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A framework for Devolved delivery: response to consultation
Introduction
This is a response to the consultation on Devolved Delivery Agreements (DDA) issued by London Councils and the GLA.  This response has been developed by North London Strategic Alliance with its borough partners.
The North London Strategic Alliance (NLSA) was established in 1999 as the sub-regional strategic partnership for North London, bringing together public, private and voluntary organisations.  North London, as part of the London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterbourgh Corridor, is a designated housing growth area. The sub region has a number of major sites which will be delivering large numbers of new homes over the coming years.
North London has a strong history of working with the HCA and GLA group on housing delivery for example

a) Developing the concept of the London-Luton Coordination corridor with the GLA, now included within the London Plan;

b) Developing the North London Development and Investment Framework, mapping the development opportunities in north London;

c) Supporting coordination in the Upper Lee Valley, London’s largest Opportunity Area.
NLSA is pleased to be working with HCA and GLA and will be looking to refine these comments via workshop in November 2010.
General principles
We strongly support the GLA’s statement that:
The HCA in London should be devolved to the GLA group… to be accompanied by greater devolution to the London boroughs, in line with the principle of double devolution…” (Mayor of London, Proposals for Devolution, June 2010).
We support the core principle that there will be a ring fenced budget for a borough with a Devolved Delivery Agreement.   We strongly support the principle set out in the consultation document that these proposals “give boroughs certainty over a three year funding envelope; enable them to move that money flexibly across different types of investment and substitute schemes; ensure that they play a leading role in negotiations on investment from the start of the process; and enable boroughs to take the key investment decisions for their local area.”
What funding?

There needs to be great clarity on the funds within the “single pot” for housing and regeneration, driven by addressing the objectives set out in paragraph 2.9 specifically, 

· “On multiple pots and differential criteria - there is a clear commitment to move towards a single housing and regeneration pot for London and for individual boroughs as soon as possible.

· On the bureaucracy required to manage the system and multiple bidding and reporting lines – this should also come to an end with the introduction of a single team for London administering the funding with accountaility to the boroughs, and by reviewing procurement practice.
· On inflexible funding streams – again this should not need to be an issue where there is a single pot with flexibility to move money between those pots.”

However it is unclear what current streams funding, and planned future funds, would be folded into a Devolved Delivery Agreement.

The paper refers to devolving funding to boroughs for area wide approaches to the delivery of the Mayor’s Housing Strategy.  The Mayor’s Housing Strategy clearly goes further than the delivery of new homes.  
Paragraph 1.17 states “Devolved Delivery Agreements should empower the boroughs in their placemaking and regeneration roles, drawing together place-making themes such as, employment, infrastructure, transport, economic regeneration and city centre development.”  However it then, as does the rest of the paper, appears to only focus on the funding for the delivery of new homes.
It is unclear if the GLA seeks to “bend” other sources of funding into the DDA. 

We would hope that the GLA seeks to place elements of its physical regeneration budget into the DDA.  
There also need to be consideration of alignment with other GLA group funding to boroughs, for example Transport for London Local Implementation Plan funding.
Options
We support Option 2 but we retain a series of questions.

We support the three tier system:

1) a “core” indicative budget for the standard housing delivery programme. 
2) “strategic budget”, i.e. a top slice, intended to fund the larger strategic projects. 

3) “leverage budget”, i.e. an additional top up budget that would be available to those boroughs demonstrating leverage through making best use of resources available to them including, for example, bringing forward land and prudential borrowing. 

In north London there are not large amounts of development land in public sector ownership.  Specifically the LDA’s landholdings are minimal in most of north London.  Strategic and leverage budgets should not be linked to LDA landholdings.  

The apportion of funding should recognise: 
· level of market interest

· the level of return on investment
· Opportunity
· Capacity and deliverability

· Previous performance and track record
Freedoms and Flexibilities

The freedoms under the strategic and leverage budgets should be as great as possible.  We note that under the proposals underspend can not be carried over, with scheme substition only with approval of HCA.  This would appear to give in certain areas less freedoms than those under Growth Area Funding, which would relate to the strategic and leverage budget.
Below we cite some of the freedoms which were associated with the Growth Area Funding.  These freedoms have played a large part in ensuring GAF had a successful “leverage” role in north London, supporting major developments for example at Dalston, Ilford and Colindale.

Growth Fund 2008-2011, Consultation, The Growth Fund , pg 4

• As an unringfenced grant, with the exception of reflecting the split between capital and revenue there will be no grant conditions about how or when it is spent. It will be for local authorities to prioritise how the funding is used in their area with performance monitored through the indicators in the Local Performance Framework.
The Growth Fund, Pg 23Annex A – Existing Guidance on Developing a Programme of Development – Introduction. 

Point 9

9. “it is intended that from 2008/09 onwards, housing growth capital and revenue support to local authorities will generally be un-ringfenced and awarded as block funding on the basis of the content of the programmes of development. Funding will no longer be awarded on or linked to specific projects but will be based on an overall assessment of the Programmes of Development. It will be for local authorities to prioritise how the funding is spent. Therefore, while the principle remains that the programme needs to be designed to be fit for purpose locally as a means to guide delivery, there is a need for standard information to be provided across authorities to enable Government to assess need and deliverability, and to allocate funds fairly and transparently.
Growth Fund 2008-2011, Consultation, Consultation Questions, pg 6

Two benefits of providing a programme based multi-year allocation is the increased flexibility of funding through the provision of unringfenced grant and the increased certainty which it provides for places through multi-year allocations, which is particularly important to the delivery of housing growth and the associated infrastructure.

Boroughs should have the freedoms developed by the HCA in response to the economic down turn, such as varying grant levels, loans, deferring section 106.  Also the DDA should allow boroughs to fund revenue elements such as related construction employment programs.  
We note that HCA remains the accountable body to at least until 2012.

Resources

There are resource implications for boroughs who may need additional resources to deliver on its additional responsibilities. For example monitoring development partners and processing grants may need additional staff.  This may be in-house, via consultancy or groups of boroughs sharing resources.   Learning from the current three boroughs pilots on devolved delivery there needs to be an early discussion on the best means of addressing this most efficiently. 
Cross-Borough / subregional working

North London has a successful history in subregional working.  This reflects the fact that it is a designated housing growth area, projected to deliver a major element of London’s new homes.  In addition we have a series of Opportunity Areas and development corridors which lie across more than one borough, e.g. Upper Lee Valley Opportunity Area, London-Luton Coordination Corridor, Seven Sisters Corridor.

There is a role for HCA to continue direct payment to subregional partnerships, if the boroughs support this direction.  London Council’s TEC and TfL recognised the important of subregional working by committing to fund directly 5 subregional transport partnerships.  In large part these partnerships will provide the interface between TfL and boroughs, including delivering subregional transport plans and coordination around the deliver of LIP capital programmes. 

The emergent of Local Enterprise Partnerships could provide a further robust vehicle to facilitate subregional working.  As stated in the government consultation, they could have an interest in housing.  

Boroughs will need additional resources to respond to the DDA.  The funding should recognise this.  In addition certain specialist resources may best be held at the regional or subregional level.  This would deliver efficiencies of scale as well as ensure the availability of experts.

There appears to be an expectation that DDAs should have a strong commitment to cross-borough nominations.  It was noted at one of the workshops that adoption of the Housing Capacity model may heighten the need for this commitment.  This will need more discussion with the boroughs.  
Upper Lee Valley Investment Framework and Devolved Delivery Agreements

The Upper Lee Valley is one of the city’s most important places where change will be realised, with up to 9,000 new homes and 15,000 jobs envisaged. The London Boroughs of Enfield, Haringey and Waltham Forest each have an interest in the future of the ULV as a place for new homes, for jobs, for leisure and recreation, social and community infrastructure and raising the overall quality of the environment. 

ULV Boroughs with support from HCA, LDA and GLA have completed a ULV Investment Framework. The purpose of the Framework is to identify strategic infrastructure projects in the ULV which cut across Borough boundaries, influence strategy and investment programmes to respond to this shared agenda. The purpose of the Framework is to provide strategic context of the Upper Lee and therefore support each borough’s conversation with the HCA.

The further aim is to identify options for targeting co-ordinated investment from agencies such as HCA to support strategic infrastructure projects. 

NLSA support the discussion between the boroughs, HCA and others around delivery in the Upper Lee around shared priorities.  DDA arrangements need to recognise this.
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