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Title and Reason for Report:
Development Control Performance Monitoring, including annual report on performance against Best Value Performance Indicators for 2000/2001 (Appendices A, B and C)

Action Recommended:

That the contents of this report are noted.

Lead Member(s):



Local Member(s):


County-wide

Executive Summary:

This report provides information on three aspects of development control performance monitoring, namely :-

(1)
Circular 23/83 statistics for the period 01/10/2000 - 31/03/2001,

(2)
Development Control Charter statistics for the same period, and

(3)
Best Value Performance Indicator statistics for the period 01/04/2000 - 31/03/2001.

Sponsor:
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).  The Committee considered the first report in February 2001 (Paper R01/14).

1.2
This paper presents the following data :

(a)
Circular 23/83 information for the period 01/10/2000 – 31/3/2001.  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)
Best Value Performance Indicator results for the 12-month period from 01/4/2000 – 31/3/2001.  These results are assessed against the revised targets agreed at the February meeting.  Appendix C.

2.
CIRCULAR 23/83

2.1
72 Planning applications were determined during the six-month period (Table 1).  44% were determined in less than eight weeks with a further 32% being determined between 8 and 13 weeks.  Seven applications (10%) took over 17 weeks to determine.

2.2
At the end of the period 44 applications were on hand but not yet determined (Table 2).  18 of these (41%) had been on hand for more than 13 weeks.  I have previously commented on this apparently high percentage but as you will see from Table 3 there are good reasons why so many remain undetermined.

3.
MONITORING OF THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL CHARTER

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 by the Environment Service Priority Review Panel some years ago and remain relevant.

3.2
The results for the period are generally excellent and exceed the target for all but one of the items recorded.

4.
BEST VALUE PERFORMANCE INDICATORS (2000/2001)

4.1
These indicators are required by statute to be produced on an annual basis.  It was agreed by Committee that the results should be reported to the May meeting each year.  (Members may recall that interim figures for the first six month period were reported at the February Committee and that some changes to the targets set for 2001/2002 were made.  This paper measures performance against the original targets as set out in Appendix C) but for reference purposes the revised 2001/2002 targets are also shown.

4.2
There are just a few comments I would like to make on these figures.


BVPI 109

4.3
We are close to the set target.  It is unlikely that the figure for Minerals and Waste applications can be significantly improved without more extensive delegation to officers and even then the improvement is likely to be modest.  Some improvement in the average for County Council development may be possible as a result of changes made to the consultation procedure with the District Councils following the February meeting.  We are now sending out reminder letters to the districts after four weeks rather than seven weeks as before.


BVPI 110 (a) (Local Indicator)

4.4
These figures are very similar to those for BVPI 109 and reflect the fact that overall only a small percentage of applications are subject to a Section 106 Agreement.  When the indicators and targets are reviewed in December it may be that this local indicator can be dispensed with.

BVPI 110 (b) and BVPI 110 (c) (Local Indicator)

4.5 
The small number of applications which fall within the parameters of the indicators mean that care needs to be taken in drawing conclusions from the figures presented.

BVPI 110 (d) (Local Indicator) and BVPI 110 (e) (Statutory Indicator)

4.6 
The performance against these indicators is good but as the Holton ROMP application shows the figures are still susceptible to extreme one-off events.

Local BVPI 1

4.7 
This confirms my original suspicion that those applications which are approved subject to the prior completion of a Section 106 Agreement are likely to increase the overall average time taken to determine applications.  The numbers of permissions which are subject to Section 106 Agreements in this year’s figures are however relatively small and therefore do not have a significant effect on the overall average.

BVPI 111 (Statutory (Indicator)

4.8 
It is heartening to see that most applicants are satisfied with the service provided but it would have been interesting to see how much difference there would have been if there had been more refusals within the figures.  No respondees expressed dissatisfaction with the service;  the 14% (2 respondees) who were not satisfied were "neither satisfied nor dissatisfied".

BVPI 112 (Statutory Indicator)

4.9 
Again it is satisfying that the seven out of nine target has been achieved.  Work should progress in earnest on the Waste Local Plan this year but it will still be a number of years before it is adopted.  We will not be able sensibly to increase the target until we have adopted the plan.

APPENDIX A

INFORMATION ABOUT THE HANDLING OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS

Results for the period 01/10/2000 – 31/03/2001

TABLE 1 - APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL BETWEEN 1/10/2000 – 31/3/2001.



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
3

0
2

0


4

0


3

0



Minor Developments

Other minor developments 
29


21


6


4



Change of use
0
0
0
0

TOTALS
32
23
10
7

APPENDIX A (CONTINUED)

TABLE 2 - APPLICATIONS ON HAND AND NOT YET DETERMINED AT 31/03/2001



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
3

0
5

0


1

0


11

1



Minor Developments

Other minor developments
9
9
1
3

Change of use
0
0
0
1

TOTALS
12
14
2
16

APPENDIX A (CONTINUED)

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
Deferred until after site visit by Members in April 2001.  To be considered at this meeting.

SUDBURY
B/00/01853
Variation of conditions of B/95/1192 permitting landfilling with dry inert soils.
11/12/2000
Negotiating with Applicant but determined at April meeting

TATTINGSTONE
B/01/00025
Extract sand and gravel from site.  (Adopted Suffolk Minerals Local Plan Allocation).
29/12/2000
Negotiating with Applicant

LAYHAM
B/95/0088
Continued extraction of sand and gravel without compliance with Condition 24.
24/01/1995
Negotiating with Applicant

THORINGTON
C/00/1693
Variation of Conditions 2, 9, 26, & 31.
11/10/2000
Negotiating with Applicant

WESTLETON
C/97/1047
Determination of updated Planning Conditions
08/08/97
Related to extraction project at Wangford.  Will be withdrawn in conjunction with S106 Agreement for Wangford site

THORINGTON
C/98/0045
Restoration of existing sand and gravel quarry by controlled landfilling
13/01/1998
Approved subject to S106 Agreement which is still subject of negotiation with applicants.

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

LACKFORD
E/98/3090/P
Waste management facility incorporating MRF
06/11/1998
Approved subject to S106 Agreement which is still subject of negotiation with applicants.

CODDENHAM
MS/153/00
Use of part of existing quarry for the recovery and storage of soils
03/11/2000
Approved subject to S106 Agreement which is still subject of negotiation with applicants.

BRAMFORD
MS/566/98
Extraction of part chalk and part sand and gravel
02/07/1998
Site to be subject of Prohibition Order

BARROW
SE/00/1565/P
Variation of Conditions 16, 18, 20, 22, of Planning Permission E/93/2755/P
16/3/2000
Approved subject to S106 Agreement which is still subject of negotiation with applicants.

WANGFORD
W402/19
To extract sand and gravel by way of an extension to the existing quarry
10/07/2000
Approved subject to S106 Agreement which is still subject of negotiation with applicants.

HENHAM
W12933/3
Continue extraction of sand and grave until 2011, with importation of inert waste to assist with restoration
30/07/1999
Approved subject to S106 Agreement which is still subject of negotiation with applicants.

County Council Development

EAST BERGHOLT
B/00/
Installation of new roof
22/11/2000
Awaited District comments on revised plans.  Now determined.

ALDEBURGH
C/00/1895
Relocation of existing swimming pool
04/12/2000
Administrative error. Now determined.

STOWMARKET
MS/813/95
Provision of a relief road with associated structures
22/09/1995
Will be withdrawn when new application for revised alignment is submitted this year

CLAYDON
MS/998/00
Extension to provide additional classrooms
26/09/2000
Late objection from Parish Council. Amended scheme now determined.

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

LOWESTOFT
W17737
Change of Use from residential to institutional use (the ATTIC project).
23/10/2000
In abeyance at request of applicant


APPENDIX B

MONITORING THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL CHARTER

Results for the Period 01/10/2000 – 31/03/2001.

Application numbers:  72

During this period 72 applications were determined.  Of these 60 were for County Council development and 12 were for minerals and waste.

Description
Charter Standard

(Working Days)
Target
Actual achieved
Comments

Acknowledgement of receipt of applications (Minerals and Waste only)
5 
80%
75%


Forwarding of applications to District Councils.
5 
80%
95%


Consultations.
10 
80%
84%


Press notices.
10 
80%
86%


Site Notices.
10 
80%
89%


Neighbour Notifications.
10 
80%
95%


Letters of representation (acknowledgement).
5 
80%
86%


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


Issue of Decision Notices. 
10 
80%
96%


APPENDIX C

BEST VALUE PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR 2000/2001

Statutory Indicators are shown shaded below

Best Value Code
Indicator
Target
Performance Achieved in Period 1/4/2000 – 31/3/2001
Comments




Minerals & Waste
County Council Development
Overall


BVPI 107
Planning cost per head of population
Local target. As part of the Best Value review comparative costs with other Mineral Planning Authorities will be obtained.


£2.63


BVPI 108
Advertised departures from the statutory plan as a percentage of total permissions granted
Less than 1%
0%
0%
0%


BVPI 109
Percentage of planning applications determined within eight weeks.
2000/2001 80%

2001/2002 50%
36%
50%
48%
Excludes applications accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) where the statutory period for determination is 16 weeks.

BVPI 110(a)
Average time taken to determine all applications
For applications without an EIA and without a Section 106 Agreement 50% and 60% respectively for Minerals & Waste and CCD applications
38%
50%
48%


BVPI 110(b)

For applications with EIA 80% within 16 weeks (the statutory period)
100%

(1 application only)
50%

(2 applications only)
67%


BVPI 110(c)

For applications with EIA and Section 106 Agreement 80% within 9 months
100%

(Only 2 applications in category)
Not applicable



Best Value Code
Indicator
Target
Performance Achieved in Period 1/4/2000 – 31/3/2001
Comments




Minerals & Waste
County Council Development
Overall


BVPI 110(d)
Average time taken to determine all applications
For all applications 80% within 16 weeks
67%
94%
90%


BVPI 110(e)

For all applications the average time taken to determine is set at 12 weeks
17.6*
9.1
10
*Note this figure includes the Holton ROMP application which took 139 weeks to determine. Without this application the figure drops to 11.8 weeks and the overall figure to 9.5 weeks.

Local Best Value Indicator 1
Average time taken to determine all applications excluding those subject to a Section 106 Agreement
Figure to be compared with BVPI 110 (d) above which includes all applications
16.9*
Not applicable
N/a
*Includes the Holton ROMP application. If this is excluded then the average time reduces to 11 weeks for Minerals & Waste (Cf 11.8 when Section 106 applications included).

BVPI 111
Percentage of applicants satisfied with the service provided
Three targets are set

Not applicable
N/a
These figures were obtained by full survey of all applicants who received a decision notice during the year. They are however based on a relatively small number of respondees. The DETR has confirmed that data against this indicator will not be collected in 2001/2002 or 2002/2003.



Overall percentage 
75%
86%






Percentage of those whose applications were successful
90%
86%






Percentage of those whose applications were refused
60%
No applications refused




BVPI 112
Score against a checklist of best planning practice
The BVPI auditors have confirmed that 9 of the 10 items in the checklist are relevant to County Councils.

The adopted target is seven out of nine but members suggested that we should aim to achieve 100% of the selected items.

Seven out of nine achieved for 2000/2001
Checklist item
Achieved Y/N




1a 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 Plan
As the Waste Plan has yet to be adopted we do not comply with this item.




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?
Yes Sustainable Suffolk Theme Panel has adopted timescale for preparation of the Waste Local Plan




2. Does your plan contain a comprehensive set of indicators and targets and do you monitor performance
See 1a above.




3. Has all supplementary Planning Guidance produced and adopted by you during the last year followed guidance in PPG12?
Yes




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




5. Do you have a published charter which sets out targets for handling the different stages of the development control process?
Yes




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




7. Not applicable to County Councils
Ignore for BVPI purposes




Checklist item
Achieved Y/N




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 judicial review? 


Yes




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 nominated officer acting as the contact point within the authority?


Yes




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
Yes but only on demand as agreed by Committee in May 2000.
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