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1.
To note the performance monitoring results set out in Appendices A, B and C.

2.
To agree the proposed amendments to the BVPIs for 2001/2002 set out in Appendix D.

Lead Member(s):
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County-wide

Executive Summary:

This paper sets out the results of performance monitoring against the indicators, standards and targets agreed by Regulatory Committee in May 2000 (Paper R00/68) for the period 1 April 2000 - 30 September 2000.  It also recommends some amendments to the BVPIs for 2001/2002 in the light of experience and comparisons with national statistics.
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P J Thompson, Director of Environment and Transport

Contact Point:
Mrs A Thistlethwaite (ext. 3135)


D Palk (ext. 3350)

Sources of Further Information:


1.
INTRODUCTION
1.1
At the May 2000 meeting the Committee agreed a number of recommendations relating to the content and frequency of reporting on performance in Development Control.  (Paper R00/68).  In particular Committee agreed that:

(a)
reports on performance as set out in Circular 28/83 (The Handling of Planning Applications) and in The Development Control Charter should be brought to this Committee bi-annually covering the periods April to September and October to March, with reports in December and May.  The first of these reports was deferred because of the cancellation of the 7 December Regulatory Committee meeting,

(b)
performance against the Best Value Performance Indicators is reported annually in May,

(c)
the targets set out in the Paper be adopted for 2000/2001, and

(d)
statistics for County Council development are collected and reported in the same manner, notwithstanding the fact that this is not statutorily required as part of the Best Value programme.

1.2
This paper presents the following data:

(a)
Circular 28/83 information for the period 1/4/2000 - 30/9/2000.  Results for County Council development and County Matter applications are combined.  Appendix A.

(b)
Development Control Charter statistics for the same period for both types of application.  Appendix B.

(c)
Interim Best Value Performance Indicator results for the six month period.  These are presented separately for County Matter and County Council development.  Appendix C.

2.
CIRCULAR 28/83 (Appendix A)

2.1
84 planning applications were determined during the six month period (Table 1).  43% were determined in less than eight weeks with a further 40% being determined between 8 and 13 weeks.  Eight applications (10%) took over 17 weeks to determine.

2.2
At the end of the period 40 applications were on hand but not yet determined (Table 2).  14 of these (35%) had been on hand for more than 13 weeks.  At first glance this seems a high percentage.  However, Table 3 identifies the reasons why so many applications have remained undetermined for so long.

2.3
Five Minerals and Waste applications are delayed because of the need to enter into a Section 106 Agreement before issuing the decision notice.  At least three others are either held in abeyance at the applicant's request or because further essential information has not been submitted.

2.4
One County Council application is with the Secretary of State for determination (Ballingdon Bridge, Sudbury) and the associated planning application was deferred for a considerable period at the request of the Development Control Sub-Committee.  (Both have now been determined.)

2.5
Two other County applications relate to road schemes (Sudbury and Stowmarket) both of which have been held in abeyance for a number of years and to all intents and purposes are moribund.  Both should be withdrawn shortly.

2.6
I am satisfied that none of the applications is being held up by inactivity in the Development Control Section.

3.
MONITORING OF THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL CHARTER (Appendix B)

3.1
The Development Control Charter (the Charter) sets out the standard of service users of the Development Control service may expect.  Targets for these standards were set up by the Environment Service Priority Review Panel some years ago but remain relevant.

3.2
Generally speaking the standard of service being provided is excellent.  The relatively low figure of 73% for acknowledgement of letters of representation is largely a result of 20 letters relating to extensions to Thurston High School received on 24 August and acknowledged on 1 September, i.e. seven days.  However, no account is made for the summer bank holiday and it also coincided with a period of staff leave.  Excluding this application would have pushed the rate up to 87%.

3.3
Most of the administration of the Development Control Section is undertaken by one resource assistant and I consider the performance to be very satisfactory when account is taken of annual leave and sickness, the volatility of the workload which has considerable peaks and troughs, and the fact that there are often other reasons why some of the tasks are not carried out straight away (we may be waiting for plans and other information, may delay site inspection to minimise travel time and expenses etc.).

4.
BEST VALUE PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 2000/2001 (Appendix C)

4.1
These indicators are required to be produced by statute on an annual basis and it was agreed that results should be reported to Committee in May.  However, it is considered worthwhile to report on an interim basis after six months:

(a)
for information, and

(b)
to allow the early consideration of any potential changes Committee might wish to make to the targets in the light of this experience (albeit based only on a six month period.)

4.2
Some recommendations for refining the indicators are discussed below and are set out in Appendix D.  Please note that the government has indicated that the BVPIs for 2001/02 will also apply for 2002/03.  It will of course be necessary to keep the local targets under review.

BVPI 110(a)
4.3
Performance against the target set is poor.  There are two main reasons for this.  Firstly, the relative infrequency of Development Control Sub-Committee meetings means that it is almost inevitable that any application which needs to be reported to Committee will exceed the eight week target.

4.4
Secondly, we have traditionally both negotiated on planning applications in order to overcome objections or to improve the proposals and have waited for District Council comments to be received before issuing delegated decisions. An analysis of all County Council development applications covered by the six month period shows that 83% of such comments took more than the statutory consultation period of 21 days.  Even allowing for the special circumstances relating to the South Lowestoft Relief Road application the average time taken is 35 days or five weeks.  Unless we were to take a much tougher line and proceed to determine applications without waiting for District Council comments we are unlikely to significantly improve the speed of decision making.  It may be however that Members feel that the additional delay which often does not amount to more than a few weeks is a reasonable price to pay in order to allow the fullest consideration of all representations on the County Council's own development.

4.5
I therefore recommend that the target for County Council development applications against this indicator (BVPI 110(a)) is reduced to 60% from 80% within eight weeks.

4.6
For minerals and waste I have compared our performance with recent national statistics published by the Department of the Environment Transport and the Regions.  These show that for applications determined by County Councils (County Matters) only 12% were determined within eight weeks and only 55% were determined within 17 weeks.  Against these figures our percentage of 46% in eight weeks look positively rapid.  The target set for this year is therefore considered to be over optimistic and I therefore recommend that the target for minerals and waste be reduced to 50% from 80% in eight weeks for 2001/02 and that this be kept under review.

4.7
BVPI 110  

The indicator actually refers to the overall average time taken to determine all applications.  As explained in Paper R00/68 this is a pretty meaningless figure for minerals and waste because of the nature and complexity of the development.  However, the relevant information is collected and for the six month period the average for all minerals and waste applications was 19.3 weeks.  But this figure is severely distorted by a Review of Mineral Permission (ROMP) application at Holton which took 139 weeks to determine because the applicant did not provide the necessary environmental information.  If this application is excluded the average falls to 10.15 weeks.  I therefore suggest that a new target of 12 weeks is set for this indicator.  (BVPI 110(e)).

4.8
In Paper R00/68 Committee agreed to a further local PI which was included to "strip out" the effects of entering into Section 106 Agreements on the average time taken to determine applications.  There has only been one permission granted in this period which was subject to a Section 106 Agreement (Bucklesham).  Ironically, because this Agreement was completed relatively quickly (17 weeks) and because the average time taken to determine applications was distorted by the Holton ROMP application (which pushed the average time taken to determine to 19.3 weeks) stripping out the Section 106 application actually marginally increases the average time taken.  Stripped of the Holton and Bucklesham applications the average time taken to determine drops to a more acceptable 9.6 weeks.  This graphically illustrates the care which needs to be taken when interpreting these figures, especially when they are based on such a small sample.

4.9
Applications such as Holton are rare and I consider it worthwhile to continue with this local indicator so that we can monitor the impact of Section 106 Agreements on overall performance.

INFORMATION ABOUT THE HANDLING OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS (CIRCULAR 28/83)

Results for the period 1 April 2000 - 30 September 2000

TABLE 1 - APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL BETWEEN 1 APRIL 2000 - 30 SEPTEMBER 2000.



Type of application
Time taken to determine


Under 8 weeks
Over 8 weeks and within 13 weeks
Over 13 and within 17 weeks
Over 17 weeks

Major Developments

Minerals and Waste disposal.

Other major developments

6


0

5


0

0


0

4


1

Minor Developments

Other minor developments 

30

29

6

3

Change of use

0

0

0

0

TOTALS

36

34

6

8

TABLE 2 - APPLICATIONS ON HAND AND NOT YET DETERMINED AT 30 SEPTEMBER 2000



Type of application
Under 8 weeks
Over 8 weeks and within 13 weeks
Over 13 and within 17 weeks
Over 17 weeks

Major Developments

Minerals and Waste disposal.

Other major developments

5


0

3


0

0


0

9


2

Minor Developments

Other minor developments

16

2

0

3

Change of use

0

0

0

0

TOTALS

21

5

0

14



TABLE 3 - DETAILS OF APPLICATIONS ON HAND AFTER 13 WEEKS AT THE END OF THE QUARTER

Parish
Registration Number
Description of Development
Date Received
Reason for non determination

Minerals and Waste

HADLEIGH
B/00/00503/CMA
Use of void @ existing quarry to screen, crush and store inert waste to produce recycled aggregates.
23/03/2000
Negotiating amendments to submission to make recommendation of approval.  Applicant has delayed negotiations.

LAYHAM
B/95/0088
Continued extraction of sand & gravel without compliance of condition 24
24/01/1995
Applicant failed to complete S106 Agreement, but matter is now being progressed once more.

WESTLETON
C/97/1047
Determination of updated planning conditions.
08/08/1997
Held in abeyance at applicant's request.  Will be dealt with at this meeting in conjunction with application for mineral working at Wangford.

THORINGTON
C/98/0045
Restoration of existing sand and gravel quarry by controlled landfilling
13/01/1998
Applicant has failed to provide additional information.  Proposal may be withdrawn.

LACKFORD
E/98/3090/P
Waste management facility incorporating MRF
06/11/1998
Applicant has not completed S106 Agreement.  Will be completed shortly.

BRAMFORD
MS/494/00
Construction of waste recycling facility
08/05/2000
S106 Agreement now completed and decision issued (3/1/01).

BRAMFORD
MS/566/98
Extraction of part chalk and part sand and travel
02/07/1998
Committee agreed to make Prohibition Order - October 2000.  Awaiting action by County Solicitor.

BARROW
SE/00/1565/P
Variation of conditions 16, 18, 20, 22 of PP E/93/2755/P
16/03/2000
Awaiting action by County Solicitor.  Awaiting draft S106.  Agreed by Committee in September 2000.

HENHAM
W12933/3
Continue extraction of sand and gravel until 2011, with importation of inert waste

Awaiting landowner to sign S106 Agreement.  Matter now being progressed.

County Council Development

SUDBURY/

LONG MELFORD
B/96/0830
Construction of an A131 Sudbury Western Bypass
27/06/1996
Held in abeyance pending the conclusion of Sudbury and Great Cornard transportation strategy.  Will be withdrawn when new application submitted.

SUDBURY
B/00/01473/FUL
Construction of a 5 span arch bridge
08/10/1999
Approved at Committee on 19 October 2000.  Decision now issued.

SUDBURY
B/99/01474/

CAC
Two staged demolition of whole of existing bridge
08/10/1999
Secretary of State approval now forthcoming.

STOWMARKET
MS/813/95
Provision of relief road with associated structures and drainage.
22/09/1995
Will shortly be withdrawn on submission of fresh application for the latest scheme.

LOWESTOFT
W8102/29
Building of a freestanding gymnasium
24/05/2000
Approved at Committee on 19 October 2000.  Decision notice issued.



MONITORING THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL CHARTER

Results for the Period 1 April 2000 - 30 September 2000.

Application numbers 84

During this period 84 applications were determined.  Of these 69 were for County Council development and 15 were for minerals and waste.

Description
Charter Standard
Target
Actual achieved
Comments

Acknowledgement of receipt of applications (Minerals and Waste only)
5 working days
80%
79%


Forwarding of applications to District Councils
5 working days
80%
92%


Consultations
10 working days
80%
79%


Press notices
10 working days
80%
81%


Site Notices
10 working days
80%
92%


Neighbour Notifications
10 working days
80%
96%


Letters of representation (acknowledgement)
5 working days
80%
73%
Figure influenced by 20 letters being acknowledged in seven days.  Coincided with period of staff leave and Bank Holiday.

Letters of representation (informing objectors of decision).
10 working days
80%
100%


Issue of Decision Notices 
10 working days
80%
92%



Best Value and Audit Commission Performance Indicators for 2000/2001

Best Value Code
Indicator
Target
Performance Achieved in Period 1/4/2000 - 30/9/2000
Comments/Definition




Minerals & Waste
County Council Dev..
Overall


BVPI 107
Planning cost per head of population.
Local Target.  It is difficult to set a target for this indicator.  As part of the Best Value review comparative costs with other Mineral Planning Authorities would be obtained.  Only after this has been done would it be sensible to consider specific targets.
N/A
N/A
£?
Gross planning cost.  These may be amended following work being undertaken by the Planning Officers Society.

BVPI 108
Advertised departures from the statutory plan as a percentage of total permissions granted.
Local Target suggested to be <1%
0%
0%
N/A


BPVI 109
Percentage of planning applications determined within eight weeks.
Local Target suggested to be 80%, in line with Central Government guidance.
46%
52%

Excludes applications accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) where the statutory period for determination is 16 weeks. 


BVPI 110
Average time taken to determine all applications.
Local Targets suggested to be

a)
For applications without an EIA and without Section 106 Agreement 80% within eight weeks (as above).

b)
For applications with EIA 80% within 16 weeks (the statutory period).

c)
For applications with EIA and Section 106 Agreement 80% within 9 months. 

d)
For all applications 80% within 16 weeks.
46%

N/A (no applications in category)

100% (only 1 application at Bucklesham)

71%
48%

0% (1 application SLRR)

N/A - No application in category

95%

The County Council deals with relatively few applications but these are generally complex and contentious.  As a result setting an overall average is somewhat meaningless and misleading.  It was therefore suggested that the indicator is broken down as shown opposite with the overall average set at the 80% within 16 weeks timescale to match that set for applications accompanied by an EIA.  See paras 4.3 to 4.7 for suggested amendments to these targets.



BVPI 111 
Percentage of applicants satisfied with the service provided
Three targets are needed and these are suggested at 

a) Overall percentage; 75%

b) Percentage of those 


whose applications were successful;

 90%

c) Percentage of those 


whose applications 


were refused;         60%
88%

88%

N/A (No refused applications)
N/A

N/A

N/A

DETR are producing a standard questionnaire to deal with this question.  Original intention was for objectors to be surveyed as well but this has been dropped.  This survey will not be carried out in 2001/02 or 2002/03 so no targets are required for these years.

Best Value Code
Indicator
Target
Comments/Definition



BVPI 112
Score against a checklist of best planning practice
Local Target. Needs to reflect the circumstances of type of authority (e.g. Unitary, County Council, District Council).  Not all items in checklist will be applicable 

It is suggested that only eight of the checklist items are applicable to the County Council's situation (item 7 does not apply to County Councils and item 9 is considered more applicable to district or unitary authorities which are providing services such as building control and environmental health services). 

It is suggested that the local target should be to achieve 7 out of 8 (87.5%) against the checklist (Numbers 1-6, 8 and 10).


Checklist contains following items:

1.a. Do you have a Development Plan which was adopted in the last 5 years? (For the County Council this means a Structure Plan, a Minerals Local Plan and a Waste Local Plan).

1.b. For those adopted plans not adopted in last 5 years are there proposals on deposit or is there a publicly adopted timescale for adoption? 

2. 
Does your plan contain a comprehensive set of indicators and targets and do you monitor performance?

3. 
Has all Supplementary Planning Guidance produced and adopted by you during the last year followed the guidance in PPG 12?

4. 
Do you provide for pre application discussions with potential applicants on request?

5. 
Do you have a publicised charter which sets targets for handling the different stage of the development control process?

6. 
Is the percentage of appeals where the council's decision has been overturned lower than 40%?

7. 
Not applicable to County Councils.

8. 
In the last financial year have you run your planning service in such a way that 


You have not had any planning costs awarded against you?


You have not had any adverse ombudsman's reports issued against you finding maladministration with or without injustice?


There have been no court findings against you under sections 287 & 288 of the T&CP Act 1990 or on judicial review?





Further work needs to be undertaken in respect of item 10 to determine the extent of such material which is considered necessary, if any.
9. 
Does your council operate a one stop shop with specific characteristics including a single point of contact for the public, pre application discussions covering all the development related consent regimes which are appropriate and a single nominated officer acting as the contact point within the authority?

10.
Have you implemented a policy for ensuring that different groups have equal access to the planning process? E.g. provision of advice in ethnic minority languages and in Braille/on tape?



Local Target 7 out of 8
Achieved 7 out of 8.





Proposed Best Value Performance Indicators for 2001/2002

Best Value Code
Indicator
Target
Comments/Definition

BVPI 107
Planning cost per head of population.
Local Target.  It is difficult to set a target for this Indicator.  As part of the Best Value review comparative costs with other Mineral Planning Authorities would be obtained.  Only after this has been done would it be sensible to consider specific targets.
Gross planning cost.  These may be amended following work being undertaken by the Planning Officers Society.

BVPI 108
Advertised departures from the statutory plan as a percentage of total permissions granted.
Local Target suggested to be <1%
No change recommended.

BPVI 109
Percentage of planning applications determined within eight  weeks.
Local Target suggested to be 80%, in line with Central Government guidance.
Excludes applications accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) where the statutory period for determination is 16 weeks. 

BVPI 110
Average time taken to determine all applications.
Local Targets suggested to be

a)
For applications without an EIA and without Section 106 Agreement 60% and 50%  within eight weeks respectively for County Council development and Minerals & Waste applications.

b)
For applications with EIA 80% within 16 weeks (the statutory period).
The County Council deals with relatively few applications but these are generally complex and contentious.  As a result an overall average figure on its own is somewhat meaningless and misleading.  It is therefore suggested that the indicator is broken down as shown opposite.



c)
For applications with EIA and Section 106 Agreement 80% within nine months.

d)
For all applications 80% within 16 weeks.

e)
For all applications the average time taken to determine is set at 12 weeks.


BVPI 111 
Percentage of applicants satisfied with the service provided
Three targets are needed and these are suggested at 

a) Overall percentage;
75%

b) Percentage of those 


whose applications were successful;


90%

c) Percentage of those 


whose applications 


were refused;
60%
DETR has agreed that this survey should only be conducted every three years.  Hence for 2001/02 and 2002/03 this indicator will not apply.



BVPI 112
Score against a checklist of best planning practice
Local Target.  Needs to reflect the circumstances of type of authority (e.g. Unitary, County Council, District Council).  Not all items in checklist will be applicable 

It is suggested that only eight of the checklist items are applicable to the County Council's situation (item 7 does not apply to County Councils and item 9 is considered more applicable to district or unitary authorities which are providing services such as building control and environmental health services). 
Checklist contains following items:

1.a. Do you have a Development Plan which was adopted in the last 5 years? (For the County Council this means a Structure Plan, a Minerals Local Plan and a Waste Local Plan).

1.b. For those adopted plans not adopted in last 5 years are there proposals on deposit or is there a publicly adopted timescale for adoption? 

2. 
Does your plan contain a comprehensive set of indicators and targets and do you monitor performance?

3. 
Has all Supplementary Planning Guidance produced and adopted by you during the last year followed the guidance in PPG 12?





It is suggested that the local target should be to achieve 7 out of 8 (87.5%) against the checklist (Numbers 1-6, 8 and 10). 

No change recommended
4. 
Do you provide for pre application discussions with potential applicants on request?

5. 
Do you have a publicised charter which sets targets for handling the different stage of the development control process?

6. 
Is the percentage of appeals where the council's decision has been overturned lower than 40%?

7. 
Not applicable to County Councils.

8. 
In the last financial year have you run your planning service in such a way that 


You have not had any planning costs awarded against you?


You have not had any adverse ombudsman's reports issued against you finding maladministration with or without injustice?


There have been no court findings against you under sections 287 & 288 of the T&CP Act 1990 or on judicial review?

9. 
Does your council operate a one stop shop with specific characteristics including a single point of contact for the public, pre application discussions covering all the development related consent regimes which are appropriate and a single nominated officer acting as the contact point within the authority?

10.
Have you implemented a policy for ensuring that different groups have equal access to the planning process? E.g. provision of advice in ethnic minority languages and in Braille/on tape?

Local

BVPI 1
Average time taken to determine all applications excluding those subject to a Section 106 Agreement.
Figure to be compared with BVPI 110d above which covers all applications.
Included for comparison purposes with BVPI 110(e).
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