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| nfrastructure, planning and the
command of time

Abstract

Governments in many countries have sought to aateléhe time taken to make
decisions on major infrastructure projects, cifingblems of ‘delay’. Despite this, rarely
has the time variable been given careful empincalonceptual attention in decision-
making generally, or in infrastructure decision-magkspecifically. This paper addresses
this deficit by analysing decision-making on twadeggories of major infrastructure in the
UK — transport and electricity generation — seekioth to generate better evidence of
the changes to decision times in recent decaddgpagenerate insights from treating
time as resource and tracking its (re)allocatide. find that reforms introduced since
2008 have done relatively little to alter overadcdsion times, but that there are marked
and revealing changes to the allocation of timabeh decision-making stages. While
public planning processes have their time frangdgly regulated, aspects led by
developers (e.g. pre-application discussion) atearcanging finance can have a bigger
effect on project time frames, and central govemmetains much flexibility to manage
the flow of time. Speed-up reforms are also setfjouaeven in their reach. This
indicates how arguments for time discipline faitethe face of infrastructure projects

that remain profoundly politicised.



1.0 Introduction

Almost since its inception, the various process$db@planning system have been
criticised for being too slow, whether that is time taken to prepare land use plans
(Kitchen 2007), or to determine planning applicasigDobry 1975; Booth 2002). With
such criticisms have come calls for speeding updlpgocesses. However, since the
1990s these discourses have come to exert moréaghinfluence on decision-making
procedures for major infrastructure. Narrative&efay’ to ‘nationally significant
infrastructure’ have been used to rationalise alevboite of institutional changes:
towards procedural streamlining, fixed time scheduand the curtailment or staging of
opportunities for public engagement. Such trendsbeaobserved in a variety of

countries (see Marshall 2012, 2014a, Cowell and ri3v2906).

However, the pervasiveness of these discoursesémuins exposes the relatively
limited, unsophisticated attention given to thedivariable in decision-making analyses.
Certainly, there is an ongoing interest in time agament as a facet of performance
management (Allmendinger 2011), but the temporgdisation of planning has only
sporadically been examined (Booth 2002; Marshall220Although complaints about
‘delay’ permeate debates about infrastructure deeisiaking (e.g. Gibson and Howsam
2013; Hyder Consulting 2013), the evidence of delgylanning procedures used to
justify reforms is often limited, ambiguous andestive (Booth 2002; Hemming 2012;
Levett 2007a, b). More fundamentally, ‘delay’ israedefined. Meanwhile the numerous

critics of streamlining reforms tend to highlighetdemocratic and environmental risks,



but rarely follow up how with careful analysis adva time is actually re-allocated across

decision-making processes, and with what effects.

This paper contributes to these debates in two mays. The first component is to
present an empirical analysis of what has happemtte decision times for major
infrastructure in the UK since the 1980s, lookingarticular at the effects of reforms
enacted since 2008. This is informed by the secontgponent, which begins developing
a more nuanced conceptual perspective on timemdt&cision-making, in particular to
tease out the merits of treating time as a resodveeadapt elements of Flyvbjerg’s
guestions for phronetic social science researchsking: what is happening to the
allocation of time, which elements or arenas arstraosceptible to time management
and which escape it and, tentatively in this pap#ig gains and who loses from these

trends and how do they reveal the play of powepbierg 2004).

We focus our analysis on the UK, as it offers dipalarly resonant setting for exploring
these issues. The UK typifies the trends in padingl discourse outlined above.
Moreover, the UK’s measures to accelerate infuatire decision times are seen as an
exemplar by the Commission of the European Unidriclwvhas utilised it in its own
proposals for procedural streamlining on ‘projexdt&uropean significance’ (European

Commission 2011; Marshall 2014b).

The next section of the paper reviews potentialaxations for this increased political

attention to decision-time acceleration for majdrastructure, before outlining the



potential for analysing time as a resource angitii@lls of measurement. The insights
derived are then applied to two sectors — transpbestructure and electricity
generating stations — in which decision time dafaresented. The final sections discuss
the significance of the findings, interpreting thegterns revealed and their implications,

and make recommendations for further research.

2.0 Planning, decision-making and the question(s) of time

2.1 Drivers and debates

Concerns to accelerate decision-making for ‘majfnastructure’ started attracting
serious discussion from the 1970s, a period in wthe time horizons for deciding on,
inter alia, new electricity generating stations appearecetmbxorably extending
(Owens 1985). For much of the following decadesyédweer, serious efforts to reform
infrastructure decision-making processes founderedountervailing concerns about
democratic accountability, legitimacy and publigagement (Cowell and Owens 2006).
To follow Wood and Flinders (2014), a logic of d@me (that procedures should be put
in place to accelerate decision-making) was coathbyy logics of democracy. However,
from about 2000 onwards in the UK, reform becamgusi thinkable buactionable
(DTLR 2001a, 2001b), and an intensification of disses of delay are a prominent
dimension of this shift. As the Secretary of Sl in announcing initial reform

proposals in July 2001



“At present, slow and cumbersome decision-makioggsses can mean delay and
uncertainty for everyone concerned. Much neededstructure improvements can
be unnecessarily delayed — affecting people’s lorean everyday basis” (DTLR

2001b p 11).

The same phrases kept recurring in subsequent yearexample the Barker Report on
land use planning is peppered with referencesaonphg delay, stating for example, that
“Taking a major infrastructure project through tarming inquiry and eventual decision
can be a very lengthy process. Over 50 percenbwepstation applications that have
gone to inquiry since 1990 have taken at leastamea half years to gain approval,
while large transport cases can take several y¢Besker 2006 p 69). Reports
proceeding simultaneously on transport concluded:ttit is clearly a view shared by
many — that the system has evolved over severaldésdo the point at which it can
impose unacceptable cost, uncertainty and delal grarticipants and the UK more

broadly” (Eddington 2006, p 56; see also White 2014

Discourses of delay informed major reforms, enactetie UK by the Planning Act 2008
(and amended by the Localism Act 2011), in whi@pstto contain the duration of
decision-making processes featured prominentlyedriknme schedules were introduced
for key decision-making stages for specific infrasture categories, replacing previous
procedures, such as local public inquiries, thatiiom of which was not regulated

priori (see Table 1). Reforms also introduced Nationatl&tatements (NPS),

designed to specify and emphasise the ‘need’ firttiastructure categories concerned



and thereby prevent such ‘generic’ or ‘policy issueing contested at successive
project-specific inquiries (DECC 2011). The ideaerpediting decisions by splitting
‘generic’ from ‘project-specific’ concerns had begrculating in the UK for decades (see
Lee et al 2013), but was now introduced. At theeséime, the reforms also required that
developers meet specific requirements for publit stakeholder consultation prior to

submitting an application — the pre-applicatiorgsta

[Insert Table 1 somewhere near here]

The timing of this policy shift itself sheds songhk on the drivers. It is hard to interpret
the reforms as straightforward policy learning,egithe degree of contestation they
attracted. An emphasis on procedural speed hadleag regarded as a simplistic way of
judging the quality of decision-making (Booth 200Phe centralising and streamlining
thrust of reforms to infrastructure decision-makjprgcesses has been criticised for
curtailing opportunities for effective public engagent and for the assumptions made
about (central) government omniscience (for exanleens 2004; Lee et al 2013;
Woolley 2010). Indeed, infrastructure decision-magkinas often been challenged for its
struggle accurately to gauge costs and benefis $@vacool and Cooper 2013;
Flyvbjerg et al 2003), leading to recommendatidra tnajor projects ought to be subject
to greater democratic oversight and scrutiny, comsurate with the scale of the impacts,
yet this is not the direction reforms have takemnmibst contexts infrastructure decision-
making procedures have been reformulated to itigicter, central ‘funnelling’ of

decision-making (Wolsink 2004), leading to closentainment and staging of the scope



for debate and scrutiny around specific projecee(ket al 2013; Brand and Watson

2013).

More persuasive explanations of why debates albeutffectiveness of planning ‘should
have become hooked on the questions of managéicéecy’ (Booth 2002, 310) are
that it represents a reordering of priorities by $tate. The main rationale for ‘reducing
delay’ to infrastructure decision making has loegt economic, emanating from
business interests in particular, arguing thatydalalecisions and lengthy public
inquiries impose an economic cost to the spec#ietbper and economy as a whole
(Owens 1985). Such pressure has been exercisedtemtly by the Confederation of
British Industry (CBI) since at least the early @89Marshall 2012; CBI and KPMG
2012). The CBI has been unambiguous in its reptagen of planning: “The
government should...urgently and radically improve speed and transparency of the
planning process. For major infrastructure pragettte time taken to hold enquiries must

be radically shortened” (CBI 2000 pages 22-23).

Issues of decision-making time have thus becomadbap with cost and effective
delivery (‘delivering to time and to budget’), owde claims for better deliberation or
democratic oversight and accountability (Flinderd 8Vood 2014). Explanations as to
why such arguments have started to win out foastfucture points to a convergence of
developments in the economic sphere, related toamtions of the politics of
neoliberalism or neoliberalisation. One strandimch time is prominent is the

restructuring of many parts of the Keynesian Welfatate settlement, with “old style”



state forms portrayed as cumbersome and inflexidolepared with contemporary
business practices. One can therefore see poSté#@lopments as an extension of
New Public Management into the infrastructure catisg sphere (Flynn 2012;
Allmendinger 2011). A second strand concerns howeghments utilise moments and
narratives of crisis as opportunities to pressfange (Agamben 2005). Climate change
has amplified such crisis narratives (Kuzemko 20&a)l has been used to rationalise the
urgency of delivering massive investment in lowbcar energy generation over efforts to
secure broadly-based democratic legitimacy forgmtoglecisions (MacKerron 2009; Lee
et al 2013).Yet moves to accelerate the deliveipfoéstructure can be observed in
many categories of development — in road transpmrexample - which can hardly be
badged as low carbon. A third strand concerns tbeigg role of the private sector in
infrastructure provision, including from the priissd utilities. Over time, one can
observe a wider “financialisation of infrastructu(®’Neill 2013), whereby new

financing mechanisms related to private, intermati@quity funds are used ever more
widely, with fund managers expecting to see equadlyantageous or smooth processes
across different contexts (Hawkey et al 2013), Wwhketor new toll roads, airports or
energy projects. In this context, protracted dghlion over projects consents — both
uncertain duration and uncertain outcomes — iskawhich threatens delivery and adds

to the price of finance, and which states have doumcreasingly difficult to tolerate.

To summarise, while discourses of delays to infuastire decision making are not new,
their growing effectiveness in rationalising stréiamg reforms can be related to

increasing emphasis on economic priorities withohtigs more generally. Such



arguments are international in their constitutiod eeach. A more refined grasp of the
power and limits of such economic rationalities Imilge gained if one tracks more

closely efforts to re-shape the temporality ofastructure decisions, and their effects.

2.2 Why and how time matters

Seeking in some systematic way to trace the sbitemporalities of infrastructure
decision-making regimes is an under-developed esee(though see Owens 1985), yet
the potential value of doing so is manifold. Moamediately, the presentation of better
evidence on the time taken for making major infiature decisions could generate
better-informed debate, and help challenge theileition of casual distortions about
‘delay’. One might find that reforms justified aslidering swifter decisions may not
have accelerated the delivery of infrastructurehat the finger of blame for extending
time frames has been pointed in the wrong direc#dthough much ire has been
directed at planning, and especially at public ings, previous analysts indicate that
such components are not necessarily the longesbpaecision-making process or the

overall delivery schedule (Owens 1985; Marshall200

From an analytical but also more critical perspestthere is an argument for treating
time as a resource and tracing its allocationabtfucture decision-making regimes may
seek to order time between stages and arenas pfdbess but, in turn, such actions have
distributive implications for different actors. Téns a dimension of the opportunity

structures for public and interest group engagenmeatpolity (Kitschelt 1986), in that

10



the capacity of different actors to engage withislen-making processes is affected by
the time period in which arguments can be assendriddesources raised. Marshall
(2002, 175) showed how the compressed time schetubeluced for producing
Regional Spatial Strategies made it difficult fiarly bottom-up engagement, while
advantaging the organised, permanent and well-reedymainly, though not entirely,
business elites). This is not to say that extentdimgscales invariably benefits less well-
resourced actors. At the protracted inquiry int® 8izewell B nuclear power station,
environmental organizations found maintaining aenee immensely challenging

(O’Riordan et al 1988).

There is also the issue of reach: for which pairtdecision-making processes — and, by
implication, for which actors, issues and sectonave time scales been regulated and
compressed, but for which parts is there stillifsdity? Can opponents (or perhaps
proponents) exploit ‘delay’ as a tactic to influermutcomes? How time is allocated and
used may thus be revealing, not least in termbegtkercise of power between the
various parties involved in decision-making proessd-lyvbjerg 2001). Tracing the
allocation of time can also inform debates abolitipising and depoliticising forms of
statecraft (Flinders and Wood 2014), where depd#tion entails the displacement of
political activity, ‘typically beyond sites and aa&s where it is visible to non-participants

and hence amenable to public scrutiny’ (Hay 201303), into technocratic spheres.
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To recognise that the allocation of time warrahbser attention does not mean that the
time frames of decision-making processes for majoastructure are straightforward to

measure or interpret (see Ball et al 2009; Allmagdr 2011). Three complications arise.

Firstly, ‘infrastructure decision-making procesaes not wholly constituted by simple,
unitary, linear processes, moving from applicatioynthe developer) to consent (by a
singular public authority). If the time-frame froapplication to consent is a dominant
measure of decision times, it neglects the tendehayajor infrastructure projects to be
subjected to many layers of consenting proceshjdimg licensing as well as planning
consent, often proceeding in different arenas (@ikend Howsam 2013). Indeed,
coordination of multiple consent procedures isréhier strand of decision-making
streamlining, and a goal advanced by the Plannictg2808. This multi-strandedness

makes it hard to attach a block of time to a simgigpose.

Secondly, ‘the project’ that is up for determinatiman have fuzzy boundaries. Projects
may vary after an application has been made. Ahgwnodifications to be made to the
initial application within the consenting procedunay provide useful flexibility to
developers but extends decision times, if focusethe application rather than the
project (Allmendinger 2011; DCLG 2014; White 2018)milar ambiguities arise about
how to measure successive, revised applicationged®s may also be intrinsically
connected, such as the requirement for grid coiorecentailed by new power stations
(Glasson et al 1998). As Allmendinger suggests 12@20), ‘(m)uch of the process of

securing an implementable permission lies outsidaeoformal process’.

12



The third set of complications is that measurengenbt a neutral exercise. What is
measured and the way that data is interpretedefbatt divergent framings of ‘the
problem’ that infrastructure decision-making praesssare meant to resolve. Thus Booth
(2002) unearthed the Royal Town Planning Institiggning delay as ‘unnecessary time’
(House of Commons 1978), but this simply raisegiestion as to what thecessary
purposes of decision-making processes are. Proldémterpretation arise from the fact
that the temporality of decision-making is rardig bnly thing being ordered, with issues
of timing often linked with demarcations of whatbigen for deliberation and at what
spatial scale. A good example would be the NPSedda the UK arising from the
Planning Act 2008 reforms, which seek to definertatonal need for certain categories
of infrastructure, and thereby provide a suppormigkcy basis for determining
infrastructure projects and a mechanism for comgiand staging discussion, with the
expectation that they can make the determinationdwidual infrastructure projects
more efficient. The logic and value of such maneeswas been widely questioned
(Marshall 2002, 172; also Owens 2004), but whetiney have the desired effect reflects

the simultaneous regulation of temporal and digearnsoundaries.

The non-neutrality and complexity of tracing demistimes also arises from the way in
which consenting processes, and their temporal,farmalways an abstraction from a
much wider and, often fuzzily bounded set of dehitiens about infrastructure projects,

which unfold across a multiplicity of venues, withrying degrees of openness, often

13



over much longer periods of time than specificirfal decision-making procedures. This
is true even if we focus on the formal arenas afsientaking (Bachrach and Baratz
1962); such fuzziness multiplies if we entertaia folitical assemblage of influence,

rationality and legitimacy construction by whichcdgons arenade

This can be illustrated by a set of public debatgsnised in the south of France on
various transport and energy schemes as part @dh@mission Nationale du Debat
Public system of early non-binding deliberativeqasses, now required for all major
projects. Fourniau et al (2012) analysed the “@drt& reach of those public debates, and
revealed the complex play of time in a system basedide and measured public
deliberation. Public debates have often set off femfigurations” which may create
new patterns of interest interplay and concept@athing of a project for years after the
four-month long debates (see also Hajer 2003).Aimega project, a global study of
transport mega projects, reached similar conclgsiarprominent recommendation
related to the importance of giving a project “titoeébreathe”, in order to generate the
best chance of achieving truly sustainable andifegte projects (Omega Centre 2012).
To advance such recommendations requires a polishich the broad, societal
deliberation of projects and their policy contextécognised as a valued and legitimate
part of decision making, rather than a risk tocééfnt project delivery. Whether such
wider deliberations are measured as part of infesire decision times or not also show
the clear value judgements - whose time matters® ishmportant? - bound up in the

issue of measurement.
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3.0 Methodology

Our analysis now proceeds to two sets of empidoalyses of infrastructure decision-
making times. We focus on transport and energgeéognition that both infrastructural
sectors have been of strategic concern, and bethlbag been subject to special
decision-making procedures, run by central govemn#ithin each sector we examine
a set of ‘routine’ projects and those that mightdégarded as more exceptional: in
transport, this is small-scale roads, ports afdscliemes then major airport and rail
infrastructure respectively; in energy, combinedteygas-turbine power stations
(CCGTs) represent the routine category and nugleaer stations the exceptional. This
captures an important distinction, as exceptiongjepts bulk large in the construction of

narratives of delay, yet may be unrepresentativafodstructure projects generally.

For each category of infrastructure, we have sot@hteasure the duration of key stages
of the decision-making process: particularly timeetitaken from formal application to
consent and, within that, the duration of any pubiguiry or examination. Where
possible we have structured the analysis to ogist &in the situation prior to and after the
2008 reforms. Where information is available, weehsought to track the time spent in
pre-application activities, though this is mostdigaachievable for post 2008 Act
processes where pre-application consultation igesténl to greater regulatory oversight

and documentary evidence.
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Alongside this application-based account (Allmegein2011) of consenting processes,
we have sought to incorporate parallel and prepeygirocesses within our analysis
where possible, to situate the measurement of fade@sion times within the wider
duration of infrastructure project delivery. To sl, requires careful delineation of what
is under discussion with some risk of inconsisteibey to focus solely on formal
procedures would be no less distorting. As notexva, measurement is not a neutral
exercise and in focusing on formal parts of theseoting process there is a risk of
reproducing a narrow emphasis on decision-makifigefcy. Although the entities we
seek to measure are inevitably fuzzy and contegtedstill possible to use the results as
a foundation from which useful insights can be getesl about infrastructure decision-

making temporalities and the allocative effectpmicedural reforms.

Our primary sources of data for these assessmentibaumentary, especially decision

letters produced when consents are issued, whieh obnvey dates for intermediate

stages and any public inquiry or examination. @gearch has also benefited from

access to two unpublished sources of secondaryldataming (2012) and Cowell

(1995).

40 Analyss

4.1 Transport cases

16



Here three sets of projects are examined. Therélates to schemes decided under the
1992 Transport and Works Act regime which govemrmedt schemes from 1992 to the
coming into force of the 2008 Act, and continuesldoso for all schemes below the 2008
Act thresholds. These are compared with the snoatiber of decisions taken under the

2008 Act. The other two sets look at major air@ord rail schemes.

Transport and Works Act schemes compared to simdaemes under the 2008 Act

For the period 1992 to 2010, this section drawsadly (with the author’'s permission) on
the analysis undertaken by Christine Hemming (20ib2)hich she analyses the
Transport and Works Act 1992 (TWA) cases. Theayeitime from application to
decision is around two years, and only just ovéirtha cases involved any public

inquiry (see Table 2). For the cases after 200&Iyall went to public inquiry but,

despite this, the average time to decision has tehrced to 1.9 years. As Figure 1
shows, the time taken up by public inquiry for gast 2000 cases has been much shorter
— by just over two months - with the exception né@ase where the inquiry took almost
a year. The most time-consuming stages are fremapiplication to start of the inquiry,
averaging over eight months, and the time frominygeport to decision, averaging

nearly six months.

[Insert Table 2 somewhere near here]

[Insert Figure 1 somewhere near here]
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For ten transport schemes decided under the 2008hAcelevant time periods can be
seen in Figure 2, below. This does not includetithe taken up by judicial review
challenges, but this only affected one schemeH#hesham to M6 Link Road; probably
the only scheme which was highly controversiahe @ecision period from application
to consent was very consistent, ranging from 1¥6tononths. The pre-application
consultation is done in phases in different waysaoh case, so it is hard to determine the
exact length. In the M1 junction upgrade extensimesultation took place in 2009 and
2010, followed by formal pre-application consubbatin two phases in 2011 and 2012.
In the Redditch rail scheme case, there were thinases of formal pre-application
consultation, lasting from September 2011 to Au@@dt?, but one can either calculate
this in terms of the whole period (11 months),raude only the formal consultation

periods (nearer 3-4 months in total).

[Insert Figure 2 somewhere near here]

So, although one needs to be careful in generglfsam these cases, current experience
points to a different pattern to that of before 2008 Act regime, with a slightly shorter
time period for the core decision period, dependingvhich parts of the process one
includes. This ‘gain’ of up to six months may hédeen offset in some cases by longer
phases before the core decision-making periods@reireturned to below when we
considered gas-fired power stations). In any evenw far this gain of up to six months
really mattered to the applicants (largely NetwBeil and the Highways Agency) is

unclear.
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Airport cases

There have been a number of applications to extegidnal airports in the last 20 years,
but here the focus is just on major projects adlgites. Two projects dominated airport
guestions in the 1990s — Heathrow Terminal 5 anddiaster second runway, whilst the
new runways at Heathrow and Stansted have beeéeyheone of debate since the early

2000s.

Manchester’s runway took either 42 months or 28 ttmrdepending on whether one
counts from the submission of the first or secoppliaation —illustrating the difficulty of
capturing decision times for continually evolvingjects. The working-up-time
beforehand took about three years, and the tinopeéning after consent was about four
years. Opposition to the project was considertdlaughout, with campaigns contesting
the scheme through a nine month public inquiry, @dinect action seeking to halt the
construction long after consent had been givemhklanuary 1997. Thus there was a
roughly ten year period from conception to completi The 28 months formal
consenting phase takes up under a quarter of éhnisdy with half of that consisting of

the post inquiry stage.

Stansted airport saw two inquiries on major issudse G1 inquiry on allowing more air
movements and passengers lasted five months in 20 a process which lasted
from application to the local council in April 2006 the Secretary of State granting
consent in October 2008: thirty months in totahe T2 application for a second runway
was submitted in March 2008, but had still not hestpublic inquiry in May 2010, after

being called in. It was then withdrawn, given tlevrgovernment’s clear statement of
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opposition to the proposal. If these are conslé&rgthy timescales, the time dedicated
to the formal processes was testimony, as at Haatho the inability of pro-
development interests to secure a consensus atbemckpansion, the strength of the

opposition (Hayden 2014), and thus to shiftingorai policy.

Heathrow Terminal 5 is especially significant agsih pressing for streamlined
consenting seized on it as ideal for the conswuadf a “delay discourse” from the late
1990s onwards (Griggs and Howarth 2013), yet Le2€®7b) summarises well the case
for considering Terminal 5 unique and thereforgprapriate evidence for any reform
argument. It was a scheme that had been workedempmany years by the British
Airports Authority (BAA), and exhibited extreme cpfaxity on many levels. It was this
complexity, above all, that made the public inqund subsequent decision making so
protracted. Roy Vandermeer, the Inspector, arguéds subsequent reflections on the
experience (House of Commons Procedure Committé2)2bat a considerable part of
the three years and ten months inquiry period teddfom changes either by the
applicant or in government policy, as the inquirggressed, due to complex features not
properly considered in the preparation of the s@&hé€lo this was added the enormously
controversial nature of the project, making govezntrvery nervous about the
management of the inquiry and the timing of thalfitonsent. This case is thus in the
special category of other highly politicised aipexpansions, like Schiphol (Huijs
2011), Frankfurt or Munich, sagas which have ruroeer several decades. It can be
argued that the application to consent phase nésaityie might say properly) matched

this category status.
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This argument is bolstered by the experience 2064 in decision making on
Heathrow. The 2000s saw a long period of attelopBAA and the government to
grow a case for a third runway, the collapse «f taise at the 2010 election, and then a
new phase of searching for resolution, via thagtteo generate consensus through a
supposedly cross party device, the Davies Comnmissitiing 2012 to 2015. Heathrow’s
plans for the third runway were withdrawn days ratite election in May 2010, having
never reached the stage of planning applicatiamsthe contestation had lasted already
some years, growing out of the 2003 White Paperjwinciple support for this scheme.
Again, what is quite clear is that lengthy timelesare endemic in any decisions on

Heathrow expansion.

Such cases suggest that we are watching societaglae making or legitimacy-
constructing devices, which do not respect preftisaulas. The airport cases show
varied time dynamics, related to the political bakof power and play of arguments,
which then seem to have conditioned the lengthheformal consenting stages, and
whether in fact these stages were reached atadikrthan the consenting procedures

themselves exerting determinate effects on tinradia

Major rail schemes

A striking feature of the reform regime flowing fnothe 2008 Act is that it has not been
used for the largest infrastructure scheme nowgweg, HS2: a new high-speed railway
line from London to Birmingham. That will be deettithrough a parliamentary Hybrid

Bill, as were two of the other three schemes textmmined here (see Table 3). Itis not
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completely clear why the Hybrid Bill route was cbodor the Channel Tunnel Rail Link
(CTRL) Bill, Crossrail and now HS2. Such proceduaes not necessarily swift, and so
legitimacy construction is almost certainly one vt Another may be that in such
highly controversial cases as CTRL (now rebaptid8d) and HS2, governments may
feel they have more control over parliamentary pgeg than in planning processes of

pre-or post-reform varieti€s.
[Insert Table 3 somewhere near here]

Reviewing the data in Table 3 shows that in easke,dhe formal decision-making
process is only a small segment of the pathway faymulation and announcement to
completion. Much of this long time period can beilatited to two connected factors: the
difficult institutional backdrop of rail privatis@an and the creation (as became evident)
of a dysfunctional new regime; and the difficultefsnegotiating private funding in this
period. Consenting processes occupied much legsthiam financing and related issues.
Nevertheless, the lengthy time that (say) Crosspeht going through Parliament is
striking, given the absence of major oppositiothta scheme; one might hypothesise that
this lengthy time period may have suited governnagck other interests, in providing
time to accumulate the diverse funding sources édamcessary. With Thameslink,
complexities arising from the diverse impacts & sicheme have helped cause the
extended time frame, though it too has been affidayefinancial and organisational
difficulties. Again, it is hard to read the slowtipaay to deliveryas the result othe

chosen consenting regime.
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The evidence suggests that major railway schem#sgsokind, rather like the major
airport expansions, have their own characterigtie tonfigurations. HS2 shares these,
even though the rail system in the UK has argu&s#itled in” and a clear decision was
taken early on that finance would be a state resipoity, removing much of the time
friction seen in the above three cases. In spitbat, HS2 only reached Hybrid Bill
submission stage in November 2013, about five yafes the firm commitment to the

project by government.

4.2 Energy cases

Nuclear power stations: Hinkley C vs Sizewell B

Until Heathrow T5, the inquiry into the nuclear pavstation Sizewell B was the
apotheosis of the ‘big inquiry’, sitting and hegrievidence for 340 days between 1982
and 1985. When nuclear power returned to UK enpaligy agendas in the 2tentury,
it is unsurprising that government saw the accat@raf consenting procedures as
necessary to pave the way (DTI 2007; Hatchwell 20G8%/en this connected history, it
is illustrative to compare the decision times faeSvell B with its successor — some 25

years later — at Hinkley C, Somerset, determinettuthe Planning Act 2008.

As Figure 3 shows, there are broad commonalitieésaroverall time frames of the two
projects, but the distribution of time between thenponent stages is dramatically

different. For Sizewell B, it is the public inquitgelf that dominates, with a further two
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years spent writing the inspector’s report. Witmkley C, key stages of the process — the
examination, the production of the recommendatmhdecision — met the statutory time
frames of the 2008 Act (see Table 1, above), lrip#riod from initial announcement to
the start of examination, and between examinatimh(possibly) construction have been
much longer . Charting the reasons behind the$eénghiemporalities helps illuminate

what the 2008 Act reforms have achieved.

[Insert Figure 3 somewhere near here]

Sizewell’s duration can be attributed to the faett this inquiry, perhaps to a unique
degree (O’Riordan et al 1988), was deliberatelygia broad remit that extended into
issues of energy policy, including the ‘need’ celmenew nuclear, costs, and safety.
Indeed, issues of need and cost occupied mosedirdt year; the safety case occupied
most of the second year, with ‘local planning andimnmental considerations’
estimated by O’Riordan et al (1988) to occupy naertban 15% of the inquiry’s
proceedings. With Hinkley C, the 2008 Act procedwexjuired that the examination — a
nominally equivalent process to the public inquthgugh with greater emphasis on
written submissions - should be substantially auedito local matters, on the basis that
wider strategic issues had been settled in the NféiSed, the inspector’s report spent
most time dealing with issues that could be reghetesite specific (ecology,
construction traffic, etc) while any strategic issuaised during the examination were
ruled asultra vires(see Davey 2013 para 6.6.3(i)). If the 2008 Accpss was invoked

successfully to compress the time frame of the @xation, this has clearly not
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condensed overall time frames. For Hinkley C, moictine time that elapsed between
first project announcements and consent was ocguyyigre-application activities,
including four stages of formal consultation (WH@13), and the wider issues that were
partly incorporated into the Sizewell B inquiry wefor Hinkley C, to unfold in other

venues.

One dimension is the process of establishing tled wase for new nuclear power, which
emerged through successive government policy satenfrom 2005 (MacKerron 2009)
and culminated in the NPS for energy, which setrdoational support for nuclear power
and listed candidate sites, including Hinkley Cn8dtation on the NPS paralleled the
pre-application stages of Hinkley C. Another dimenss economics. Unlike Sizewell B,
Hinkley C came forward within a broad policy corttéxat such investments should be
made by the private sector, but it became clean tiwe project’s inception that the state
would have to orchestrate market support arrangensenthat external finance for such
massive and risky investments could be viabley8ars were spent developing new
arrangements under the auspices of Electricity BtaReform, and a ‘strike price’ for the
electricity to be supplied by Hinkley C, much otiitder contractual secrecy. Subsequent
to this, the legality of offering such support tactear power became the subject of a
European Commission State Aid inquiry, the decisibwhich attracted legal challenges

from the Austrian government and others.

The case of nuclear power shows the difficultiediséntangling specific projects from

wider supportive policies, yet ignoring these pelicand the contestation that surrounds
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them risks giving a distorted impression of howgamoject decisions take to assemble.
Factoring them in suggests a picture in whichalbthe reforms and vilification of ‘the

big inquiry’, the time frame from announcementéalrsation for Hinkley C overall have
proved little different to those for Sizewell’BDne retort might be that the decision-times
for Hinkley C reflect a whole series of ‘one ofttavities (the NPS, Electricity Market
Reform, the State Aid inquiry) which, once settleduld not recur, thus allowing
subsequent projects to be decided more quitkgwever, this hypothesis depends on
the wider assumption that nuclear power technofotfiemselves, and the multiple policy
landscapes into which nuclear power is embeddedbekept stable over time
(O’Riordan et al 1988; Sovacool and Cooper 2018Bj)s Tid not happen after Sizewell B,

and it has yet to be demonstrated for successatsidey C.

Comparing CCGT decision-times from 1988 to 2015

The advent of modestly scaled combined-cycle gdmrie (CCGT) electricity generation
technologies seemed to reverse the inexorable toevalds lengthier power station
consenting times seen with coal and nuclear poficough the 1980s (Owens 1985).
Like all new projects over 50MW in capacity, consemave been issued by central
government through procedures at one remove fromesdional land use planning. To
that extent, the 2008 Act reforms to the consen@gimes have been a more modest
adjustment of long-term conventions, executed utfteElectricity Act 1989. In terms

of analysis, CCGT power stations also represeatagively homogenous form of major
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infrastructure, being used for over 100 projecippsals since the late 1980s, facilitating

the production of a longer time serfeShe data is set out in Figure 4 below.

[Insert Figure 4 somewhere near here]

The data suggests that there has been little d\wrahge in average decision times from
application to consent over the decades or, framitbre limited data available, since the
2008 Act reforms. The average time from applicatmoonsent is 15 months for 1989
Act decisions and 16-17 for 2008 Act decisions.iBlen times were undoubtedly more
variable under the 1989 Act: some as little as faanths, some over four years.
Decision-making procedures under the 1989 Act matdeen subjected to fixed
scheduling (see DECC 2007), such that decisionstiimeCCGTs could become lengthy,

and this has happened principally for two setseatons.

One set arises from the interactions between chosgect and chosen site. Most CCGTs
were consented relatively quickly because theysetil existing industrial or fossil-fuel
power station sites, thus fomenting little orgadispposition. In some cases, however,
the sites chosen were more controversial or, mite& ,athe side-effects that spilled
beyond the site — construction traffic, the eximacor discharge of cooling water into
sensitive ecosystems, or air pollution — attratiedconcerns of publics, statutory
conservation bodies and the local planning autho@hly three CCGTs consented under
the 1989 Act went to a public inquiry. Where théppened, decision times were longer

than the average - 31, 28 and 28.5 months - evergththe actual inquiry proved short
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(less than two weeks in each case). The secoraf sedisons arises from wider policy
turbulence around the combustion of gas for elgtgrgeneration. A number of CCGT
applications through the 1990s were affected bycttses in British coal, intensified by
electricity privatisation, and government revievishe rapidly expanding use of gas in
electricity generation. Six consents were issued®rNovember 2000, with ‘decision
times’ apparently extending up to 44 months. Y&t tfate coincides with the lifting of
stricter consenting policy on gas-fired power stasi under which some of these
applications might have faced refusal (Simmond2200ne might say that delay
allowed consent. Even without the innovation of NPSection 36 procedures for CCGTs

project decisions have been able to deflect chgdleon issues of need.

Only five CCGTs have been consented to date uh@e2@08 Act at the time of writing
(August 2015), but these begin to show that timeoww disposed quite differently across
the various stages of the decision-making proeesgscially pre-application. Under the
1989 Act, pre-application consultation was lefthie discretion of developers and proved
highly variable, shaped to some extent by EIA seg@ind preparation, but with no
requirements for informing the local planning auttyoor affected publics, and leaving
no consistent documentary record. Data gathere@idoell (1995) from local authority
planning files for applications submitted betwe®88 and 1995 suggest a mean period
of 5.8 months for pre-application activitit§he 2008 Act introduced detailed, formal
requirements for pre-application public and stakeédoconsultation, which must be
approved by the Planning Inspectorate before ahicagipn can proceed to examination.

Nevertheless, the organisation and duration opteeapplication actions can still be
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considered as under the control of the developel aae not subject to temporal

regulation.

Pre-application discussion periods ranged from &4tononths , with a mean of 20.6,
which suggests that this stage of proceedingsiigdothan under the 1989 AcBne
plausible explanation is that the reformed arrargggmgive much greater
encouragement to developers to improve proposalsaiisfy consultees prior to
application. Under the 1989 Act, such discussidiig@ok place, but would be more
likely to occur post-application and, moreover, semt officers in central government
were willing to allow time for further negotiati@n impact analysis, mitigation and
compensation measures that would make the projei actceptable, and appeared to
treat this as preferable to allowing objectiongrigger a public inquiry. One might read
this as temporal flexibility in the service of goedvironmental management and
legitimacy construction, activities which are noancentrated on the pre-application

stage.

The fragmentation of the decision-making procestoubtedly affects apparent decision
times for energy projects. Under Section 36, postations and grid connections have
been treated as separate applications, even thmggssarily connected, with grid
projects having high potential for controversy. lamment illustration is the Wilton
CCGT on Teesside, consented in just four monti®80, but the 400kV grid line
enhancements associated with it infringed on addatiPark and took seven years to

consent. This project was subsequently held agxamge of planning delays (Barker
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2006), though it would also be a good example eflithited integration of project

assessment procedures (Glasson et al 2008).

5.0 Discussion

A key finding is that, across these sectors as@eylthere is limited evidence to suggest
a major change to the time frames for determinmfigastructure projects, with few
significant signs of reductions since the 2008 ikébrms. For most ‘major infrastructure
projects’, 18-24 months has been the typical domabf consenting procedures from the
1990s onwards. There is, however, strong evidehaae&distribution of time between
different components of decision-making processiesying an uneven reach to time
regulation and compression. This is revealing afexipower relations in a number of

respects.

In terms of what is happening to the allocatiotimok -; which elements or arenas are
most susceptible to time managententthe research shows that it is planning and
associated processes like public inquiries thaewéen the focus of narratives of delay,
and it is these public-led components of decisi@king processes that have been
subject to greatest temporal regulation. To dage statutory time-frames of the 2008
Act, from formal acceptance of an application tlglotio the delivery of a decision, have
largely been followed. Under this regime, extengiublic hearings are now unlikely to

occur for certain categories of infrastructure.sTisipartly because of the emphasis on
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written representations, but also because theaigalof time is linked to a containment
of the scope for deliberating key policy issues: ititroduction of the NPSs may thus

have gutted the system of most of its more fundaaheontestation.

However, closer analysis of previous procedures stt®ws that, for many infrastructure
projects, public inquiries were never so frequerdalengthy as the delay discourse
might suggest. Moreover, if the Hinkley nuclear powtation exemplifies a project
where the 2008 Act reforms have shortened formasenting processes, it also shows
how rendering infrastructure decision-making ‘g@ickcan depend on what is considered
to be part of the process. The Hinkley experiense supports Jasanoff's (2007)
suggestion that where contentious issues are segi@et of the system in one place (like
the economic and environmental merits of nucleargsg@as a means of decarbonising
energy), democracies may find ways of dealing withm in another (e.g. various levels
of debate over the National Policy Statements agdllchallenges to the EU State Aid

inquiry decision; Owens and Cowell 2010; see alsm@ton 2015).

Preliminary deductions can be made about who gaidsvho loses from this time
compression regulation. The business sector wejer peoponents of the 2008 Act
reforms, as a device for addressing ‘delay’, amdrésult has been greater consistency —
if not necessarily net reduction — in decision smearrowly construed. How far business
benefits depends on how one views pre-applicattmsaltation. The time duration of

pre-application consultation is not subjectteraximumformalimits, such that

developers retain discretion here. There are mimmpruocedurarequirements to be met,
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and analysts recognise a quid pro quo betweendprast in pre-application consultation
and swift formal consenting procedures (White 200B)reover, developers can
combine time spent engaging in such public-facictgvaies with private decisions, such
as checking the financial viability of project posals or choosing between competing
investments (Gibson and Howsam 2010), and the leég be more important
determinant of overall duration. Nevertheless, 04£2the Government was
acknowledging business concerns that requiremenixé-application consultation were
‘too lengthy and onerous’ (DCLG 2014, para 10), lwking at ways to increase the
scope for project modification after applicationt{i¢ 2013). Pro-developer arguments
for temporal flexibility continue to exert powerhit leads to a broader concluding point,
apparent across our two sectors, that it is oftertitne spent organising finance that is
the major determinant of infrastructure project penalities, especially for sectors such
as nuclear power (Hatchwell 2015) and major rdiksges where potentially

controversial balances between public and privateihg must be struck.

Implications for the public and pressure groupsinegfurther investigation, though it is
clear that any such research would need to exteypdna public inquiry arenas, insofar
as these have been less pivotal in the temporandigs of many infrastructure projects
than criticism of them might suggest. Similarlye tkffects of re-casting the temporal
structure of decision-making needs viewing alongsiee effects of streamlining reforms
on what is open for discussion, where, and the egjiyen to dissenting views (see
Rydin et al 2015). If those wishing to contest mimredamental issues of need,

economics and sustainability are utilising othesryres (Crompton 2015), we need to
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consider how these may be accessible to very diftasonstellations of organisations and

publics.

Across the reforms, significant power is retaingdentral Government. It has the
power to consider how delivery and democracy miglst be integrated. A key example
is the 2011 Localism Act, which abolished the inelegent decision-making body (the
Infrastructure Planning Commission), and returnecision-taking to Government
Ministers. Central Government also retains sigaiiicflexibility over which sectors to
apply speed-up regulation. This is revealing ialftdVhile the Government has been
swift to impose streamlining reforms across sonotoss, for others there remains an
unwillingness to contain the duration of decisioaking, and a retention of flexibility to
use diverse time-shift devices, such as speciahussions, White Papers and various
forms of Government Bill. The stately progress @fjon rail schemes HS1, HS2 and the
airports sagas are witness to this, as was thedelay in issuing the National Networks
NPS (not finalised until December 2014: Departnwériiransport 2014). A simple
materialist reading might suggest that busines$ssglind it easier to tolerate slower time
frames in some sectors than others, notably majbsechemes - a broadly loss making
industry where public finance is critical to progge yet the failure thus far to fast-track

decisions over airport capacity in the south-eeatcely fits this picture.

A more nuanced explanation for the uneven time e¢esgion of infrastructure decision-

making, is that streamlining reforms remain difftauhere particular sectoral

development trajectories remains intensely podiéidi and especially where this
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politicisation may have electoral consequencess Miay be a reflection of the sector and
contested debates about ‘need’ (Hayden 2015), makdifficult to produce fixed
statement of national policy (Owens 2004) but gigggography also matters, with
development of many types having faced signifigantest in rural and affluent south-
east England (Cowell and Murdoch 1999), where tigigal price of amenity (Gregory
1971) can be severe. Here, finding new airport cphas failed to secure significant
cross-party unity, and intense conflicts in thigioa around HS2 are also electorally
salient to the main political parties. We might tast this with energy. With nuclear
power, despite its significant complexity and ristkee main UK political parties have
become supportive, and in siting terms new nuaepacity has been channelled to
existing ‘nuclear oases’, enjoying strong localmup (Blowers 2009). In such
circumstances, the streamlining of decision-makiragesses becomes thinkable and
actionable. One can also see the opposite happeastingn-shore wind in England,
where the growing electoral salience of public apfian emanating from specific
projects has led the 2015 Conservative Governnoesttito pass planning decisions on

wind farms over 50MW to local planning authorit{&3C 2015).

These observations return us to earlier discussibost drivers. Where governments
judge that there is limited scope to depoliticiset@in sectors, projects and/or sites, then
we can observe limitations to the traction of ottise influential narratives of ‘delay’

and crisis that are otherwise powerful driversndfastructural decision-making reforms.

Overall, governments seek to balance control adHility, for political manoeuvre and
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electoral reasons. It may be that in, some sedtoessense of needing a longer debating

and detailing period is widely shared, and servesranegotiable legitimising purpose

Our research also provides a useful evidence loaserhore refined analysis of the
construction and deployment of ‘delay’ discourgemajor infrastructure. It is important
to realise that delay discourses are constructeticanstructed far more intensely in
some sectors than in others. Thus the discoursklaly’ around airport capacity in
south-east England is not ubiquitous, with lesd@&wte of a delay narrative being
constructed in relation to HS2, as with ThamestinkCrossrail, even though these were
schemes with extremely lengthy gestation and agbieriods. Outside academia,
however, counter discourses that assert the pesitilue of having longer periods of
deliberation have become hard to find in the UK(ijh see Mount 2015), though
conditions remain more conducive elsewhere in Eei(gpe for example BMVBS 2012;
Conseil d’Etat 2011). What we can see is the wstiategic deployment of delay
discourses by project opponents. For example, igeing difficulties of the Hinkley C
nuclear power station—have seen critics represgaday as endemic to nuclear energy,
and one further reason to discount the contributiomuclear power to swiftly delivering
a decarbonised energy syst@ivet in so doing, the power of a master discoufse o

‘delivery’ and the need for timeliness is reinfaice

6.0 Conclusions
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Our analysis of the decision times for major infirasture has helped to broaden
understanding of the temporalities of this muchtested area of public policy, and
indicated how research can expand the focus oftddiggyond the often binary political
discourses calling for ‘quicker decisions’ or ‘mgmeblic engagement’. We show that
decision-times, for most infrastructure projectsydinot changed significantly in recent
decades, but there is a more marked redistribatidime between different components
of decision-making processes, and the uneven reégulaf time frames between projects
and sectors. This helps to reveal the balance wEpbetween actors as well as the
uneven traction of economic arguments for streandiand depoliticisation. There is, of
course, a need to replicate such research on iofin@structure categories; renewable
energy being a prime contender. There is also genay to this, as in the UK and other
countries downward pressures on decision-making frames are unrelenting (see

White 2013).

While our data has its limitations, our inclusidraa array of projects, 117 in total,
shows how a focus on specific ‘exceptional’ pragdidte Heathrow T5 can misrepresent
what is happening to decision times across a vgderut of infrastructure. Similarly,
whatever the uncertain merits of public inquirissaamode of public engagement and
evidence investigation, it is clear that their disraonly rarely significantly shaped the
overall time frames for most infrastructure proge@nly for Hinkley C might one
conclude that the 2008 Act procedures reduced idedisnes because it was subjected to
a shorter public examination: but issues addregsmdouslywithin nuclear power

station public inquiries have unfolded insteadtimeo arenas.

36



A number of implications arise from our resultsthwielevance beyond the UK case. The
first is to consider whether conceptions of ‘mdrakard’ can help to evaluate these
trends. Applied most visibly to bank bail outs, tecept may have some purchase on
institutional arrangements in which project propasecan put forward more
controversial and risky schemes, in sensitive looat in the belief that one of the
potential penalties of such behaviour — a protddecision-making process — has been
delimited by the state. Questions arise about tiadity of scrutiny in time-trammelled
processes and the possibility of transfers of risksor dimensions warrant closer
analysis, too, such as the performance of diffeaetdrs within ‘streamlined’ apertures
and in arenas outside formal planning mechanigness¢ope of different actors to
influence overarching policies and the ‘rules & game’; and how Parliamentary
scrutiny — often held up as the ‘right place’ tdde infrastructural need — performs in

this regard (see discussion in Mount 2015).

A second implication is that if ‘speed up’ refortesd to redistribute time between
processes and actors rather than reduce overa@iatetmes, then it ought to make it
easier to argue that the time could be re-allocet@dore productive and creative ways.
After all, if there has been little change in oVedalivery time for major infrastructure
then this is one less reason to curtail the usea open and potentially deliberative
processes. ‘Flexible’ approaches to the treatrokeind of the pipe controversies’ called

for by Hajer (2003), allowing more reflexivity beten site specific issues and wider
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policy direction, or less restrictexk antedeliberations suggested by Fourniau (2012),

offer alternative pathways.

A further implication concerns the need to speeifig elevate the public value of wider
deliberative processes, in a political environmehére discourses of ‘infrastructure
delivery’ readily drown out wider questions of endsd managerial reforms readily
badge such questioning as ‘delay’. A case can lgertiaat containing and accelerating
planning processes for major infrastructure develqt is an under-considered
dimension of socio-technical lock-in to particutlavelopment pathways (Unruh 2000),
and has been applied most forcefully (albeit unBydn precisely those infrastructures
where societal questions of sustainability are mostound. There are vital but
unexplored connections between literatures onstrinature, planning and sustainability

transitions.
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Table 1: Timetabled stages of theinfrastructur e consenting process

Stage of process

Duration

Where prescribed

To decide to accept application
for Development Consent Order

28 days

Legislation: Section 55(2) of the 2008 Act

For relevant representations to
lodged

eNot less than 28
days

Legislation: Section 56(a) and 56(5) of the 20
Act

Period for the examining body tg
identify initial issues

21 days

Guidance (DCLG 2013)

Notice of preliminary meeting of| 21 days

the Examination

Examination 6 months Legislation: Section 98(1)hef 2008 Act
Planning Inspectorate to issue | 3 months Legislation: Section 98(3) of the 2008 Act
report

Secretary of State to issue 3 months Legislation: Section 139 of the Localisot A

decision

2011, amending the 2008 Act.
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Table 2: Analysisof casesunder Transport and Works Act 1992 now falling under
Planning Act 2008 regime (r eproduced with per mission from Hemming 2012)°

Number of Average time tg Number to Number refuseg
cases decision (years) public inquiry
All applications| 20 2.2 11 2
Applications 8 1.9 7 0
since 2000
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Table 3: Decision process and timesfor major rail schemes

Scheme Formulation and | Submission of | Consent Opening Key Planning | Time from
previous Application Challenges announcement
application to opening

Channel Route announced | Hybrid Bill Royal Assent Route to Discussions 25 months (28

Tunnel Rail 1989 submitted December London St over route years)

Link November 1996 Pancras through Kent

1994 November and steering it
2007 to more
acceptable
areas, early
1990s

Crossrail Conceived 1941, | Hybrid Bill Royal Assent 2018 Few major 41 months (29
1974, or Central submitted July 2008 planning years)

London Rail February 2005 challenges
Study of 1989;
previous consent
attempts through
Private Members
Bill, Transport &
Works Act

Thameslink Formulated late Transport and Planning 2018 Heritage 108 months (29
1980s, consent Works Act permission impacts around | years)
attempt through order submitted | granted Borough
Private Members | November October 2006 Market
Bill 1997, amended

1999; public
inquiries June
2000 to May

2001, a second
in 2005

46




Figurel: Analysisof post-2000 Transport and Works Act 1992 casesinvolving
publicinquiry (reproduced with permission from Hemming2012)
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Figure2: Analysisof small transport schemes decided under Planning Act 2008 (to
September 2014)
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Figure 4. Decision timesfor Combined-Cycle Gas Turbines (CCGTs) 1988-2015

Notes: data compiled from CCGT projects that have prdeddrom application to consent,
setting aside those that were withdrawn beforeannsas issued. It does not include
applications to vary consent made after initiajgebwas consented, though it does include in
time calculations where variations where made it@lrapplication before that application was
concluded. Early applications (Corby, Peterborodigsecote, Great Yarmouth, Brigg,
Fellside) were consented by the local planning@itshunder the Town and Country Planning
Acts (1971 then 1990)'Minus’ figures is time taken in pre-applicatioans of the
planning process, such that the ‘0’ marks the pofigtpplication.

Endnotes

! White (2013) points to the large numbers of Iq@iahning authorities affected, which would makeenth
procedures highly complex.
2 At the time of writing (August 2015), it had netfact been confirmed that Hinkley C would go ahead
3Both Sizewell B and Hinkley C projects have beetesented as the vanguard of a larger
expansion of nuclear power for Sizewell B, see Balbwell, statement to the House of
Commons 18 December 1979), and one should note that an ehbiililey C nuclear power
station did in fact receive consent, relativelyftiyiin 1990, only to be abandoned.
“Data covers period from 1988 (when, for a perioths non-CEGB promoted power stations
were determined by local planning authorities)jluxiigust 2015, covering applications under
Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 and thosdenthe 2008/2011 Acts which have begun to
supersede the 1989 Act procedures. As the accaakdsitlear, data on pre-application
discussion times can be measured with some coneysédter the 2008 Act but not under
previous procedures. For this, we rely on dateect#ld by Cowell 91995) for the period up until
the end of 1994, and then data is not availabli tinet arrival of cases under the 2008 Act. The
data set also does not include projects that vefused consent or otherwise abandoned. 93
project decision times are therefore plotted irurégs
°This average is generated from the 22 cases whetieation files and interviews give some
indication of the start of pre-application discoss with local planning authorities; to avoid
undue distortion it does not include those wheeeetlis no evidence of any such consultation,
rather than in all cases counting this as zero hsont
®By timing pre-application periods under the 2008 fkom the first meeting with the Planning
Inspectorate we would acknowledge that this is nmé@g the whole period, informal and formal,
with formal pre-application procedures defined tnyoking Section 46 of the 2008 Act.
"In principle, the 2008 Act procedure offers greatape for associated development connected
to nationally important infrastructure to be comset at the same time as the main project
application.
8See for examplattp://www.jonathonporritt.com/blog/hinkley-poinehinning-endaccessed
13th March 2015.

| °At http://www.dft.gov.uk/publications/two-applicatigrsonsulted on"? October 2012.

49



