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1. Apologies and Welcome 
 
1.1 The Chair welcomed attendees and opened the meeting.  Apologies for absence had 

been received from Lord Heseltine (Commissioner), Demis Hassabis (Commissioner) 
and Adam Cooper (Director of Policy and Engagement). 

 
2. Minutes and Matters Arising  

 

2.1 The minutes of the Commission meeting held on 05 December 2016 were agreed as 
an accurate record of proceedings. 
 

2.2 The schedule of forthcoming regional visits and sector workshops was discussed. 
 

Action: Secretariat to circulate a fortnightly overview of all commission events, visits 
and invitations.    
 
3. Chief Executive’s update  

 

3.1 The Chief Executive provided an update on the major issues and developments 
occurring since the meeting of the Commission held on 05 December 2016. The 
following points were raised: 

 
- The NIC had been permanently established as an executive agency of HM 

Treasury on 24 January 2017. An announcement on the appointment of a 
permanent Chair and new Commissioners would be made in due course. 

 
- A programme of events was being planned as part of an early media engagement 

strategy. 
 

- As part of the establishment of the NIC as executive agency, Commissioners 
would be required to review their existing declarations of interests. 

 
- A meeting with BEIS had been requested to discuss the emerging Industrial 

Strategy.  
 
3.2 The Secretariat would explore how the Commission could respond to the 

consultation on the industrial strategy Green Paper. 
 

3.3 Prof Tim Besley (Commissioner) reported that the LSE Growth Commission was due 
to publish its second report in early February.   

 

3.4 Prof Sadie Morgan (Commissioner) gave an update on the establishment of a ‘next 
generation’ panel to better understand young people’s attitudes to infrastructure 
challenges. 
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Action: Secretariat to arrange a meeting with BEIS to discuss the Industrial Strategy. 
 
Action: Commission Secretary to circulate the existing register of interests for 
Commissioners to review and, if necessary, update.  
 
Action: Secretariat to develop a proposed response to the industrial strategy Green 
Paper.   
 
4. Environment Discussion 

 
4.1 Presentations were received from Paul Leinster (Professor of Environmental 

Assessment, Cranfield University); Matthew Bell (Chief Executive, Committee on 
Climate Change); and Sue Illman (Managing Director of Illman Young Landscape 
Design Ltd) on natural capital, UK climate change targets, and blue-green 
infrastructure respectively. 
 

4.2 In discussion, the following points were made: 
 

- The cross-cutting nature of certain environmental issues (e.g. air quality) and 
complex governance arrangements were cited as an obstacle to tackling certain 
issues. 

 
- Understanding the benefits derived from natural assets could help to prioritise 

certain routes over others when thinking about new transport links. 
 

- There was a case for revising the existing approach to calculating the cost and 
benefit of schemes to reflect the importance of natural capital to sustainable 
economic growth, health and wellbeing. 

 
- The share of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions between different sectors – power, 

industry, transport, buildings – was roughly even at present, although historically 
there had been varied reductions: the power and waste sectors had seen large 
reductions on 1990 levels, against transport and buildings emissions which had 
remained largely static.   

 
- Infrastructure decisions made today would have a significant impact on future 

emissions and resilience to risks. For example, it was thought that by 2030 roughly 
60% of new cars and vans sold would need to be electric (hybrid or full) in order to 
meet UK’s fifth carbon budget. 

 
- Significant questions remained over the implications of moving towards a lower-

carbon heat network. In the meantime energy efficiency offered opportunities to 
reduce greenhouse gas emission from buildings.  

 
- Carbon Capture and Storage technology was likely to become important for 

reducing emissions from industry and the wider power sector. 
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- As the UK reduced its dependence on fossil fuels, renewable energy would 
become increasingly important, although no one technology yet offered a 
complete solution.   

 
- Considering blue-green infrastructure alongside other ‘hard’ engineering 

measures would be crucial to reducing the number of homes at risk of flooding in 
the UK:  currently one in five properties were at risk of flooding. 

 
- Water companies were increasingly looking towards sustainable drainage as a 

way of avoiding fines for discharging untreated stormwater and wastewater into 
the water system. 

 
- Under the EU Water Framework Directive, the UK was required to achieve ‘good’ 

status of all water bodies (e.g.  rivers, streams, lakes, groundwater) by 2015. 
Although this target had bene missed, there was a view that the target had been 
helpful in raising the profile of sustainable drainage and blue-green infrastructure. 

 
- Ensuring that sustainable drainage techniques were utilised wherever practical in 

new developments remained a challenge. There was a view that differing 
approaches to spatial planning (across LEPs, LAs and regional authorities) had 
made it difficult to prioritise sustainable drainage. 

 
5. Cambridge – Milton Keynes – Oxford Study Update  

 

5.1 The Head of Team gave a summary of the proposed scope and programme for the 
second phase of the Cambridge – Milton Keynes – Oxford study. The following points 
were made in discussion:  

 
- Potentially there was a role for NIC to coordinate a number of existing studies 

that were underway by the Infrastructure and Projects Authority, Highways 
England, DfT and East West Rail.  

 
- It was accepted that under current governance arrangements transport links 

would only be built with the consent of local authorities. There was a need for 
local planning decisions and spatial strategies to align at a regional level. 

 
- Further work was required on the funding and financing mechanisms for future 

transport projects in the corridor, including the extent to which private developer 
contributions could support future infrastructure. 

 
- Care would need to be taken not to identify individual sites or schemes when 

exploring how future housing need could be met. 
 

- There was an ongoing debate over the role that surplus public sector land – 
including the planned release of MOD sites – could play in meeting local housing 
needs.  
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Action: Secretariat to arrange a meeting between the Chair and Head of Infrastructure 
Delivery at IPA to discuss future road and rail links in the corridor. 
 
Action: Secretariat to arrange a meeting with the Chief Executive of Highways England 
to discuss ongoing strategic studies in the corridor. 
 

6. New Technology Study Update 
 

6.1 The Chief Executive gave a brief update on the New Technology study, including the 
staffing, scope and timescale of the project. A separate meeting with Demis Hassabis 
(Commissioner) to discuss the project in more detail was in the process of being 
arranged. 

 

7. National Infrastructure Assessment Update  
 

7.1 The Chief Economist gave an update on developments with the NIA since the last 
meeting of the Commission and outlined the emerging themes of the ‘Vision and 
Priorities’ document. The following issues were covered in discussion: 

 
- The procurement process for sourcing external research and consultancy. 

 
- The process and method for accommodating the NIC’s recommendations within 

the Fiscal Remit.  
 

- The potential impact of Brexit on the UK’s existing regulatory system. 
 

- Opportunities for data visualisation and the benefits of presenting data and 
findings using static and interactive infographics.   

 
- The emerging themes and overall narrative of the NIA.  

 
8. Date of Next Meeting 

 

8.1 The next meeting of the Commission was scheduled for Tuesday 14 January. 
 

8.2 At the request of the Chair, it was agreed to review the timings of the next meeting 
and separately the need for a second meeting in February. 

 
Action: Secretariat to review the need for a second meeting of the Commission in 
February and report back by Friday 03 February. 

 

9 Any Other Business 
 

9.1 There was no other business.  
 

9.2 The meeting ended at 16.45. 
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on those technologies identified as having the greatest potential for improving the 

productivity of infrastructure. 

 

5.3 A roundtable discussion was planned for April which would bring together industry 

experts to inform the selection of individual technologies and gather further 

evidence. 

 

5.4 The following issues were raised in discussion: 

 

- The Secretariat would look to consult widely with relevant experts and 

consider international best practice in the deployment of new technologies in 

infrastructure. 

 

- The Commission would need to adopt a common methodology for identifying 

which emerging technologies had the most potential in terms of optimising 

the management and performance of existing and future infrastructure 

assets. 

 

- The study would be likely to consider institutional and governmental barriers 

to the adoption of new technologies. 

 

- It was likely that a small number of technologies would emerge as having the 

greatest potential to transform the use of infrastructure systems over the 10-

30 year timescale specified in the NIC’s terms of reference. 

 

Decision: The Commission asked the Secretariat to explore the option of a project 

management board – combined of lead commissioners, members of the Secretariat 

and industry experts – to inform the development of the new technology study. 

 

6. Study Update: Cambridge/Milton Keynes/Oxford 
 

6.1 The Head of Team gave an update on recent developments. 

 

6.2 The Secretariat had hosted a workshop on strategic governance and planning issues, 

seeking input from officials from across the corridor as well as officials based within 

the Department for Transport (DfT) and Department for Communities and Local 

Government (DCLG).  

 

6.3 A discussion paper, intended for publication in March, was currently being prepared 

to help progress the debate on how interested parties might work together to 

develop an integrated strategic plan for delivering infrastructure, housing and jobs 

across the corridor.  
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6.4 A separate workstream focused on transporting people and goods from across the 

corridor to their final destination (addressing the so-called ‘first mile/last mile’ 

problem) was underway.   

6.5 A discussion followed during which Commissioners considered the potential role for 

the NIC in coordinating a number of existing studies that were underway by the 

Infrastructure and Projects Authority (IPA), Highways England, DfT and East West 

Rail. 

Action: Secretariat to invite representatives from HMT, DfT and the IPA to attend a 

future  meeting of the Commission to discuss road and rail links in the corridor. 

7. Transport Discussion

7.1 A member of the Secretariat introduced the item and gave an overview of recent 

trends and future challenges in the transport sector. 

7.2 Presentations were received from Professor Phil Goodwin (Emeritus Professor of 

Transport Policy, UCL), Rachel Skinner (Director at WSP Parsons-Brinckerhoff; Vice 

President of ICE) and Paul Buchanan (Partner at Volterra Partners LLP) on the 

following topics: 

- implications of uncertainty over future demand for transport; 
- opportunities and challenges of the transition to autonomous vehicles; and 
- limitations of established approaches to analysis and appraisal of transport 

schemes. 

7.3 The following points were made by presenters in discussion: 

- There had been a systematic tendency over the previous 30 years to over-

forecast car use. 

- It was generally accepted that the introduction of connected and autonomous 

vehicles (CAVs) would have a transformational impact on how people 

travelled in future. However, the speed at which the technology was adopted 

would depend on how quickly regulatory frameworks evolved to build public 

trust on issues of safety and security.  

- There was an opportunity for the UK’s professional and financial services 

sector to position the UK as a global leader in the deployment of CAVs, for 

example by developing new insurance solutions and shared ownership 

structures. 

- Certain technological benefits – such as the dynamic use of roadspace – would 

require widespread adoption of CAVs before they could be realised. In the 
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meantime, it was likely that cars would continue to incorporate features which 

allowed them to operate semi-autonomously. 

 

- The relationship between transport and land use was increasingly important 

when considering the costs and benefits of transport schemes. The standard 

assumption used in transport appraisals was that land use was fixed; this was 

contrary to the observed effects of large transport investments such as the 

Jubilee Line Extension and Crossrail. 

 

- It was suggested that time savings alone were a poor indicator of the overall 

benefits of transport schemes: the amount of time spent travelling per person 

per year had remained remarkably constant at around one hour per day, 

suggesting that people often use speed improvements as an opportunity to 

move further away. 

 

- There was a strong correlation between transport accessibility and 

employment density as well as productivity (wages) to employment density, 

suggesting that by increasing capacity to and from employment centres, land 

could be used more efficiently and generate wider economic benefits. 

Accurately capturing these benefits remained a challenge, but the links 

between transport and land use were increasingly clear.   

 
8 National Infrastructure Assessment Update  

 

8.1 The Chief Economist confirmed that the formal 15-week call for evidence to inform 

the development of the NIA had closed on Friday 10 February 2017. Over 250 

responses had been received from a wide range of stakeholders, covering a range of 

policy issues and individual projects. 

 

8.2 The Secretariat was carrying out detailed analysis of all responses to identify key 

themes and issues and would report back in due course. 

 

9 Industrial Strategy Discussion 
 
9.1 Niall Mackenzie (Director of Infrastructure & Materials, BEIS) provided an overview of 

the government’s approach to building a modern industrial strategy. 

 

9.2 The green paper had been framed around a set of 10 key policy ‘pillars’, which 

included ‘upgrading infrastructure’ and ‘creating the right institutions to bring 

together sectors’. A white paper was likely to follow in autumn 2017. 

 

9.3 Manuela Solera‐Deuchar (Deputy Director for Infrastructure, HMT) gave further 

details on the government’s general approach to increasing overall infrastructure 
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spending, including its ambition to better support private investment and coordinate 

local economic plans. 

9.4 The following topics were raised in discussion: 

- The role of public-private partnerships in delivering new infrastructure 

projects. 

- The importance of skills and training in raising productivity. 

- The model of business representation in the UK and other countries. 

- The challenges and opportunities of leaving the EU. 

- The economic disparities between different regions of the UK. 

Decision: The Commission delegated authority to the Chair to respond to the 
consultation in the form of a letter to the Secretary of State. 

Action: Secretariat to draft an initial response to the industrial strategy in discussion 
with the Chair.  

10. Discussion with Mike Brown MVO (TfL Commissioner)

10.1 Mike Brown (TfL Commissioner) welcomed Commissioners to Palestra House and 
outlined the long-term infrastructure challenges facing London. 

10.2 It was acknowledged that congestion was affecting the overall efficiency and 
resilience of London’s transport system, with many networks now operating at 
capacity. Relatively small incidents were now capable of causing major disruption 
across the network. 

10.3 Crossrail 2 remained vital for accommodating London’s future population growth 
and wider demand for travel in London.  

10.4 The reallocation of carriageway space in some parts of London was continuing to 
encourage modal shift from private cars to more sustainable and active choices such 
as walking and cycling. 

10.5 The Chair formally thanked Mike Brown for his attendance and for hosting the 
Commission. 

11. Date of Next Meeting

11.1 The next meeting of the Commission was scheduled for Wednesday 29 March. The 

venue would be confirmed by the Secretary in due course. 

12. Any Other Business



7 

12.1 There was no other business. 

12.2 The meeting ended at 17.30. 















 

 
 

10. Date of Next Meeting (Item 9) 
 
10.1 The next meeting of the Commission was scheduled for Monday 24 April. The venue 

would be confirmed by the Secretary in due course. 
 
11. Any Other Business (Item 10) 
 
11.1 There was no other business. The meeting ended at 16.15. 
 
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 

 







 

 
 

Decision: The Commission asked David Fisk and Andy Green to engage closely with the 
Secretariat on this issue as it developed further the analysis of options to decarbonise 
the power, heat and transport sectors. 
 

4. Discussion with Philip Duffy (Director, Enterprise and Growth Unit, HMT) (Item 6) 
 

4.1 The Chair welcomed Philip Duffy (Director, Enterprise and Growth Unit, HMT) to the 
meeting and invited him to outline the role and work of the Enterprise and Growth 
Unit (EGU). 
 

4.2 PD gave an overview of HMT’s relationship with the NIC and other infrastructure 
advisory bodies. PD confirmed that ministers remained committed to the long-term 
future of the NIC following its establishment as an executive agency of HM Treasury.    

 

4.3 A 60% rise in capital expenditure on infrastructure was expected in the coming years, 
from around £14 billion in 2017/18 to roughly £22 billion in 2020/21. The government 
remained committed over the longer-term to spending between 1.0% and 1.2% of GDP 
on economic infrastructure in each year between 2020 and 2050. 

 

4.4 Manuela Solera‐Deuchar (Deputy Director for Infrastructure, HMT) outlined the role of 
NIC sponsorship team based in HMT and its cross-government approach to 
infrastructure strategy. 

 

4.5 The following issues were raised in discussion: 
 

- Investment in skills and training across the UK workforce to support the pipeline 
of planned infrastructure projects to 2020 and beyond. 

 

- The potential difficulties in borrowing from the European Investment Bank 
following the UK’s withdrawal from the EU. 

 

- The timing and scope of the NIC’s annual monitoring report, ‘Vision and Priorities’ 
document and government’s Industrial Strategy. 

 

- The role of the NIC in supporting short to medium term objectives through 
carrying out in-depth studies into pressing infrastructure challenges in addition to 
its assessment of the UK's long-term needs. 
 

- The opportunity for the NIC to shape the post-election infrastructure agenda. 
 

Action: Secretariat to arrange a follow-up meeting between the Director of Enterprise 
and Growth Unit and the Chair.   
 

Action: The Chair and Secretariat to consider and prepare options for a post-election 
statement on the pressing infrastructure challenges facing the country. 
 

4.6  At the suggestion of the Chair, items 3 and 4 were taken together. 
 

5. Chief Executive’s Update and Conflicts of Interest (Items 3 and 4) 
 







 

 
 

 
8.1 The next meeting of the Commission was scheduled for Thursday 11 May at 1pm in the 

Institution of Civil Engineers.  
 

9. Any Other Business (item 10) 
 

9.1 The Chair invited new Commissioners to share their initial thoughts on the scope and 
content of the meeting. 
 

9.2 Commissioners discussed a number of infrastructure planning organisations similar to 
the NIC that had been established in other countries. 

 

9.3 It was decided that a dinner should be arranged to allow Commissioners to exchange 
views in a more informal setting. 

 

9.4 The meeting ended at 17:00. 
 
Action: Secretariat to circulate a range of international infrastructure assessments for 
comparison.  
 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 







 

 
 

- Higher growth in urban populations and their economies was expected to place 
greater demand on city infrastructure than elsewhere in the country. 

 

- It was likely that as urban populations rose and economic density increased, rapid 
mass transport systems would play an increasingly important part in urban 
transport networks. 

 

- Rising populations and increased pressure on urban transport were likely to 
require a new approach to the allocation of fixed road space in some areas. 

 

- Maintaining the affordability and reliability of urban transport systems would 
remain important alongside adding new capacity where needed.  

 

- Ensuring that urban areas across the country could benefit from improved 
infrastructure systems would play an important role in achieving the 
Commission’s objective to support sustainable economic growth in all regions of 
the UK. 

 

- At present there was no single definition or criteria for achieving city status in the 
UK (eg. urban area agglomerations, primary urban areas, population size etc.) 

 
5. Fiscal Outlook 

 

5.1. The Chair welcomed Charles Roxburgh (CR) (Second Permanent Secretary, HMT) and 
Philip Duffy (PD) (Director, Enterprise and Growth Unit, HMT) to the meeting and 
invited them to provide an update on the UK’s fiscal outlook and future levels of 
infrastructure spending that had been agreed by the Government. 

 

5.2. CR set out the background to the development of the Commission’s fiscal remit, 
which stated that the Commission’s recommendations must be consistent with gross 
public investment in economic infrastructure of between 1.0% and 1.2% of GDP in each 
year between 2020 and 2050.   

 

5.3. While the Government’s long-term commitment to investing between 1.0% and 1.2% of 
GDP represented an increase on current levels of public investment in infrastructure, it 
was likely that the Commission would need to prioritise its recommendations given 
the scale of investment already committed or being contemplated across the UK over 
the coming decades, and particularly in the 2020s. 

 

5.4. PD confirmed that the fiscal remit covered all capital spending in the public sector on 
economic infrastructure. It excluded current spending on energy subsidies, such as 
the Levy Control Framework; spending classified by ONS as being in the private sector; 
devolved spending in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland; and taxes, levies, tolls and 
fees. 

 

5.5. Commissioners were reminded that for private sector spend, the NIC had committed 
to include a transparent assessment of the impact on costs to businesses, consumers, 
public bodies and other end users of infrastructure that would arise from 
implementing its proposals. 

 

5.6. A discussion followed, during which Commissioners put questions to CR and PD on the 
UK’s economic and fiscal outlook; the operation of the NIC’s fiscal remit; and the 
classification of public and private spend on infrastructure. 







 

 
 

9.1 There was no other business. The meeting finished at 17:10. 





 

 
 

 
3. National Infrastructure Assessment: ‘Vision and Priorities’ Document   

 
3.1 James Richardson (JR) (Chief Economist, NIC) introduced the item, reminding those 

present that the Commission has committed to publish an interim report in 2017 
(known as its ‘vision and priorities document’) setting out its proposed long-term 
vision for UK infrastructure, priority areas for action and policy options for addressing 
the infrastructure needs identified 
 

3.2 JR reminded Commissioners that at its meeting held on 05 December 2016, the 
Commission had agreed to structure the Vision and Priorities document around a 
series of key challenges which would provide the basis for further consultation and 
engagement ahead of making final recommendations in the final NIA. 

 

3.3 Following the Commission’s discussion of specific challenges at its meetings of 29 
March, 24 April and 11 May, draft chapters had been circulated on the following 
topics:  
 

 digital communications; 

 cities (including housing and urban transport); 

 decarbonising infrastructure; 

 water and flooding; 

 strategic transport; and 

 funding and financing. 
 

3.4 In considering the content of the Vision and Priorities document, Commissioners 
were reminded of the NIC’s principal objectives, which were to: support sustainable 
economic growth across all regions of the UK; improve competitiveness; and improve 
quality of life. 
 

3.5 JR confirmed that a formal public consultation would be launched following the 
publication of the document in addition to a broad programme of regional and 
sectoral engagement aimed at capturing the expertise and opinions of people from 
across industry, business, central and local government, academia, and the wider 
public. This would inform the second stage of the NIA process as the Commission 
sought to develop its final recommendations to Government, currently scheduled for 
publication in 2018. 

 

3.6 The Chair thanked JR for his overview of the document and invited Commissioners to 
comment on the content and structure of the document. 

 

3.7 A broad discussion followed during which the following issues were discussed: 
 

 Measuring the performance of infrastructure; issues with cost-benefit analysis; 
and the interdependencies between the six sectors of economic infrastructure in 
the Commission’s remit. 

 



 

 
 

 The findings of social research commissioned by the NIC to understand the 
priorities of members of the public and the impact of infrastructure on their 
quality of life. 

 

 The four drivers of infrastructure which the secretariat had used to understand 
how demand for infrastructure might change over the coming decades: 
‘population change and demography’; ‘technological change’; ‘economic growth’; 
and ‘environment and climate change’. 

 

 The Commission’s engagement with the devolved administrations; and sectors 
where there was substantial devolution to the devolved Governments (eg. waste, 
flood risk and water and sewerage).  

 

 The role of regulators in unlocking private investment in infrastructure.  
 

3.8 Following discussion, it was agreed that each chapter should follow a similar 
structure, setting out: i) why action was needed; ii) the weaknesses of current 
position; iii) the Commission’s priorities and options identified for improving the 
current situation; iv) what the UK would look like in 2050 if the Commission’s vision 
were met; and v) the specific questions on which the Commission was seeking 
responses.  
 

3.9 Commissioners put questions to the Chief Economist on the analysis undertaken and 
evidence received to date for each topic, following which Commissioners agreed the 
following priorities where current policies and programmes appeared inadequate to 
meet the challenges of the future: 
 

 Building a digital society: fast, reliable data services everywhere. 

 Connected, liveable city-regions: linking homes and jobs. 

 Low-cost, low-carbon: ending emissions from power, heat and waste. 

 Revolutionising road transport: seizing the opportunities of electric and 
autonomous vehicles. 

 Reducing the risks of extreme weather: making sure the UK can stand up 
to drought and flooding. 

 Financing infrastructure in efficient ways: getting the right balance between 
public and private sectors. 

 
3.10 A vision statement was agreed for each priority in turn setting out what the UK would 

look like in 2050 if the Commission’s priorities and challenges were met.   
 

3.11 In addition, it was agreed that the secretariat would prepare a draft chapter on the 
interaction between infrastructure and housing – drawn from the existing commentary 
included in the ‘cities’ chapter – setting out how infrastructure could support the 
development of new homes and communities. A decision would be taken on whether 
to include this as a separate chapter, or to incorporate the analysis into the existing 
structure, at a later meeting. 

 



 

 
 

3.12 Separately, it was agreed that the Commission’s work on governance and decision-
making should be incorporated into individual chapters as necessary.  

 
Decision: Commissioners agreed the vision and priorities on which they would 
consult, subject to further discussion on the case for including a separate chapter on 
the interaction between infrastructure and housing.      
 
Action: Secretariat to circulate a revised draft of the ‘Vision and Priorities’ document 
reflecting the decisions and steers received from Commissioners. 
 
Decision: Commissioners agreed that further research should be undertaken at a 
later point on the whether the current system of regulation was capable of 
delivering the kind of transformational investment likely to be required to support 
the Commission’s identified vision for UK infrastructure in 2050. 
 

4. Post-Election Planning  
 
4.1 The Chief Executive gave an update on various cross-Whitehall meetings he had 

attended which had informed the development of a list of priority actions for the 
incoming Government to support existing infrastructure projects and programmes, a 
draft outline of which had been circulated prior to the meeting.   
 

4.2 A discussion followed on the content and timing of the statement, and its 
relationship to the NIA and wider work of the NIC.  
 
Decision: Commissioners agreed to include a summary of the priorities identified in 
any post-election statement within the Vision and Priorities document.         
 
Action: Secretariat to circulate a revised draft of the Commission’s post-election 
statement reflecting the steers received from Commissioners. 
 

5. Any Other Business 
 

5.1 There was no other business. The meeting finished at 17:30.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 







 

 
 

 

4.5 A discussion followed during which Commissioners put questions to the Head of the 
CaMkOx study on the content, scope and timing of the final report, and the emerging 
evidence for potential recommendations.   
 
Action: Secretariat to circulate a list of forthcoming events and meetings relating to the 
study. 
 

5. Post-Election Planning (Item 3) 
 

5.1 The Chair gave an update on the development of the Commission’s post-election 
statement listing priority actions for the new Government, a copy of which had been 
circulated prior to the meeting.   
 

5.2 The final priorities that had been identified following the previous discussions of the 
Commission held on 11 May and 25 May, were as follows:  Heathrow 3rd runway; High 
Speed 2; High Speed 3 (now referred to as Northern Powerhouse Rail); Crossrail 2; 
eastern crossings of the River Thames; flexible power systems; renewable energy; 
decarbonisation of energy; Hinkley Point C; broadband and mobile; 5G mobile; and water 
and flood defence infrastructure. 

 

5.3 A discussion followed on the order and final wording of each priority in turn. 
 

5.4 Commissioners were invited to attend a launch event that had been arranged to 
accompany the publication of the post-election statement, scheduled to take place on 
the morning of 26 June at the Institution of Civil Engineers.  

 

5.5 To underline the importance of the ‘12 priorities’ to the UK’s competitiveness and 
productivity, a range of speakers representing business and industry had agreed to speak 
at the event, including Dr Adam Marshall (Director-General of the British Chambers of 
Commerce), Josh Hardie (Deputy Director-General of the Confederation of British 
Industry) and Mike Cherry (National Chairman of the Federation of Small Businesses).  
 
Decision: Commissioner agreed the list of 12 priorities that would form the basis of the 
Commission’s post-election statement, and delegated final sign-off to the Chair.  
  
Action: Secretariat to circulate a final draft of the post-election statement to 
Commissioners in advance of the launch on 26 June. 
 

6. National Infrastructure Assessment: Vision and Priorities Document   
 

6.1 James Richardson (JR) (Chief Economist) introduced the item and set out the 
background to a discussion on the structure, content and timing of the ‘Vision and 
Priorities’ document. A second draft of the executive summary, a revised ‘in brief’ and a 
list of topics on which it was proposed the Commission should consult had been 
circulated in advance of the discussion. 
    



 

 
 

6.2 JR explained that a full draft of the consultation document – reflecting the ‘vision and 
priorities’ agreed at the Commission meeting of 25 May –  would be circulated after the 
meeting in order to allow for any further steers voiced during the meeting to be 
incorporated. Bilateral discussions with individual Commissioners would continue 
alongside correspondence on drafting points.  
 

6.3 Further to the outcome of the General Election and following discussions at working 
level, it was now unlikely that the Government would be in a position to receive the 
document before summer recess. In view of this timing, it was suggested that the 
document should be published for consultation in the autumn, potentially around the 
start of party conference season. JR emphasised that it would be important to close 
down significant drafting before the end of July to allow the team to prepare the next 
phase of the NIA; and to allow the designers and infographics consultants to produce a 
high quality product, bearing in mind the summer holidays. 

 

6.4 The following issues were raised in discussion: 
 

 The increasing need for common international standards to underpin smart energy 
and storage systems to ensure projects and technologies could be connected at the 
lowest cost. 
 

 The current system of collecting revenue from road users through fuel duty; and the 
potential for any new system replacing fuel duty to include an element of pricing 
linked to congestion. 
 

 The potential for better quality data to improve the way water resources and flood 
risks are managed. 
 

 The impact of future technological change on future infrastructure supply and 
demand. 

 

 
6.5 The Chair formally thanked the Chief Executive, Chief Economist and wider secretariat for 

their role in developing the NIA to date.  
 
Decision: Commissioners agreed a revised timetable for the publication of the Vision 
and Priorities document; agreed the list of topics which would form the basis of the 
‘vision and priorities’ consultation and the future NIA work programme; and delegated 
final sign-off of the document to the Chair in consultation with lead Commissioners 
(Tim Besley and John Armitt)   
 
Action: Secretariat to circulate a revised draft of the Vision and Priorities document to 
Commissioners for review. 
   
7. Any Other Business 

 

7.1 There was no other business. The meeting finished at 16:50.    

 
 





 

 
 

 
1. Apologies and Welcome 

 
1.1 The Chair welcomed Commissioners and opened the meeting. Apologies for absence 

had been received from Demis Hassabis (Commissioner), Bridget Rosewell 

(Commissioner), Sadie Morgan (Commissioner), Andy Green (Commissioner) and 

James Richardson (Chief Economist). 

 

1.2 The Chair explained that the invited guest from TfL would be unable to join the 

meeting due to a recent bereavement. Instead, Julian Glover (Director, 2017 Wolfson 

Economics Prize) had agreed to discuss the treatment of road pricing and congestion 

charging in submissions to the recent Wolfson Economics Prize.    

 

2. Chief Executive’s Update 
 

2.1 The Chief Executive formally welcomed the new Chief Operating Officer to her post 
and gave an update on recent staffing changes before outlining a range of 
developments that had occurred since the last meeting of the Commission: 

 
- An open competition had been launched on 30 June seeking imaginative 

proposals for how placemaking might be integrated with development and new 
infrastructure across the Cambridge – Milton Keynes – Oxford corridor. 

 
- An Innovation Competition was being developed to explore how roads should be 

designed, managed and used to maximise the benefits of Connected and 
Autonomous Vehicles (CAVs). 

 
- Andy Green (Commissioner) had delivered the 2017 James Forrest Lecture at the 

Institution of Civil Engineers on 20 July on the theme of ‘artificial intelligence in 
the built environment’. 

 
- A second call for evidence had been launched by the New Technology team 

asking for input into four detailed case studies – better asset management, water 
efficiency, smart traffic management, and big data – to inform the final report. 

 
- Andrew Gilligan had been asked to provide advice to the NIC on how Cambridge, 

Milton Keynes and Oxford could be transformed into world-class cities for cycling. 
A report setting out his findings was expected in the autumn.  

  
- Recent government announcements on HS2, smart energy systems and aviation 

strategy were also noted. 
 
2.2 The Chair reported back on his recent meeting with Sir Peter Hendy (Chair, Network 

Rail), David Higgins (Chair, HS2 Ltd) and John Cridland (Chair, Transport for the 
North) to discuss northern rail schemes and priority routes for investment. A follow-
up meeting would be arranged in the autumn. 
 

2.3 The Chair then gave an update on the following issues:   



 

 
 

 
- The government had publicly declared its support for Crossrail 2, subject to 

agreeing a funding package that would see the GLA and TfL fund up to half of the 
scheme during its construction phase. 

 
- The Chair had written to Richard Harrington MP (Minster for Energy and Industry) 

outlining the case for the NIA to consider the strategic case for tidal lagoons and 
the role they could play in the UK’s future energy mix.  

 
- The Chair and Chief Executive had met with Matt Hancock MP (Minister of State 

for Digital) and discussed plans to improve mobile connectivity on roads and 
railways. 

 
2.3   A Commissioner raised Defra’s recently published plan to tackle roadside nitrogen 

dioxide concentrations, highlighting the Government’s intention to end the sale of all 
conventional petrol and diesel cars and vans by 2040. Commissioners agreed that the 
NIA should take account of the most recent plans to tackle air pollution. 

 
Action: Secretariat to arrange a visit to and/or commission meeting in Wales to explore 
the strategic case for tidal lagoons. 
 
Action: Commission Secretary to invite Sharon White (CEO, Ofcom) to attend a future 
meeting of the Commission. 
 
3. Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford 

 
3.1 The Head of the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford study team set out the early 

narrative and draft recommendations of the final report. 
 

3.2 A discussion followed during which Commissioners examined the draft 
recommendations in detail and put forward a series of amendments. The following 
general points were made: 

 
- It would be important to identify clear owners for each recommendation together 

with a timeframe for action in each case.  
 

- Guidance to local authorities on how to accelerate housing growth should avoid 
being too prescriptive in order to allow local solutions to be developed wherever 
possible. There remained a case for government intervention where local 
solutions could not be found. 

 
- While the timing and delivery of social infrastructure to support new and 

expanding communities was out of the study’s scope, it would be important to 
reference the need for investment in transport and social infrastructure alongside 
housing growth. 

 
- The distinction between funding and financing in the devolution deals that had 

been secured to date should be borne in mind when discussing any potential deal 
for the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford corridor. 





 

 
 

capturing uplift and the trade-offs involved in making the system more certain 
without making development unviable. 

 

5.3 The following points were raised in discussion: 
 

- The effectiveness of the current system of taxing capital gains on property. 
 

- The difficulty of determining the area over which land value effects occurred, 
known as the ‘zone of influence’. 

 
- The opportunity to consider bespoke mechanisms for capturing LVU in certain 

parts of the country to fund strategic infrastructure projects. 
 

- The opportunity to fund specific transport schemes by adopting a system of 
differential fares increases, thereby linking the cost of a project to the 
beneficiaries (users) at the point of travel.   

 
6. National Infrastructure Assessment: Discussion 
 
6.1 Commissioners agreed that while the issue of road pricing would be covered 

predominantly in the 'future roads and vehicles' chapter, it should also be raised in 
the ‘cities’ chapter to reflect the potential for urban charging schemes to reduce local 
congestion. 
 

6.2 A discussion on the placement and prominence of the ‘housing chapter’ followed. A 
majority of Commissioners present at the meeting favoured moving the chapter into 
an appendix, though it was agreed that opinions should also be sought from those 
not present at the meeting. 

 

6.3 The Chair announced that a provisional date and location for the launch of the 
document had been for autumn 2017 in Birmingham. Further details would be 
circulated by the Commission Secretary. 

 

6.4 A discussion followed on the overall messaging of the document and potential media 
interest.  

 
Decision: The Commission agreed to delegate final approval of the “top lines” of the 
document and accompanying press release to the Chair in consultation with lead 
Commissioners (John Armitt and Tim Besley).  
 
Action: Commission Secretary to circulate further details of the launch date and venue. 
 
7. Any Other Business  
 
7.1 There was no other business. The meeting ended at 17.15. 
 
 

 





1. Apologies and Welcome

1.1 The Chair welcomed Commissioners and opened the meeting. Apologies for absence 

had been received from Bridget Rosewell (Commissioner), Sadie Morgan 

(Commissioner) and Kate Barker (Commissioner). An apology for lateness had been 

received from Demis Hassabis (Commissioner). 

2. Minutes and Matters Arising.

2.1 The minutes of the Commission meeting held on 27 July 2017 were agreed as an 
accurate record of proceedings. There were no matters arising. 

3. Chief Executive’s Update

3.1 The Chief Executive gave an update on the key meetings and events that had 
occurred since the last meeting of the Commission. 

3.2 A date for the launch of the Vision and Priorities document was in the process of 
being confirmed, and likely to be scheduled in the week commencing 09 October. The 
respective Mayors of London, Greater Manchester, the West Midlands, the West of 
England, and Cambridgeshire and Peterborough had all confirmed their appearance 
at the event. 

3.3 The Chief Executive gave an update on the Cambridge-Milton Keynes-Oxford study 
and asked Commissioners to delegate final approval of the report to the Chair in 
consultation with lead Commissioners. A draft of the executive summary would be 
circulated to all Commissioners for review at the earliest opportunity. 

Decision: Commissioners agreed to delegate final approval of the Cambridge-Milton 
Keynes-Oxford report to the Chair in consultation with lead Commissioners (Bridget 
Rosewell and Sadie Morgan). 

4. Chair’s Update

4.1 The Chair reported back on comments received from Whitehall colleagues in respect 
of the Vision and Priorities document, and in particular the framing of the potential 
for a ‘UK Infrastructure Bank’ to replace the functions currently undertaken by the 
European Investment Bank (EIB) in the event that the UK lost access following its 
withdrawal from the EU. 

4.2 A discussion followed during which Commissioners agreed unanimously that the 
document should consult on the most effective institutional means to fulfil the 
different functions currently undertaken by the EIB if the UK lost access. This should 
include explicit reference to the option of a UK Infrastructure Bank. 

4.3 It was noted that any potential institutional solution could serve a range of functions, 
alongside or including the functions currently carried out by the UK Guarantee 



Scheme and the Green Investment Bank. With this in mind, the consultation question 
would ask whether a new institution was needed, or whether an expansion of 
existing programmes could achieve the same objectives. 

5. Land Value Capture Discussion

5.1 Presentations were received from Liz Peace (LP) (former Chair, CIL Review Team) and 
Julian Ware (JW) (Senior Principal. TfL Commercial Finance) on the findings of the CIL 
Review Team and the recent work of TfL respectively. 

5.2 LP explained that whilst CIL was never intended to provide all the funds necessary for 
local infrastructure, the amount raised had been much less than anticipated, owing in 
part to the ongoing introduction of exemptions. In addition, the patchwork of CIL 
and non-CIL authorities across the country had undermined the original intention to 
provide a universal approach to developer contributions.  

5.3 The CIL Review Team had considered four possible options for change – do nothing, 
complete abolition, minor reform and lastly more radical change to see whether a 
new system could achieve some or all of the purposes for which CIL was originally 
established. 

5.4 JW outlined how land value capture could be considered in infrastructure planning 
and highlighted recent research which had examined land value uplift from past 
London transport projects. 

5.5 A range of options had been examined as part of TfL’s ongoing work to agree a 
funding package that would see the GLA and TfL fund up to half the cost of Crossrail 2 
during its construction phase. This included the potential for new taxation 
mechanisms (such as a transport premium charge), business rates revaluation growth 
retention, zonal SDLT value growth and a development rights auction model (DRAM). 

The following points were raised in discussion: 

- The increasing need to include land value capture as a standard component of 
project funding for new transport schemes. 

- The relative success of the Mayoral CIL in contributing to the funding for a specific 
piece of infrastructure (Crossrail). 

- Public perceptions of the adverse impact of new development on local 
infrastructure. 

- The relationship between CIL and Section 10; the threshold (development size) at 
which any universal approach to developer contributions could be applied and the 
continuing need for bespoke models to make certain development proposals 
acceptable in planning terms. 



- International approaches to land value capture (for example, the Hong Kong 
Mass Transit Railway Corporation) and other UK examples, such as the Milton 
Keynes Tariff.   

- Pooling restrictions on Section 106 payments for large items of infrastructure 
where these involved funding from more than five different planning obligations. 

- The case for considering options which sought to capture some of the value uplift 
for existing as well as new property owners, as well as the potential to capture 
value uplift through government acquiring land directly via compulsory purchase. 

- The need for forward-funding to support the provision of infrastructure during 
the earlier stages of development. 

Action: Secretariat to arrange a site visit to Old Oak and Park Royal Development 
Corporation (OPDC). 

6. Artificial Intelligence Review

6.1 The Chair welcomed Dame Wendy Hall (WH) (Professor of Computer Science, 
University of Southampton) to the meeting and invited her to provide an update on 
the Government’s ongoing artificial intelligence (AI) review. 

6.2 DH explained that both she and Jerome Pesenti (Chief Executive of BenevolentTech) 
had been asked to examine how Government could create the conditions for the 
artificial intelligence industry to thrive and grow in the UK. 

6.3 A range of challenges had been considered during the course of the review, including 
access to skills and talent, access to data, finance and investment. The review also 
followed recent work by the Royal Society on machine learning and ongoing work by 
the British Academy and Royal Society on data ethics and governance. 

6.4 A central finding of the AI Review – which was due to be published the following 
month – would cover the need to improve the sharing of data between different 
organisations (eg. government and industry). It was likely that Data Trusts – non-legal 
entities underpinned by mutually agreed frameworks –  would be needed to ensure 
that exchanges were fair, safe and equitable. 

The following points were raised in discussion: 

- The difficulty of sharing data with a potentially commercial value and deciding 
who should capture the value of any improvements made by third parties.  

- The economic gains of making certain data freely available, such as with Ordnance 
Survey data and Met Office historic weather data. 









 

 

 

1. Apologies and Welcome 

 
1.1 The Chair welcomed Commissioners and opened the meeting. An apology for absence had 

been received from Demis Hassabis (Commissioner). An apology for lateness had been 

received from Andy Green (Commissioner). 
 

 

1.2 At the Chair’s request, and following changes to the Exchequer Secretary’s schedule, the 

Commission agreed to discuss items in a different order than set out on the agenda. 
 

 

2 Chair’s Update. 

 
2.1 The Chair reported that the interim National Infrastructure Assessment (NIA) – Congestion, 

Capacity, Carbon: priorities for national infrastructure – had been well received by 
stakeholders, with a range of positive media coverage following the document’s publication. 
The presence of five metro Mayors at the launch event had been particularly well received. 
The Chair thanked Commissioners and the Secretariat for the high quality of their work. 

 
3 Chief Executive’s Update 

 
3.1 The Chief Executive outlined recent changes to the staffing of the Secretariat, including the 

appointment of a new Commission Secretary. 
 

 

3.2 Study programmes were also in the final stages of completion, with the Cambridge-Milton- 

Keynes-Oxford study and New Technology study scheduled for publication in the week 

commencing 13 October and 11 December respectively. 
 

 

3.3 Commissioners noted the list of recent meetings, events and visits undertaken by the Chief 

Executive. A Commissioner questioned whether, as the volume of stakeholder engagement 

increased during the consultation phase, a formal protocol for meetings should be adopted. 
 

Action: Secretariat to consider the adoption of a formal protocol for meetings with external 

stakeholders. 
 

4 NIA: Phase 2 Stakeholder Engagement 
 

4.1 The Director of Policy and Engagement gave an outline of the proposed programme of 

stakeholder engagement during the second phase of the NIA.  
 

 

4.2 The phase 2 (NIA) stakeholder engagement would also run alongside an extensive 

programme of engagement with metro Mayors as part of the Commission’s commitment to 

support them in developing their own infrastructure strategies. 
 

 

4.3 A discussion followed during which Commissioners agreed to lead on individual themes and 

regions (see appendix 1). 















 

 

1. Apologies and Welcome 
 

1.1  The Chair welcomed Commissioners and opened the meeting. An apology for absence had 

been received from Bridget Rosewell (Commissioner). An apology for lateness had been 

received from Adam Cooper (Director of Policy and Engagement). 
 

 

2 Minutes and Matters Arising 

 
2.1 Dame Kate Barker requested an amendment to the minutes of the Commission meeting held 

on 25 October 2017 to reflect her departure after item 9. The minutes were agreed subject to 
correction. 

 
Action: Secretariat to amend the minutes of the previous meeting. 

 

 

3 Chief Executive’s Update 
 

3.1 The Chief Executive provided a summary of announcements from the Budget that were of 

relevance to the Commission’s work, noting the response to the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes- 

Oxford report, the announcement of a forthcoming study on freight and the “Roads for the 

Future” competition. 
 

 

3.2 Commissioners discussed the operation and performance of the Commission over the 

previous 12 months and expressed a desire to participate in any wider review. 
 

 

3.3 Commissioners considered the timing of the final NIA recommendations in relation to updates 

to National Policy Statements. 
 

 

3.4 Commissioners noted the list of recent meetings, events and visits undertaken by the Chief 

Executive. 
 

 

Action: Secretariat to examine options for carrying out a Commissioner-led review of 

Commission performance at a future meeting. 
 

 

4 Chair’s Update 

 
4.1 The Chair reported that the Cambridge-Milton-Keynes-Oxford study had been well received by 

stakeholders, with a range of positive media coverage following the document’s publication. 
The Chair welcomed the Government’s decision to accept the majority of the report’s 
recommendations and thanked Commissioners and the Secretariat for the high quality of their 
work. 

 
4.2 The Chair noted recent developments in the delivery of Crossrail 2 and planning for Heathrow 

expansion. 
 

 

4.3 The Chair congratulated Sir John Armitt and Prof Sadie Morgan on their respective 
appointments as Chair and Deputy Chair of the Thames Estuary Growth Commission. 























 

 

 

11 A.O.B. 

 
11.1 The Commission Secretary provided an update on forthcoming NIC visits and events. 

 
11.2 The meeting ended at 17.00. 





























 

 

 

(b): CAVs and Inter-urban Transport (Part 1) 

 
8.5 The NIC’s Strategic Transport Lead,  (JH), gave a presentation to Commissioners 

setting out the work that had been undertaken on CAVs and inter-urban transport. 

 
8.6 JH highlighted the potential benefits and risks associated with CAVs, and noted the uncertainty 

around what the level and speed of uptake might be, as well as the impact on travel patterns. 

 
8.7 Commissioners were invited to consider three proposed recommendations. It was agreed that a 

comprehensive framework should be developed to reduce uncertainties around CAVs. It was 
noted that the next planning cycle for rail and major roads would start soon after the 
publication of the NIA, so swift action would be required to fit in with that timetable. 

 
8.8 While Commissioners agreed that they should not recommend any major inter-urban road or rail 

projects beyond existing commitments, it was felt that the narrative around this needed further 
work, and that the statement should not be considered solely in the context of CAVs. It was felt 
that advocating this position should also be linked to the effects of road pricing and congestion, 
and to the significant investment in new inter-urban capacity that would take place over the 
2020s. Further consideration was also needed as to the definition of major projects, the 
interaction with other elements of road and rail expenditure, and the consequences for projects 
currently under consideration. Commissioners were content that there should be a 
reassessment of inter-urban transport budgets but concluded that more detailed decisions 
should be held back until information was available about the implications for the fiscal remit. 
This would be provided at a future meeting. 

 
8.9 During the discussion, Commissioners shared differing views about the extent to which they felt 

CAVs would change current travel patterns. It was also noted that a single body should be set 
up to bring together different agencies and coordinate research and policy in this area. 

 
Decision: Commission agreed the proposed recommendation that city leaders should be given 
basic devolved infrastructure budgets. 

 
Decision: Commission agreed the proposed recommendation that local infrastructure budgets 
should be embedded through tax devolution and legislation. 

 
Decision: Commissioners agreed the proposed recommendation that a comprehensive framework 
should be developed to reduce uncertainties around CAVs. 

 
9 Post-NIA Workplan 

 
9.1 PG invited Commissioners to review a proposed work programme for the NIC in the immediate 

aftermath of the publication of the NIA. Plans for a review of infrastructure resilience and 
increased monitoring and implementation functions were particularly welcomed by the 
Commission. 

 
9.2 The paper also provided an overview of initial options for the NIC’s longer-term work 

programme. Commissioners expressed an interest in holding a fuller session on this issue after 
completion of the NIA. 



 

 

 

Decision: The Commission agreed that the Secretariat should begin planning for the immediate 
post-NIA period on the basis of the work programme proposed. 

 
Action: Secretariat to organise a longer Commission session after the publication of the NIA to 
consider the NIC’s longer-term work programme. 

 
10 A.O.B. 

 
10.1 The Head of Strategic Communications and Media provided an update, noting several recent 

profile pieces, the positive response to the Annual Monitoring Report and the NIC’s growing 
presence on social media. 

 
10.2 The meeting ended at 17.20. 











 

 

 

was emphasised, and Commissioners were invited to note a list of individuals and organisations 
that would be engaged as part of this process. 

 
10.2 AC identified opportunities to maximise media exposure, as well as various events that the NIC 

could organise or participate in to amplify the launch in the run-up to it, on the day and in the 
following months. 

 
10.3 Commissioners engaged in discussion about the strategy before providing their endorsement. 

 
11 A.O.B. 

 
11.1 The meeting ended at 17.15. 



























 

 
 

5.3 MC invited Commissioners to review the proposed recommendations and sought their views on 
the level of flood protection they should advocate. Commissioners agreed each of the 
recommendations and concluded that where feasible, a nationwide standard of resilience to 
flooding with an annual likelihood of 0.5% should be delivered, with a higher standard of 0.1% for 
densely populated areas where the costs per household are lower. 

 
Decision: The Commission agreed to recommend that the Government should set out a strategy to 

deliver a nationwide standard of resilience to flooding with an annual likelihood of 0.5% by 2050 

where this is feasible. A higher standard of 0.1% should be provided for densely populated areas 

where the costs per household are lower.  

 

Decision: The Commission agreed to recommend that the Government should put in place a 

rolling 6 year funding programme by the end of 2019 to enable efficient planning and delivery of 

projects and address the risks from all sources of flooding. 

 

Decision: The Commission agreed to recommend that the Environment Agency should update 

plans for all catchments and coastal cells in England before the end of 2023. These should identify 

how risk can be managed most effectively using a combination of measures including green and 

grey infrastructure, spatial planning and property level measures. 

 

Decision: The Commission agreed to recommend that water companies and local authorities 

should work together to publish joint plans to manage surface water flood risk by 2022. 

 

Decision: The Commission agreed to recommend that the Ministry of Housing, Communities and 

Local Government and planning authorities should ensure that from 2019 all new development is 

resilient to flooding with an annual likelihood of 0.5% for its lifetime and does not increase risk 

elsewhere. 

 
6 NIA Design Discussion 
 
6.1 Professor Sadie Morgan (SM) outlined the thinking that had emerged from the work 

undertaken by the design panel to date. SM noted that the panel had commissioned three 
pieces of work, which although not yet complete, had provided important context for the 
suggested recommendations. Highlighting that design can have wider benefits beyond those 
that are purely aesthetic, SM set out the case for putting design at the heart of national 
infrastructure. 
 

6.2 Commissioners considered and agreed the design panel’s recommendation that each national 
infrastructure project should have its own design panel and a senior level design champion; and 
that such panels should be supported by a National Infrastructure Design Group under the 
auspices of the NIC. PG highlighted the need for specificity about what constituted a national 
infrastructure project. It was agreed that the wording should refer to Nationally Significant 
Infrastructure Projects, together with those authorised by hybrid bills.  

 
6.3 SM shared ideas for taking forward the work in the future and suggested that the NIC could 

consider giving an award to recognise excellent design.  





8 NIA Recommendations 

8.1 James Richardson (JR) invited Commissioners to share their views on the draft 
recommendations. In order to focus the discussion on the substance of the recommendations, 
JR suggested that minor drafting points should be shared by correspondence. 

8.2 Digital: Commissioners agreed the draft recommendations set out in the paper circulated prior 
to the meeting. 

8.3 Energy: Commissioners agreed the draft recommendations set out in the paper circulated prior 
to the meeting. It was decided that there should also be a specific recommendation about heat 
pumps and that the suggested recommendation about carbon capture and storage should be 
removed. 

8.4 Waste: Commissioners agreed the draft recommendations set out in the paper circulated prior 
to the meeting. 

8.5 Electric, connected and autonomous vehicles: Commissioners agreed the draft 
recommendations set out in the paper circulated prior to the meeting. 

8.6 Cities: Commissioners agreed the draft recommendations set out in the paper circulated prior to 
the meeting. 

8.7 Floods: Commissioners agreed the recommendations on floods during their discussion of item 5. 

8.8 Drought: To fit with the regulatory timetable for water, the recommendations on drought had 
been published in a standalone report on 25 April 2018, with Commissioners having agreed them 
at the meeting held on 18 April 2018.  

8.9 Data: Commissioners agreed the first of the draft recommendations set out in the document 
circulated prior to the meeting, requiring public bodies taking decisions on strategic economic 
infrastructure to publish the forecast costs and benefits of their major infrastructure projects at 
each appraisal stage and at a suitable point after completion. The recommendation calling on 
the Infrastructure Projects Authority to work with departments to ensure that costs are 
comparable between sectors was also agreed. It was decided that the recommendations 
relating specifically to waste and flooding should be incorporated into their respective chapters. 

8.10 Design: Commissioners agreed the recommendations on design, as discussed during the earlier 
item (item 6). 

8.11 Fiscal remit: The Commission agreed to recommend that the Government should adopt the 
funding profile (finalised during the discussion of item 7) in Spending Review 2019 and other 
future spending plans.   

8.12 UK infrastructure investment institution: Commissioners agreed the draft recommendations set 
out in the paper circulated prior to the meeting. 

8.13 Land value capture: Commissioners agreed the draft recommendations set out in the paper 
circulated prior to the meeting. 



 

 
 

 

9 NIA Executive Summary  
 

9.1 It was decided that Commissioners would share further comments on the executive summary 
by correspondence.  

 

Decision: Commissioners agreed to share their comments on the executive summary by 
correspondence.  
 

10 A.O.B. 
 

10.1 Commissioners were informed that the minutes from previous meetings would be circulated 
for final review ahead of their publication.  
 

10.2 The meeting ended at 16.55.  




