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The Coalition Agreement c o n firmed the
G ove r n m e n t ’s intention to pro m o t e
‘ d e c e n t ralisation and democratic enga ge-
m e n t ’ in the planning system. Th i s , it is
c l a i m e d , spells the end of ‘ t o p - d own gov-
e r n m e n t ’ in favour of giving new powe rs
to local councils, c o m mu n i t i e s , n e i g h b o u r-
hoods and individuals. The creation of a
neighbourhood tier within the planning
system has often been the focus of debate
a round what the Localism Bill will mean
for planning in pra c t i c e .

The Gove r n m e n t ’s commitment to a
m o re local appro a ch does not, h oweve r,
s t re t ch to planning for major infra s t ru c-
t u re . Th ey re c og n i s e , as did the prev i o u s
G ove r n m e n t , that there is a need for a
s e p a ra t e , e fficient and ‘ fa s t - t ra ck ’ p ro c e s s .
While London may not see the dire c t
p hysical impacts of mu ch of this deve l o p-
ment many people argue that new infra-
s t ru c t u re will be essential if we are to
‘ keep the lights on’ and enable cri t i c a l
i nve s t m e n t . So what diffe rence will the
p roposed new ‘ d e m o c ra t i c a l ly accountable
s y s t e m ’ re a l ly make ?

Abolition of the Infrastructure Planning
C o m m i s s i o n

To be clear, the Campaign to Pro t e c t
R u ral England (CPRE) opposed the cre-
ation of the Infra s t ru c t u re Planning
Commission (IPC) and we have bro a d ly
welcomed the re forms being made
t h rough the Localism Bill. Co n t rary to
some preconceptions of CPRE this is not
because we think the new system will be a
b l o ck to new deve l o p m e n t . We might not
a g ree with deve l o p e rs or the Gove r n m e n t
about the scale of the need, or wh e re it
should be located, but we re c ognise the
need for infra s t ru c t u re investment as long
as it is pro p e r ly planned.

We support there fo re the proposal to
abolish the IPC and to create a Major
I n f ra s t ru c t u re Planning Unit within the
Planning Inspectora t e .We also support the

clauses of the Localism Bill that will gi ve
the final decision on whether or not to
a p p rove a major infra s t ru c t u re application
b a ck to the re l evant Secretary of State as
this re i n t roduces an important democra t i c
element to the decision making pro c e s s .

Opponents have raised concerns that
this could delay decision making but dis-
cussion in the Localism Bill Scru t i ny
Committee in March should have offe re d
some re a s s u ra n c e . D u ring Committee the
Minister for Decentra l i s a t i o n , G reg Clark
M P, stated that applications we re ‘ n o t
something that can sit on the desk of the
S e c retary of State for as long as he wa n t s
to have it there . We are subjecting
M i n i s t e rs to the same time frame that
governs appointees to the IPC.’ And con-
cerns about possible delays caused by the
t ransition to the new arra n gements have
also been allayed with the Minister clari f y-
ing that ‘ t h e re will be no re q u i rement fo r
s t a ges to be re p e a t e d .’

Parliamentary approval for National Policy
S t a t e m e n t s

Under the new system the National
Po l i cy Statements (NPSs) will be re t a i n e d .
The Localism Bill intends, h oweve r, t o
amend the Planning Act 2008 so these
documents are approved by the House of
Commons befo re they can be designated,
rather than simply presented to them.

Some people might argue this will
m a ke little to no diffe rence to the pro c e s s ,
but CPRE believes it is an import a n t
ch a n ge in light of the role of the Secre t a r y
of State. As mentioned above a concern
about the proposed new arra n gements is
that Secre t a ries of State will cause delay s
to the decision making process by simply
not making a final decision. Major infra-
s t ru c t u re projects ge n e ra l ly have signifi-
cant impacts on the communities and the
built and natural env i ronment within
wh i ch they are located. This often make s
decisions around them controve rs i a l . If a

NPS has the support of the majority of
the House of Commons it should prov i d e
some re a s s u rance to those making the
tough decisions, and a degree of legi t i m a-
cy to the final decision.Assuming the deci-
sion is in line with the NPS you could also
a rgue that it would enable the Secre t a r y
of State to spread the blame for an
unpopular decision more widely !

Contents of the NPSs
CPRE is support i ve of the principle of

NPSs but we we re critical of the contents
of the suite of draft energy NPSs wh e n
t h ey we re published for consultation in
late 2009. So while we we re pleased that
the new Government consulted on rev i s e d
d rafts of the documents last year we we re
disappointed that a number of our con-
cerns remained unaddre s s e d .

Th e re is an ongoing debate about
whether or not these documents should
be ‘ s p a t i a l ’ . While we do not believe they
should be site specifi c, we do believe they
should set out spatially explicit guidelines

What the future holds fo r
B ri t a i n ’s major infra s t ru c t u re
The Gove r n m e n t ’s re forms are n ’t all about neighbourhood planning says Fiona How i e
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to help direct the future development of energy
i n f ra s t ru c t u re . Giving a stro n ger steer to decision-
m a ke rs about the optimum locations for new
e n e rgy infra s t ru c t u re would make it more like ly
that future energy infra s t ru c t u re could be deve l-
oped in a coherent manner taking effe c t i ve
account of env i ro n m e n t a l , social and economic
c o n s i d e ra t i o n s . It could also reduce uncertainty fo r
d eve l o p e rs and the public.

Being an env i ronmental ch a ri t y, with a part i c u-
lar interest in landscape, we are concerned that the
absence of more explicit spatial guidance will lead
to poorer outcomes for the natural env i ro n m e n t .
Th e re is also a need for a joined-up appro a ch to
e n s u re that the impacts of the whole deve l o p-
m e n t , even if part of it will come fo r wa rd as a later
a p p l i c a t i o n , a re considere d .

The ex p e rience of pre-application consultation
for the substation re q u i red to connect the Tri t o n
Knoll off s h o re wind farm to the national grid high-
lights the risk of the current appro a ch .The location
of the substation is subject to consultation, b u t
the fact that all proposed sites for the substation
a re approx i m a t e ly 40km from the nearest suitable
400kV overhead lines is not considere d . I n d e e d ,

the re q u i red overhead lines to connect the substa-
tion are entire ly outside of the consultation and
risk being subject to a planning application only
after a substation is built. At this stage , an applica-
tion for the new connection will effe c t i ve ly leave
the planning system with the limited options of
insisting on substantial underg ro u n d i n g, a c c e p t i n g
unacceptable env i ronmental harm, or refusing the
connection and there by re n d e ring the substation
re d u n d a n t !

We have also been critical about how the need
for new energy infra s t ru c t u re is considered in the
N P S s . The revised draft ove ra rching energy NPS
a s s e rts the need for 59GW of new ge n e ra t i o n
capacity by 2025. Of this, a p p rox i m a t e ly 16.5GW
is alre a dy consented, with a further 23GW in the
planning process or fi r m ly pro p o s e d , as ev i d e n c e d
by National Gri d ’s 7 year statement. In total, t h e re
is there fo re some understanding of wh e re aro u n d
t wo thirds of re q u i red capacity for new energy
i n f ra s t ru c t u re may be built. While not all of this
will be consented, and some of those projects that
a re consented may not be built1, the draft NPS still
s i m p ly asserts that need has been demonstra t e d
and that it is urge n t . But for the purposes of env i-
ronmental pro t e c t i o n , CPRE believes need should
be considered in a more complex and re a l i s t i c
m a n n e r.

The cumu l a t i ve amount of consented infra-
s t ru c t u re should be considered in relation to how
it affects need. If the planning system is re q u i re d
to continue to allocate sites for development after
i d e n t i fied need has been fulfilled or is like ly to be
f u l fi l l e d , it will be impossible to protect the natura l
e nv i ronment by refusing consent on the basis that

the benefits in relation to the fulfilment of need
a re outweighed by harm to the env i ronment – the
c o re task of an effe c t i ve planning system CPRE
would arg u e .

Strategic approach to all major infrastructure?
A number of draft NPSs have now been con-

sulted on but the timing of the draft national net-
works NPS is curre n t ly unclear. It should cover the
s t ra t e gic road and rail networks and stra t e gic ra i l
f reight interch a n ge s . The Government is, h oweve r,
c u r re n t ly consulting on a National High Speed Rail
N e t wo r k . The proposals env i s a ge the network link-
ing London to Birmingham, M a n chester and Leeds,
and having direct links to the High Speed 1 line
and into Heathrow A i rp o rt .

CPRE is not opposed to the principle of high
speed rail but it cannot be consulted on or planned
in isolation. It must be integrated into a wider long
term tra n s p o rt stra t e gy – wh i ch was the aim of
NPSs in the fi rst place. We need a national tra n s-
p o rt stra t e gy that considers how rail connectivity
can be improved across the country, e nv i ro n m e n t
impacts can be minimised and env i ronmental ben-
e fits can be maximised by making rail the mode of
choice for long distance domestic trave l .

S o, while the Gove r n m e n t ’s re form of major
i n f ra s t ru c t u re planning may not be as headline
g rabbing as the creation of neighbourhood plan-
n i n g, it will be cri t i c a l ly important for the wh o l e
c o u n t r y.While it is essential to have an appro p ri a t e
l e gi s l a t i ve fra m ewo r k , adopting the right stra t e gi c
policies in the National Po l i cy Statements is vital. •
1 Note that this only partially takes into account the spatially

explicit proposals for new nuclear power stations.

CPREH. SDNP Pylons.

Route 1 No 3
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Effective infrastructure is fundamental t o
our economic, our social and our env i ro n-
mental we l l b e i n g. O n going investment in
our infra s t ru c t u re is critical if we are to
sustain and grow our quality of life and
p ro s p e rity as a nation.

H ow, wh e re , and when we invest in the
d evelopment of our infra s t ru c t u re systems
a re important and complex questions. I f
we invest wisely in our infra s t ru c t u re we
p rovide the platform upon wh i ch our cities
will pro s p e r, get it wrong and we fa c e
s eve re consequences. Pa rt i c u l a r ly, t h e
t h reats of security of energy supply and
f u t u re climate ch a n ge present signifi c a n t
ch a l l e n ges to our economy, society and
e nv i ro n m e n t . This IBM paper considers the
balances wh i ch must be stru ck in planning
our future infra s t ru c t u re inve s t m e n t , a n d
a s s e rts our view that the development of
“systems of systems” visualisations can
p rovide a powerful pers p e c t i ve wh i ch sim-
p l i fies the complex , d raws focus on the
c ritical planning issues, and signifi c a n t ly
eases the planning burd e n .

Our infra s t ru c t u re comprises a bro a d
a r ray of point and netwo r ked assets that
i n c l u d e : ro a d s , water pipelines, s ewe rs ,
p ower gri d s , t e l e c o m mu n i c a t i o n s , and ra i l-
ways (both above and below gro u n d) . Th e
p l a n n i n g, m a n a gement and maintenance
of this infra s t ru c t u re is complicated as the
va rious components are managed sepa-
ra t e ly by multiple pri vate and public
o rga n i s a t i o n s , e a ch accountable to a dis-
p a rate array of governing bodies and
s t a ke h o l d e rs .

As such , i nvestment in infra s t ru c t u re
i m p rovement has tended to take place in a
piecemeal and unstru c t u red way – and is
perhaps one of the reasons why we hear
the stories of new roads being re - s u r fa c e d
one we e k , o n ly for fresh tre n ches to be
dug the fo l l owing week to accommodate
pipeline replacement or cables laying pro-
g ra m m e s .

L o n d o n ’s infra s t ru c t u re , in common

with many established cities in the we s t-
ern wo r l d , is age i n g, u n d e r-maintained and
s t re s s e d , and in need of significant ongo i n g
i nvestment to support the pro s p e rity of
the society it support s . The ch a l l e n ge s
ex p e rienced at the city scale are also re p l i-
cated at a national scale

N ew infra s t ru c t u re is needed not only
to meet the ch a l l e n ges of cost re d u c t i o n ,
climate ch a n ge , an affo rdable energy sup-
p ly reduction and economic competitive-
ness and grow t h , but also to replace the
old assets wh i ch are often just plain wo r n
o u t . And wh e re they still have life in them,
t h ey fre q u e n t ly need substantial modifi c a-
tion or even replacement to meet EU re g-
ulations on env i ronment or safe t y. A n d
then there is the question of capacity as
we become ever more populous, eve r
m o re urban and place ever more demands
on our infra s t ru c t u re assets and systems.

All this is re c ognised in the National
I n f ra s t ru c t u re Plan wh i ch we feel is a help-
ful document. H oweve r, we also re c og n i s e
it as an ambitious plan wh i ch will re q u i re
c ro s s - G overnment and cross-Industry co-
o rdination for it to be re a l i s e d .

IBM has long been a leading player in IT
i n f ra s t ru c t u re and we are equally con-
cerned with the planning, c o n s t ruction and
o p e ration of the next ge n e ration of the
U K ’s physical infra s t ru c t u re - energy, t ra n s-
p o rt a t i o n , water and cities. This all comes
t ogether in our Smarter Planet vision – of
i n s t ru m e n t e d , i n t e rconnected and hence
i n t e l l i gent assets - wh e re digital infra s t ru c-
t u re meets concrete and steel to optimise
the way things work – getting better out-
c o m e s , ch e a p e r, faster and at less ri s k .

In recent ye a rs , t h rough our Smart e r
Planet age n d a , we have started to consider
the confluence between this phy s i c a l
world with the virtual digital wo r l d . O u r
v i ew is that to be successful, it will re q u i re
a Smarter appro a ch – we will not just have
to build smarter infra s t ru c t u re but also
build that infra s t ru c t u re more smart ly.

Recent advances in both the creation of
“systems of systems” city models and the
application of advanced visualisation tech-
n i q u e s , s u ch as those piloted in the city of
Pe t e r b o ro u g h , a re helping to encoura ge
i m p roved collaboration and support a
m o re effe c t i ve and more effi c i e n t
a p p ro a ch to infra s t ru c t u re planning – at
both the macro and the micro leve l .

As IBM, we are part of the supply ch a i n .
What happens to the planning process is
not just of great interest to us, it will
determine if we can be part of the eve n t u-
al solution to our country’s infra s t ru c t u re
ch a l l e n ge s .

And like every other business opera t i n g
in the UK, our future success, and the pro s-
p e rity of UK plc, depends on us being able
to capitalise on an effi c i e n t , e ffe c t i ve and
i n t e l l i gent infra s t ru c t u re . You could say we
h ave a vested interest in the outcome.

A Smarter appro a ch to
p l a n n i n g
S t eve Hornsby and Ro b e rt Musgrove of IBM Global Business Services say we have
to be mu ch more long-term and marke t - fo c u s e d
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Balancing our decision making
Looking at planning across England and Wa l e s ,

we see the planning process as a series of 'ri g h t
ve rsus right' balances:
• Speed v Ce rt a i n t y : It is right to build infra s t ru c t u re
q u i ck ly to support and sustain the growth age n d a ,
yet it is also right to ensure that a full ra n ge of
options are ex p l o red and evaluated to determine
the right answe r ;
• Co o rdination v Co n s u l t a t i o n : It feels right to have
ex p e rt coord i n a t o rs taking a stra t e gic role in help-
ing to plan our national infra s t ru c t u re , yet it is also
right to consult the local communities who will be
impacted by such sch e m e s ;
• Ce n t ral v Local: It is right that we want a ro b u s t
national infra s t ru c t u re re q u i ring national planning
to address the stra t e gic needs of the country and it
is also right that we consider local planning to
meet the specific needs of our cities and local
c o m mu n i t i e s .

What may be right at the national level may

well create issues at the local level and striking the
right balance re q u i res tough decisions. If we con-
sider energy aga i n , the ch a l l e n ge here is not about
re a ching a simple binary decision on wind ve rs u s
nu c l e a r ; it is about projecting future demand and
evaluating ge n e ra t i o n , t ransmission and distri b u-
tion options across the full ra n ge of economic,
e nv i ronmental and social impacts.

In this re ga rd robust National Planning
Statements (NPS) are essential and provide the
foundations for an optimal energy mix, at optimal
l o c a t i o n s , d e l i ve rable within an assured timefra m e .
The recent additional consultation period should
p ave the way for eventual parliamentary approva l ,
local government buy-in and greater public accept-
a n c e .

S o, i t ’s right to focus on cert a i n t y, but speed is
also cri t i c a l . We all know the risks of not re a ch i n g
p rompt decisions on energy in the UK; i n c re a s i n g
inability to meet national energy needs; ove r
d e p e n d e n cy on international marke t s ; and the
issues associated with fossil fuel emissions and cli-
mate ch a n ge . We also re c ognise that a smooth
planning process re q u i res significant collabora t i o n
that transcends both national and local stake h o l d-
e rs

IBM believes that to ach i eve the right balance
we need to develop the systems to present and
s h a re information in a form that will support col-
l a b o ration across the disparate stakeholder orga n i-
sations to support an efficient and effe c t i ve plan-
ning pro c e s s .

In terms of planning, a “system of systems”
v i ew can be used to visualise, for ex a m p l e ,

• h ow materials will be tra n s p o rted to site and how
the tra ffic will be manage d ;
• options for the delivery of powe r, water and
t e l e c o m mu n i c a t i o n s
• h ow the development may impact the env i ro n-
m e n t ;
• h ow future climate ch a n ge scenarios could
impact on the proposed developments (e.g. fl o o d
s c e n a ri o s )
• h ow the development may impact residents and
the view from their homes;
• h ow the development will evo l ve across the dura-
tion of the prog ramme cycle providing a site vista
f rom va rious pers p e c t i ve s ; and 
• h ow site wo r ke rs may affect the local env i ro n-
ment and economy through analysis of wo r ker vo l-
u m e s , l o c a t i o n , m ovement and like ly spend.

Not only can such visualisation improve the
p rocess prior to consent but build and opera t e
phases can be optimised through the capture of all
forms of asset information during the life cy c l e .

The “Peterborough Model”
At the city level it is wo rth considering how

Pe t e r b o rough has taken a lead with its Sustainable
City Visualisation Pro j e c t . H e re IBM, O p p o rt u n i t y
Pe t e r b o ro u g h , Royal Haskoning and Green Ve n t u re s
h ave collaborated with Pe t e r b o rough City Co u n c i l
to build an innova t i ve and intera c t i ve solution fo r
visualising city infra s t ru c t u re and sustainability
i s s u e s , including energy, water tra n s p o rt , wa s t e ,
social and ecosystem data. The visualisation plat-
form provides integrated views of Pe t e r b o ro u g h ’s
i n f ra s t ru c t u re and env i ronmental perfo r m a n c e

INFRASTRUCTURE FEATURE pp30-41.qxd  5/13/11  5:26 PM  Page 39



4 0 Planning in London

SMART PLANNING | IBM GLOBAL – STEVE HORNSBY & ROBERT MUSGROVE

wh i ch enable government age n c i e s , l o c a l
b u s i n e s s e s , public utilities and citizens to
c o l l a b o rate to better understand the infra-
s t ru c t u re ch a l l e n ge at the city scale, and to
work effe c t i ve ly with utility suppliers to
plan the long term energy and water infra-
s t ru c t u re for a sustainable future .

Pe t e r b o rough City Council Leader
Co u n c i l l o r, M a rco Ce re s t e , states that the
Pe t e r b o rough visualisation “is setting a
global lead with a big picture ove r v i ew of
its current sustainability perfo r m a n c e . I t
i d e n t i fies how organisations and individu-
als can collaborate and pri o ritise inve s t-
ment to secure tru ly sustainable grow t h .”

The visualisations alre a dy deve l o p e d
for Pe t e r b o rough - are pre c i s e ly the type
of integra t e d , mu l t i - c ri t e ria decision mak-
ing solutions wh i ch would ease the plan-
ning process from both the pers p e c t i ve s
o f : those looking to submit, those looking
to eva l u a t e ; and those with whom one
must consult and commu n i c a t e .

S u ch ‘system of systems” models can
be used for multiple purp o s e s :
• D u ring stra t e gy planning and deve l o p-
ment cy c l e s
• As a tool that shows infra s t ru c t u re ove r-

l ays between organisations to help identify
o p p o rt u n i t i e s , overlaps and pinch - p o i n t s .
The Pe t e r b o rough Model can be used as a
basis for an informal rev i ew to eva l u a t e ,
ch a l l e n ge , p ri o ritise and shape infra s t ru c-
t u re development plans.

Accelerated community engagement and
cross-organisation consultation 

To ach i eve accelerated commu n i t y
e n ga gement and both formal and info r m a l
c o n s u l t a t i o n . Th e re are many diffe re n t
o rganisations working across all cities to
d ri ve similar behaviour ch a n ge s , a l t h o u g h
t h ey may be aiming for diffe rent ultimate
t a rge t s .These Models provide the opport u-
nity for organisations to enga ge with com-
munities in collabora t i o n , wh i ch is like ly to
both ach i eve cost savings and result in
m o re successful outcomes.

Peak demand management
To model, plan and improve the man-

a gement of peak demand for both energy
and water utilities and to assess and opti-
mise infra s t ru c t u re solutions needed to
meet future demand patterns.

A Smarter approach to programme deliv-
e r y

As indicated earlier there is a need to
build the re q u i red infra s t ru c t u re more
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s m a rt ly. Based on a rev i ew of previous capital pro-
g ra m m e s , we have identified fi ve themes fo r
s m a rter Prog ramme Delive r y :
• S m a rter governance – leadership wh i ch is
e m p owe red to make decisions on behalf of the
s t a ke h o l d e rs , and stru c t u res wh i ch support the
determination of timely decisions
• S m a rter team-working – prog ramme teams,
p o t e n t i a l ly spanning orga n i s a t i o n s , c o m p rising the
right people with the right skills
• S m a rter information - that is accura t e , up to date
and accessible across the delivery eco-system to
p rovide the basis for timely and decision making
• S m a rter processes - wh i ch promote clari t y, s t ru c-
t u re and accountability

• S m a rter env i ronment - wh i ch fo s t e rs collabora-
t i o n , i n n ovation and know l e d ge shari n g.

Looking forward
As the National Infra s t ru c t u re Plan notes, as a

nation we face an unprecedented series of ch a l-
l e n ge s . Th e re is significant demand for ongo i n g
i nvestment in UK infra s t ru c t u re , yet UK public
finances are stre t ched and our infra s t ru c t u re pro-
g rammes are competing for a finite pool of inve s t-
ment funds. Hence there are a number of macro
i m p e ra t i ves wh i ch concern our planning pro c e s s :
• " Au s t e ri t y " : Public funding is limited, so we mu s t
(i) be more efficient ove rall (the cost / benefit fo r
the country as a whole of some choices could

mean speed is more important than individual
cost) and (ii) get pri vate funding fl ow i n g.
• " G row t h " : Getting energy infra s t ru c t u re right will
be vital to the success of UK Plc both for the econ-
o my served by the infra s t ru c t u re and the new
e c o n o my re q u i red to create it.
• "A Systemic Solution": E verything is interc o n n e c t-
e d , so we simply cannot treat each component
s e p a ra t e ly, e . g. E l e c t ronic vehicles without the
s m a rt grid to mitigate their demand impact and
a l l ow them to smooth intermittency of re n ew-
ables? 
• " L ow Carbon": We need the optimum net carbon
outcome wh i ch works for society and the econo-
my.This may not mean lowest carbon absolutely in
every single ch o i c e .

P rojects such as the Pe t e r b o rough initiative are
s h owing the way fo r wa rd . Th ey are bri n gi n g
t ogether the intere s t e d , but disparate stake h o l d e rs ;
t h ey are helping to visualise the impact of future
d e m a n d s ; and they are helping to shape and pri o ri-
tise a more integrated appro a ch to planning. Ye t
s u ch initiative s , on their ow n , p rovide only part of
the solution. Looking ahead we must be:
• M u ch more long-term and marke t - fo c u s e d ;
• Focused on encoura ging both innovation and
e n t re p re n e u rs h i p ;
• Focused more on ove rall net outcome and less on
component outcome (e.g. s t o ra ge may never be
a t t ra c t i ve on its own but may be vital as a cog in
the system).

This appro a ch may result in some very diffe re n t
planning outcomes. This may bring more pro fo u n d
ch a n ge than fine-tuning the pro c e s s , re - ru n n i n g
consultation or ch a n ging the people who make the
end decision. • 
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