – ie the flow of information, decisions and actions.  Since the IP is formally part of the RSS it should not attempt to set targets (beyond any that already from a part of RSS policies): what it should do is specify how and by whom such targets will be set and monitored.  A key element is likely to be a diagram specifying these relationships.  Figure 4.1 shows the basic structure for housing policy delivery: in any real region, the specific responsible agencies would be named, together with the triggers of ‘adequacy’ that would precipitate action. 

4.3 The IP as an integral part of the RSS

4.3.1 At the time of writing, most RAs had already sent draft RSSs to Government, though in most cases the IP was either absent or in early draft.  The intention in these cases was that the IP would ‘catch up’ while RSS is going through the Public Examination and report processes.  We believe that it is important to the credibility of the IP that is seen to enjoy the status of an integral part of RSS (and this is indeed the Government’s expressed intention
), but that there is an opportunity to use this temporary disconnection to advantage.  
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Figure 4.1: Implementation Plan – process structure for delivery (eg housing) XE " structure for delivery (eg housing)" 
4.3.2 Agencies which have become impatient with the long-winded processes of policy formulation might well be prepared to have a more focused discussion around implementation, though this depends critically upon the disciplines referred to earlier being observed.  In particular it will require RAs to field a team with topic specific implementation expertise.

4.4 Connecting the IP, resource planning and action programming processes

4.4.1 The IP describes how the strategic spatial vision of RSS will be realised.  The relationship of the IP with RSS itself and with the AMR is fundamental.  Giving expression to these relationships requires the following:

· In consultation with key implementation agencies, implementation and monitoring groups should be established for the core topic areas.  These should evolve from the working arrangements for formulating policy, but are likely to require different skill and responsibility sets to represent both RA and implementing agencies.  The IP should specify lead and support responsibilities, and the nature of the agreement about levels of involvement and scope of decision-making (delegated or reserved)
.

· When the RSS is finally issued (as a statement of Government policy), the IP itself should be bound with it, as the implementation chapter.  As noted above, this does not preclude a distinct production process as long as it is convergent.  The Public Examination of the RSS is an important means of taking this forward. 

· The IP should specify the mechanisms for handling the most major/complex aspects of RSS (depending on what is of core importance for that region).  In the example illustrated in figure 4.1, the IP would specify the arrangements agreed between the relevant parties for action appropriate at the regional level for :

· monitoring and disseminating information about land allocations; 

· carrying out land availability assessments across sectors and agreeing their conclusions (or defining the scope of disagreements); 

· conducting local housing needs assessments and considering their implications for raising/applying planning gain
;

· initiating or varying the volume of programmes to bring forward land (reclamation of brownfields and servicing of greenfields, as necessary).

· Consideration should be given to the IP providing for an executive management Board to oversee implementation matters, comprising key implementation agencies.  This could meet perhaps twice year: around March to review the AMR published each February, and around September to discuss the spending priorities for the following year (the relationship between monitoring and budgeting cycles is shown in Figure 4.2).  The Board could also review and advise stakeholders about other cross-cutting implementation issues, both regular (RFA consultations) or one-off (eg legislation on Planning Gain Supplements).

[image: image7.wmf]Figure 4.2: Implementation, monitoring and budget cycles XE " Figure 4.2: Implementation, monitoring and budget cycles " 
4.5 The relationship between RSS, IP and AMR content

4.5.1 The essence of ‘plan, monitor and manage’ is a close relationship between RSS, IP and AMR in terms of content:

· The process description within the IP (illustrated in figure 4.3) should describe how levels of output or provision trigger the need to consider variations in implementation action.  It is important to note that these cannot sensibly be irrevocably set in RSS itself for the whole of its 15-20 year timespan, since it is certain that the evidence base used during RSS preparation will be updated a number of times during its currency.  RSS policies will necessarily be based upon the assumptions and projections made at the outset.  The IP needs to describe how the underlying policy aims will be translated into appropriate levels of action when these projections are superseded.

· The information needed to put the processes specified in the IP into practice would be found in the AMR.  As well as recording contextual information about progress towards outcomes, the AMR, critically, needs to provide information about recent outputs in the core programme areas defined by the IP.  The AMR must also review the continuing validity of the initial projections and the required levels of outputs implicit in these projections in the future.

· In the light of changing projections the AMR would comment (in line with the Regulations
) on whether actions specified under the policy should be accelerated or slowed down, the implications for other policy areas, and whether any areas of policy should be considered for review.  In this context it is important to note that the ‘actions’ concerned cover both regulatory action (eg the allocation of land in Local Development Frameworks (LDFs) and the grant of planning permission) and interventions such as assembly and preparation of land or provision of infrastructure.  

· RSS exists alongside several other regional planning regimes – most notably Regional Economic Strategies (RES) and Regional Housing Strategies (RHS).  It is important that the relationships between these and the components of RSS act together to strengthen rather than confuse.  There is a serious need for an overarching picture of how these different regimes can support and reinforce each other.  The ‘continuous planning’ model of ‘plan, monitor and manage provides a framework for handling these connections without seeking to impose rigid hierarchy.  Figure 4.3 suggests how the relationships can work.

Figure 4.3: Relationships of RSS to other regional strategies, daughter documents and monitoring processes XE " and monitoring processes " 
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Relationship of IP to funding streams

4.5.2 A particularly important category of projection in the context of implementation is the level of resources, particularly (but not exclusively) public resources.  A possible issue here is the requirement for publication of the RSS AMR within two months of the end of the period prescribed for the completion of the constituent authorities’ LDF AMRs
.  Whilst this two-month lag is explained in PPS11 as allowing time for the LDF monitoring findings to feed into the RPB’s AMR, publication at the end of February is too late to make a significant input to the budgeting process for the FY starting 1 April.

4.5.3 We do not think this is an insuperable problem, since (a) time will be required in any case to examine the any recommendations within the AMR for policy actions (fitting with the suggested March and September Board reviews (para 4.4.1 above)) and (b) adjustments to planned programmes normally take place in-year because of slippage, short-term money, etc, and AMR information can influence these adjustments.

4.5.4 Further recommendations concerning the alignment of RSS, IP and funding streams are:

· Both data and projections need to be from sources that are trusted by all the key agencies, otherwise energy will be dissipated in arguments about matters of fact rather than being more usefully directed towards matters of policy.  RAs should examine means of auditing data sources to secure common acceptance.  In some regions Regional Observatories have been established with a degree of institutional independence, and this may be a way forward for others.

· The implementation agreements embodied in the IP will need to make cross references to the conventional public sector programmes, and their budget-setting processes and cycles, and these should include references to the annual consultation on the Regional Funding Allocation process.  The AMR will need to input issues arising from RSS implementation into both local and national budgeting processes.  At the same time any recent innovations in funding sources and processes can be taken on board.

· RSS and IPs will need to deal with an increasingly important area of resources which is likely to be locally raised money from non-conventional sources (eg from planning gain and road pricing).  In some regions such money has a double significance, providing both a price signal with an influence upon behaviour and a resource for meeting demands that are beyond the capacity of conventional programmes.  Examples include:

· the delivery of infrastructure provision in growth areas; and

· ensuring that additional road capacity for regional economic regeneration does not fill up with generated traffic, or undermine urban concentration.

4.6 Issues for further discussion with Government

4.6.1 Issues arising from this study which might repay further discussion with the relevant Government Departments:

· Current Department for Community and Local Government (DCLG) guidance can be read as requiring IPs to treat all RSS policies in a similar way (PPS11 para 3.2).  Although we understand that this is not the intention, it is the way in which most of the early draft IPs we have seen are framed.  While it is sensible that it should be apparent how RSS policies are intended to be implemented, a central conclusion of this work is that this requirement should not be approached in a uniform, ‘wall-to-wall’ manner.  On the contrary, Regional Assemblies should be encouraged and supported in developing implementation alliances which suit their particular regional circumstances, and which differentiate core policies from the rest – and from each other.

· The concept of regional spatial planning as something distinct and different from land-use planning depends upon collaboration across a wide range of subject areas.  It is however apparent that there are large areas of Government which are unaware of the purposes and merits of this new approach.  RAs would be able to deliver more worthwhile RSSs if there was wider appreciation across government of the benefits an agreed regional spatial strategy.  DCLG could perhaps seek to widen understanding and support within Government.

· All Departments could contribute to better regional spatial coordination by producing clearer and more timely statements of substantive national policy positions on key infrastructure and resource issues.  Too many policy announcements with potentially important spatial implications are focused on procedural matters within a narrow operational remit and fail to recognise wider significance (eg ports and airports policies).

· The changes to the planning system which established RSS have only just come into effect, yet whilst working hard to implement these changes, the system is being subjected to yet another fundamental review.  HMT, DCLG, DfT and DTI have been jointly seeking to make use of the regional dimension to coordinate an increasing range of programmes and to tackle the serious and long-standing national issue of regional disparities.  In these circumstances, the Barker Inquiry into Land Use Planning (instigated by HMT) seems likely to be counter-productive.  A period of stability is needed to allow recent changes in the planning system to bed down and to deliver good quality RSSs.

4.7 Summary of our findings

4.7.1 From our questionnaires to regional planning officers, we identified four key issues to be addressed:

· How do we define and measure implementation?

· How do we prioritise?

· How do we deal with change? and

· How do we keep the scope manageable?

In the remainder of this section we summarise our findings.

How we define and measure implementation

· The IP describes how the strategic spatial vision of the RSS will be realised.

· The IP provides a robust strategic framework supported by projects that deliver progress in the chosen strategic direction.

· The information needed to apply the processes (specified in the IP) would be found in the AMR.

· The IP sets out the regulatory processes and action plans identified for delivery.

· The AMR measures outputs against targets and reviews progress on the broader outcomes – with a feedback loop to the IP.

How we prioritise

· Differentiate the essential from the merely desirable.

· Identify where regional action is necessary to achieve desired regional outcomes.

· Engender a willingness between partners to compromise short-term priorities for wider and longer-term strategic gains.

How we deal with change

· Establish a mechanism to monitor, review and evaluate.

· Identify the triggers to consider variations in implementation action.

· Make current tactical decisions about project commitments within the agreed strategic framework.

· Establish an ethos of management of uncertainty within the delivery team.

How we keep the scope manageable

· Draft the IP as a strategic framework, setting out a programme for the delivery of a set of policy outcomes.

· Define a set of individual projects (or action plans or initiatives) to sit under the high level programme, each with specific end results (or outcomes) to be managed and monitored via the AMR.

· Concentrate on the priority issues within the IP to provide robustness within the strategic framework and avoid the need for frequent revision.

· Employ tactical management of individual projects to provide flexibility and responsiveness to change; ie:

· Follow the three guidelines above.

Other key issues

In addition to the above four issues we sought to address, our study suggests that the IP should also contain:

· Arrangements for the management of the delivery process.

· The basis of the required deals between delivery partners and the arrangements agreed to implement them.

· Proposed funding sources and mechanisms.

· A positive vision for communication to stakeholders to provide advocacy for the plan.

5 Suggested Further Reading

5.1 Delivering Programmes and Projects

5.1.1 In the context of this study, implementation is the achievement of desired outcomes, particularly the realisation of benefits (ie positive outcomes).  Following Prime Ministerial concern over the ability of various Government Departments to deliver policy, the Improving Programme and Project Delivery (IPPD) project was established in 2001.  The project, under the leadership of the Office of Public Services Reform (OPSR), led to the publication of the ‘Improving Programme and Project Delivery’ report, published in 2003.  The report espouses the principles of Programme and Project Management, for which further practitioner advice is available via the OGC’s ‘Policy to Successful Delivery’ and the companion ‘Successful Delivery Toolkit’.

5.1.2 ‘Policy to Successful Delivery’ was devised to provide guidance on delivering programmes which are “vision-led and outcome driven” – ie typical of RSS implementation.  The principles of Programme and Project Management are also embraced within the OGC’s ‘Gateway Review’ process, for which Review 0 – Strategic Assessment – provides practitioners with a useful set of checklist points and questions to assist in determining that a programme for policy implementation is well defined, capable of execution and, on completion, provides any useful lessons to be learned.

5.1.3 All the above documents and guidelines are available on the OGC website www.ogc.gov.uk/sdtoolkit.

5.1.4 One of the technical challenges facing practitioners in the field of implementation is how to measure the often intangible effects of particular interventions and to determine whether they have achieved a positive outcome.  This issue is addressed in the ODPM publication ‘Assessing the impacts of spatial intervention: The 3Rs guidance’.  The 3Rs – regeneration, renewal and regional development – are, the document explains “interventions that have a specific spatial focus”.  The document continues to explain that the “guidance aims to provide advice on assessment techniques that can be applied to policies, programmes and projects in the 3R area and for non-3R interventions that may nevertheless have such impacts”.  Written as a replacement for the HM Treasury document commonly known as EGRUP, the document has perhaps an understandable tendency to fall into ‘economist-speak’ but nonetheless provides advice on topics such as ‘identifying and measuring outputs and outcomes’ (Annex 7).

5.2 Implementation Plans in Practice

South East Regional Assembly

5.2.1 One of the more recent (September 2006) IPs to be produced is that for the South East Plan.  In line with established practice, the IP “is in effect a business plan for the region.  It identifies what needs to happen, when it needs to happen and who needs to take action.”  

5.2.2 The IP has been drafted as an integral part of the South East Plan, addressing the challenges the region faces in terms of providing for the substantial growth agenda in the South East.
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5.2.3 Of the four delivery mechanisms identified for the Plan, “The importance of behavioural change cannot be emphasised too strongly.  Action will need to be taken at national, regional and local levels, however in many cases it is likely that fiscal incentives and regulatory changes will need to be initiated by national Government in order to bring about the necessary scale of change required in key areas”.  

5.2.4 The IP goes on to state: “Critical to the delivery of the required infrastructure is the need to align the investment decisions of a number of organisations ranging from central government, regional agencies, local authorities, delivery agencies, environmental bodies, the private sector and regulatory bodies.”
5.2.5 In respect of the last of these organisations, the regulatory bodies, the Plan raises the issue of the constraints on investment arising from the current regulatory framework under which the principal utilities operate.  “In the majority of instances the regulatory framework discourages or precludes the utility from investing speculatively in anticipation of future growth, by placing too much emphasis on certainty, leading to pressures to ‘pick winners’ early on rather than spending more time on development of multiple options.  The inability of utilities to carry out advance provision of services is a real barrier to delivery of planned levels of growth.”
5.2.6 To address these issues, the Plan proposes, inter alia, the following action (IMP8): “Central Government and the utility regulators should work with utility companies and other stakeholders to ensure necessary amendments to the regulatory framework and price review mechanisms are made to facilitate the timely delivery of the infrastructure and incentivise behavioural change.”

5.2.7 In addition to the evolving practice for implementation plans for RSS, the principles have been applied to other delivery projects in the public sector, particularly in the field of regeneration.

Liverpool Vision

5.2.8 Liverpool Vision is the Urban Regeneration Company established in 1999 to deliver the regeneration of Liverpool city centre.  The performance of the URC from inception to 2005 has been the subject of an evaluation study undertaken by the economic development consultancy, SQW.  The consultants’ report: “Evaluation of Liverpool Vision Ltd, 2005” highlights the difficulties faced by the URC, particularly the complex partnerships set up for delivery.  The report concludes that the URC has added value to the delivery process for the city centre projects and ascribes much of that success to its management and leadership.  The report describes the Strategic Regeneration Framework developed by Liverpool Vision as a vehicle for delivery and the use of an Implementation Plan that mapped out a phased approach (with identified targets) aiming to lead to the sustainable regeneration of the city centre.  The content of the implementation plan is described in the case study below, taken from the consultants’ evaluation report
.  The report is available via www.regen.net/doc
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North Solihull Regeneration

5.2.9 The Regenerating North Solihull project is a large-scale 15-year initiative seeking to deliver 8000 new homes, the refurbishment of a further 12500 properties and the building of ten new primary schools.  The project is being delivered by the North Solihull Partnership comprising a housing developer, a regeneration investment firm, the local authority and a housing association.

5.2.10 A Strategic Framework has been prepared following consultation with local communities and key stakeholders.  The vision is to deliver a sustainable future for North Solihull, drawing on local strengths and a targeted regeneration strategy to improve the quality and range of residential accommodation, healthcare, education and other services and the general quality of the environment and infrastructure provision.

5.2.11 The Strategic Framework is to be delivered through an implementation strategy which will be documented in the North Solihull Business Plan.  The Council states
 that “the Business Plan will be the core tool for the North Solihull Partnership over the next 10-15 years and will not be a static document but will be subject to review as circumstances in the area change and improve.”
[image: image11.wmf]ID

Task Name

1

Monitor 2006/7

2

Submit AMR 2006

3

Budget 2007/8

4

FY 2007/8 spend

5

Monitor 2007/8

6

Submit AMR 2007

7

Budget 2008/9

8

FY 2008/9 spend

9

Budget 2009/10

'06

'07

'08

'09

'10

'11

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011


5.2.12 Further project definition is to be undertaken via individual Neighbourhood Plans which will establish an overall programme phased across the short, medium and longer term.  Details of the project can be found at www.solihull.gov.uk/regeneration.

5.3 Complementary Research

5.3.1 The ‘Spatial Plans in Practice’ project was launched by the then Planning Minister in 2005 with a work programme through to December 2007. The project is concerned with assessing how the reformed planning system is being put into practice and how the changes are helping to achieve the government’s objectives in relation to, for example, the sustainable communities programme.  Whilst the project is focused on the preparation of LDFs by local authorities, two of its aims appear pertinent to the issue of implementation:

· Provide the government with the opportunity to evaluate the articulation of national planning policies in LDFs and to better understand how this enables real world delivery in the longer term; and

· Help to develop an understanding of how plan-making influences the delivery of sustainable development outcomes in the longer term.

5.3.2 Details of Spatial Plans in Practice can be found at the Department for Communities and Local Government website: www.communities.gov.uk/index.asp?id=1143238.

5.3.3 A further piece of research into the implementation of RSS has been commissioned by ERN.  Undertaken by Prof. John Mawson at the University of Warwick, its terms of reference were “to examine critically the issues and barriers surrounding the implementation of RSS, including the alignment of policy within RSS and to propose appropriate responses.”  In his report
, Prof. Mawson considers the issue of implementation plans for RSS.

5.3.4 Finally, reference is made to “an innovative feature of the Assemblies’ regional planning role” in terms of their development of implementation plans in research undertaken for ERN by Regeneris Consulting into “Adding value to the regions”
.
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Case Study: South East Plan Implementation Plan





The IP identifies four mechanisms through which the objectives of the South East Plan will be delivered:


Behavioural changes


Regulatory changes, including interventions by the Government on the grounds of public policy interest


Management of the existing asset, including aspects of service delivery as well as physical infrastructure


Investment in additional infrastructure capacity.





Case Study: North Solihull Regeneration Project Delivery Strategy


The project delivery strategy covers the following:


Management and organisation


Programme for delivering overall strategy and key projects


Funding sources and programmes available to North Solihull


Outputs and framework for monitoring
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Case Study: Liverpool Vision City Centre Implementation Plan





In 2001 Liverpool Vision (LV) produced an implementation plan for the city centre,  The document outlined a programme of activities for the next 5 years that would achieve against the Vision and Strategic Objectives set out in the Strategic Regeneration Framework, addressing:


The role of LV and the framework in which it operates


The key Action Areas for the period 2001-2006


The costs of the projects and the anticipated route for securing the requisite funding


The skills and financial resources required to manage the delivery process; and


How LV would review progress and monitor success.








� The term ‘outcome’ is used to describe the totality of what a programme or project is set up to deliver (OGC)


� An ‘output’ is the end result of an activity, distinguishing what has been produced from the effect that it may be designed to achieve – the outcome (OGC).


� One comment was “RSSs should be bolder: compromises to keep stakeholders on board lead to blandness and lack of spatiality”.


� The theoretical basis for this originally derives from J Friend and N Jessop (1969) ‘Local Government and Strategic Choice’, Tavistock Publications, London; with more recent accounts in J Friend and D A Hickling (1987, 1997) ‘Planning under pressure: the strategic choice approach’, Oxford, Pergamon Press; and A Wenban-Smith (2002) “A better future for development plans: making ‘plan, monitor and manage’ work”, Planning Theory & Practice vol 3 no 1 pp 33-52


� “This (implementation) plan should be incorporated within the draft revision…or produced as a separate document.  In the latter case the plan would be cross-referenced….and submitted with that revision”.  PPS11 para 3.2.


� this should not preclude the specification of policies in the main body of RSS giving enough information about broad allocations of responsibility to be free-standing


� including Planning Gain Supplement if this is instituted


� Town & Country Planning (regional Planning) (England) Regulations 2004, Section 5(3).


� The Town & Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004.


� Evaluation of Liverpool Vision Ltd, 2005, SQW.


� North Solihull Regeneration – Strategic Framework, Ch9: Delivery & Implementation


� The Implementation of Regional Spatial Strategies, Prof. J Mawson, University of Warwick, 2006.


� Adding value to the regions - Regional Assemblies and the Comprehensive Spending Review 2007, Regeneris Consulting, November 2006.
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